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The purpose of this study is to determine quality indicators in the field of emotional 

and behavioral disorders based on six empirically validated standards outlined by the 

Council for Exceptional Children. Invitations to participate in the study were disseminated 

to a randomized selection of members within the Council for Children with Behavioral 

Disorders. Respondents (N = 199) included teachers (n = 128) and related service 

personnel (n = 71) who directly and indirectly work with students with emotional and 

behavioral disorders throughout the United States.   

A rank order list of the most important knowledge and skills to teachers with regard 

to demographic characteristics (i.e., types of communities, educational settings, or years 

of experience) was developed. Additionally, a rank order list was developed to determine 

which knowledge and skills related service personnel felt should be most important to 

teachers. Level of agreement was determined between teachers and related service 

personnel and variances among the rank order lists were examined.  

Results of the study revealed statistically significant variances in the rank order of 

knowledge and skills among educational settings of teachers (i.e., self-contained, 

resource, and general education/inclusion) across the standard of Learning Environments 

and Social Interactions. Rank orders in two knowledge and skills (i.e., assistive technology 

and structure) were significant. When rank order was compared between teachers and 

related service personnel, level of agreement was low within the standards of assessment 

(58%) and collaboration (63%).       
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Historically, the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (1996) 

indicated that the teaching profession has created a legacy of producing teachers who 

are unprepared to meet the demands of the classroom. The challenges in teacher 

quality have been just as demanding in special education. Efforts to improve teacher 

quality, however, have not gone unnoticed. The historical lineage of teacher quality 

includes reform movements both socially and politically. Public concern for teacher 

quality within special education has ebbed and waned with the currents of society (e.g., 

Cruickshank & Johnson, 1958; Schwartz, 1967).  

Professional Organizations (e.g., American Federation of Teachers, n.d; American 

Orthopsychiatric Association, 2005a, 2005b; Council for Exceptional Children, 2005) and 

legislative  reform efforts within special education have attempted to counter poor 

teacher quality through public policy (e.g., Education for All Handicapped Children Act 

[PL 94-142], 1975; Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments [IDEA; PL. 

105-17l], 1997; Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act [IDEA; PL 108-

446], 2004; No Child Left Behind [NCLB; PL 107-110], 2001). Currently, federal 

legislation is attempting to clarify the concept of highly qualified teacher (HQT) through 

using a HOUSSE (high, objective, uniform, state standard of evaluation) method 

(Council for Exceptional Children, 2005; United States Department of Education, 2005a) 

as outlined by current federal regulations including IDEA (2004) and NCLB (2001)  

(Council for Exceptional Children, 2005; United States Department of Education, 
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2005a). According to the Council for Exceptional Children (2005), however, the HOUSSE 

method may present possible obstacles for special education teachers if the method is 

not aligned within the states. However, research and historical trends in special 

education indicate a rich lineage in teacher competency research (i.e., Bullock, Ellis & 

Wilson, 1994; Bullock & Whelan, 1971; Cheney & Barringer; 1995; Cullinan, Epstein, & 

Schultz, 1986; Hewett, 1966; Magg & Katsiyannis, 1999; Rabinow, 1960) that the 

Council for Exceptional Children’s knowledge and skills should serve as a foundation as 

institutions of higher education select quality indicators to guide their programs (e.g., 

Bullock et al., 1994).  

 

Statement of the Problem 

In light of the changes in teacher quality, Wilson, Floden and Ferrini-Mundy 

(2001) found that research in the area of teacher preparation is limited. Further, 

teacher preparation mandates have created a confusing maze for preservice teachers to 

navigate in recent years (Brewer, 2003). Efforts to ensure the teaching force is highly 

qualified are conjointly unclear for teachers in the field of emotional and behavioral 

disorders (EBD). Special education teachers, administrators and other support 

personnel are challenged to identify quality indicators within educational programming 

for students with EBD (Neel, Cessna, Borock, & Bechard, 2003). Teacher knowledge 

and skills and teacher preparation programs must continue to be evaluated (Bullock et 

al., 1994; Gable, Hendrickson, Young & Shokoohi-Yekta, 1992; Magg & Katsiyannis, 
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1999) to ensure that current political and population trends are addressed (Bullock et 

al., 1994; Magg & Katsiyannis, 1999).  

 

Purpose 

Preservice teachers are expected to be prepared for the demands of modern-day 

society (Hardman, McDonnell & Welch, 1998). Social change and educational reforms 

mandate that institutions of higher education review accountability standards and 

teacher expectations to ensure a quality teaching force (Nougart, Scruggs, & 

Mastropieri, 2005). The purpose of this study is to determine critical key quality 

indicators in the field of EBD based on empirically validated standards outlined by the 

Council for Exceptional Children.   

 

Research Questions 

Historical data reflect a lineage of teacher preparation that has brought modern 

day educational society to contemporary conceptualizations of highly qualified teacher 

(HQT).  Current demands require knowledge and skills for teachers in the field of EBD 

to continue to be validated (Magg & Katsiyannis, 1999).  Recent reforms demand that 

teacher standards be streamlined (Interstate New Teachers Assessment and Support 

Consortium, 2001). The following research questions will help to validate and offer 

options to streamline knowledge and skills for effective teachers in the field of EBD.  
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Research Question 1:  Which of the empirically validated knowledge and skills in 

the field of EBD are the most important to teachers? 

Research Question 2:  Do teachers with varying demographic characteristics (i.e., 

types of communities, educational settings, or years of experience) perceive that certain 

knowledge and skills are more important than others? 

Research Question 3:  In regard to the knowledge and skills in the field of EBD, 

is there a difference in level of importance perceived by teachers and related service 

personnel? 

 
 
 

Significance 

The study provided information for institutions of higher education who are 

attempting to prepare effective, qualified teachers in the field of EBD. Further, the 

study provided clarity and confirmation of specific knowledge and skills that teachers 

feel are critical to ensure positive outcomes for students with EBD. Results also helped 

to determine the importance of certain knowledge and skills across geographic 

locations, educational settings, and years of teaching experience. Lastly, the study 

revealed variances between the knowledge and skills teachers felt were important and 

knowledge and skills that related service personnel felt should be important to teachers. 

 

Limitations 

Because the survey tool was located on the Internet, the research method may 

impose certain technological limitations within the population sample. The population 
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sample only reached those who had Internet access. The target group may have also 

presented bias unknown to the researcher in their responses (e.g., 

cultural/personal/regional preferences to certain standards). Further, the target group 

may have represented a more professional perspective than educators who do not 

belong to a professional organization. Finally, the survey method of evaluation is not 

always well received. Problems of self-selection, selection bias, and response rates have 

greatly limited the use and validity of on-line surveys (Koch & Emery, 2001). 

 

Definition of Terms 

• Competency refers to as a set of public, operationally defined performance goals 

that are guided by the work conducted within program development (Semmel & 

Semmel, 1976). 

• Emotional and behavioral disorder refers to a condition in which one or more of the 

following characteristics is exhibited over a long period of time and to a marked 

degree that adversely affects a child's educational performance including: (a) an 

inability to learn that cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory, or health 

factors;(b) an inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships 

with peers and teachers; (c) inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under 

normal circumstances; (d) a general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression; 

and (e) a tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with personal 

or school problems”. (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1997, Section 

300.7(c)(4)(i)). 
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• Highly qualified teacher requires that teachers must have (a) a bachelor’s degree, 

(b) full state certification or licensure, and (c) prove that they know each subject 

they teach (IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2001; United States Department of Education, 

2005a). 

• High, Objective, Uniform State Standard of Evaluation (HOUSSE) is the format by 

which NCLB (2001) allows states to develop a way for current teachers to 

demonstrate subject-matter competency and meet highly qualified teacher 

requirements. Proof may consist of a combination of teaching experience, 

professional development and knowledge in the subject garnered over time in the 

profession (United States Department of Education, 2005a, p. 2). 

• Special education refers to specifically designed instruction, at no cost to parents, to 

meet the unique needs of a child with a disability, including: (a) instruction 

conducted in the classroom, in the home, in hospitals, institutions, and in other 

settings; and (b) instruction in physical education (IDEA, 2004, Sect. 602 (28)). 

• Knowledge and skills refers to the set of competency standards outlined by the 

Council for Exceptional Children (2001), National Council for the Accreditation of 

Teacher Education (NCATE) and INTASC that delineate expectations for teachers 

(Council for Exceptional Children, 2003; Peck, Keenan, Cheney & Neel, 2004). 

• Quality indicator in this context can be characterized as the internal feedback loop 

that allows both providers and practitioners to systematically collect and analyze 

outcomes with programs and the individuals the programs are designed to treat 

(Rosenberg, 2004). 
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• Related Service Personnel are defined within the context of this study as specialized 

educators who fill a supporting role in (Wald & Castleberry, 1999) assisting students 

with disabilities in receiving a free and appropriate public education (IDEA, 2004) 

either directly or indirectly. Within this study respondents classified as related 

service personnel include staff that support teachers and students in the field of EBD 

either directly or indirectly. (i.e., administrators, preservice educators, and 

supporting staff). 

• Types of communities  refers to:  

(a) Urban population that is defined as a census block grouping with at least 

1,000 people per square mile (United States Census Bureau, 2004). 

(b) Suburban is formally known as a urban cluster and is categorized as a census 

block with at least 500 per square mile (United States Census Bureau, 2004). 

(c) Rural area is considered all other population areas that are not otherwised 

defined as urban or urban clusters (United States Census Bureau, 2004). 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 Current philosophies and practices found in contemporary special education 

programs have been built on a lengthy historical lineage (Winzer & Mazurkek, 2002) 

including teacher quality. Teacher quality emerged as an integral part of American 

society (e.g., Kauffman, 2005; Landrum & Tankersley, 2002; Martin, 1957; National 

Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 1996) within the industrial age 

(Landrum & Tankersley, 2002; Martin, 1957; National Commission on Teaching and 

America’s Future, 1996; New York Institute for Special Education, 2002) and continues 

to be debated currently (e.g., American Federation of Teachers and National Education 

Association, 2005; Connor, 1976; Kauffman, 1999;; Nelson, 2000). Recently, major 

political efforts have struggled to improve teacher quality. Two of the most recent 

legislative mandates have been No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001) and Individuals with 

Disabilities Improvement Education Act (IDEA, 2004).  NCLB (2001) introduced highly 

qualified teacher (HQT) into a mandate that, at its surface, implied an innovative, new 

paradigm shift intended to erase the legacy of an inadequate teaching force. IDEA 

(2004), the most recent reauthorization of the Education for All Handicapped Children 

Act of 1975 (PL 94-142; 1975), also addressed the concern for teacher quality. More 

specifically, IDEA strengthened the expectation for effective teacher preparation in 

society by integrating HQT into the field of special education. The recent onset of 

mandates has reinforced an emerging trend throughout the history of educating 

America’s children: the quest for higher teacher standards.  



                                             
                           

  9

Wilson, Floden, & Ferrini-Mundy (2001) stated that the concern regarding 

characteristics of qualified teachers and effective teacher preparation is still strong. 

However, they have suggested that research in the area of teacher preparation is 

limited. In 1988, Zabel cautioned that limitations exist within some data that directly 

relates to teacher preparation in the field of emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD). 

Magg and Katsiyannis (1999) also stated that certain inherent challenges that exist 

within the field of EBD include problems within certain service delivery programs, 

inadequate funding, and the failure to implement effective competencies for teachers in 

the field of EBD.  

Special education historians rely heavily on early works in order to conceptualize 

a better understanding of contemporary problems (e.g., Kauffman, 2005; Schwartz, 

1967). The purpose of this literature review is to introduce critical themes developed 

within society that have contributed to teacher quality with an emphasis in the field of 

EBD, including an historical review and an analysis of current trends. 

The literature review explored extensive searches in EBSCOhost under the 

keywords “teachers and competencies”, “emotional and behavioral disorders” and 

“highly qualified teacher”. In addition a search was conducted with internet search 

engines under the keyword “highly qualified teacher.”  Next, physical searches of the 

following journals were conducted: Behavioral Disorders, Beyond Behavior, Exceptional 

Children, Monograph in Behavioral Disorders, Teaching Exceptional Children, and 

Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders. Lastly, reference lists were examined to 

locate additional resources regarding teacher quality and teacher knowledge and skills. 
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Historical Review 

Landrum and Tankersley (2002) refer to the adage that those who forget the 

past are destined to repeat it. The notion that forgetting the past may lead to future 

replication poignantly applies as much to education as it does to any other historical 

lineage. While the states are conceptualizing HQT with renewed vigor (e.g., Esch, 

Chang-Ross, Guha, Tiffany-Morales, & Shields, 2004; McCarty, 2004), historical trends 

indicate that the evolution of teacher standards in special education have always been 

an evolving thread in the fabric of educational society (e.g., Kauffman, 2005; Landrum 

& Tankersley, 2002; Martin, 1957; National Commission on Teaching and America’s 

Future, 1996).  In order to understand the development of HQT, it is important to 

examine how teacher quality has developed. This historical review begins in the 1800s 

when the winds of change toward teacher quality were stimulated (e.g., Connor, 1976; 

Landrum & Tankersley, 2002; Martin, 1957; National Commission on Teaching and 

America’s Future, 1996; New York Institute for Special Education, 2002). Next, the 

review discusses developments toward teacher quality in the 1900s (e.g., Blackhurst, 

Cross, Nelson & Tawney, 1973; Bullock & Whelan, 1971; National Commission on 

Teaching and America’s Future, 1996; North Central Regional Education Laboratory, 

2004; Rabinow, 1960; Rosenberg, Sindelar & Hardman, 2004; Zabel, 1988). Finally, the 

historical review closes with the contemporary conceptualization of HQT in the 2000s 

(e.g., Council for Exceptional Children, 2005; Mooney, Denny, & Gunter 2004).  
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1800s and the Emergence of Teacher Quality 

Teacher quality and teacher preparation is not a new concept (Schwartz, 1967). 

The legacy of standards can be traced back to the frontier days when young women 

who had only a high school diploma were charged with teaching all students at all 

grade levels (Whelan & Kauffman, 1999). For example, the quality of what was known 

as common schools ranged from “moderately adequate to being contemptuous insults 

to the ideals of American democracy” (Ballantyne, 2002, 3rd Paragraph). Connor (1976) 

pointed out that most elementary school teachers had no formal training prior to the 

Civil War. For example, in 1895, the state of New York began requiring at least three 

years of high school as a minimum standard for teachers (Martin, 1957). Part of the 

lack of training can be attributed to the role of institutions of higher education in the 

early years. For instance, traditional institutions of higher education considered 

postsecondary education a luxury indicator for upper and intellectual middle classes 

(Ballantyne, 2002; Connor, 1976).   

America’s successes in the war with England marked a significant era in United 

States’ history where philanthropic causes started the country’s progression into an 

industrial society (New York Institute for Special Education, 2002). The transition 

toward the industrial age in the 1800s demonstrated a paradigm shift within societal 

perceptions toward special education (Miller, 2004) which sparked the desire to improve 

the quality of life for students with disabilities (Kauffman, 2005; New York Institute for 

Special Education, 2002). As people began to transition from the traditional roles of 

rural to urban communities, so did the need for a quality education (National 
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Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 1996). American society poised itself to 

reshape the character, culture, and landscape of the nation (Miller, 2004) with the 

emergence of demands in the 1800s toward teacher quality (Connor, 1976; Landrum & 

Tankersley, 2002; Martin, 1957; National Commission on Teaching and America’s 

Future, 1996; New York Institute for Special Education, 2002) through teacher training 

programs (Kauffman, 2005; Martin, 1957; New York Institute for Special Education, 

2002; Reynolds & Birch, 1977; Schwartz, 1967), and compulsory education (Connor, 

1976; Kauffman, 2005; Reynolds & Birch, 1977; Sealander, 2003).  

 

Teacher Training Programs 

Public scrutiny toward the increasing educational costs forced teachers to keep 

up with new ideas, new techniques, and new knowledge (Connor, 1976). Compassion 

for the underprivileged birthed the concept of teacher preparation (New York Institute 

for Special Education, 2002) with specialized training to teach students with specific 

disabilities (New York Institute for Special Education, 2002; Reynolds & Birch, 1977). 

Teacher preparation efforts began with specialists and experimenters who presented in-

service type programs, short intensive courses, on-the-job training, or live-in 

apprenticeships to teachers in special schools (Connor, 1976). Some of the early 

pioneers in teacher training in special education included Valentin Hauy (Connor, 1976; 

Illingworth, 1910), Charles Michael Abbe de L’Eppe, Samuel Heinicke (Connor, 1976), 

Jean Itard (Connor, 1976; McDermott, 1994), and Gallaudet (Connor, 1976; Gallaudet, 

2005). 
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Special education training moved from the emulation of the early instructors in 

teacher training to specialized courses and opportunities for study at the universities 

(Connor, 1976). For example, teacher preparation in deaf education was established at 

Gallaudet College in 1864 (Gallaudet, 2005). In 1888, the Vineland Training School 

opened which quickly became the world’s leading authority on mental retardation 

(Vineland, 2001). The broader context of teacher training in special education was 

established in 1897 at Pennsylvania University (e.g., Connor, 1976; Schwartz, 1967). 

Finally, in 1914, the first teacher education program for students with EBD was 

established in Michigan (Kauffman, 2005).  

The demand for teacher training programs increased exponentially in later years. 

According to Schwartz (1967), there were 43 colleges and universities by 1929 that 

offered teacher preparation programs in special education. The number almost doubled 

in 1931 with 71 institutions and increased to 118 in 1936. 

 

Compulsory Education 

The number of teacher preparation programs progressed alongside the demand 

for educational programming in special education. In 1918, the Department of the 

Bureau of Internal Education (1928) published The Cardinal Principles which established 

high schools across the country. The authors of the report emphasized that education 

was the key to improving the status of the nation (Department of the Bureau of 

Internal Education, 1928; Sealander, 2003). Compulsory education laws were enacted 

by 1918 (Connor, 1976; Kauffman, 2005; Reynolds & Birch, 1977) as well. By 1920, 
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many states demanded school attendance for students ages six to sixteen (Sealander, 

2003).  

In light of the great concern for the less fortunate during the 1800s, efforts 

within the public and private programs intended to cure the insane and solve challenges 

for the lower classes began to decrease (Kauffman, 2005). Optimism and promise that 

emerged in the 1800s to cure the most difficult students was replaced with disillusion 

for failed attempts (Landrum & Tankersley, 2002). Children with severe disabilities, 

including those with disruptive behaviors were exiled to “ungraded” classrooms 

(Sealander, 2003) or “excused” from compulsory education laws (Sealander, 2003; 

Wood, 2001) all together.  

 

Societal Trends toward HQT in the 1900s 

As the twentieth century allowed America to transition into modern day society, 

each decade within the 1900s presented distinct themes that merged into one cohesive 

concept of teacher quality over the next one hundred years. For the purposes of this 

review, the century is arbitrarily divided into three eras: the early developments (1920-

1940), humanitarian era (1950-1980), and the modern day reform movement (1980-

present). Early developments (1920-1940) included: the establishment of major 

organizations in the teaching field (e.g., American Federation of Teachers, n.d.; 

American Orthopsychiatry Association, 2005a, 2005b; Council for Exceptional Children, 

2002), early studies in the field of EBD (e.g., Martens & Reynolds, 1932; Wickman, 

1928), and the onset of the Great Depression. Societal optimism and hope within all of 
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special education (e.g., Armstrong, 2003; Reynolds & Birch, 1977) and the development 

of teacher competencies in the field of EBD (e.g., Bullock, Ellis, & Wilson, 1994; Bullock 

& Whelan, 1971; Mackie, Kvaraceus, & Williams, 1957; Schwartz, 1967; Zabel, 1988) 

were hallmarks of the humanitarian era (1950-1980). Finally, the modern day reform 

movement (1980-2000) closed the century with major developments in licensure 

standards, student accountability, and the preparation of a qualified teaching force. 

 

Early Developments (1920s-1940s) 

The 1920s introduced the development of professional organizations both in 

education and in the field of special education that changed the economic and social 

concerns (American Federation of Teachers, n.d.) within teacher preparation, policy 

(Swan & Sirvis, 1992), research, and knowledge base (Melton, 2003; Sluzki, 2003) as it 

relates to both general education teachers and teachers in the field of EBD. The era 

also introduced early studies regarding teacher behaviors (e.g., Martens & Reynolds, 

1932; Wickman, 1928) that influenced future changes in teacher expectations. Finally, 

American society as a whole lost considerable ground during the 1930s and 1940s 

(Kornbluh, 1987; Schwartz, 1967). The onset of the Great Depression in the 1930s 

presented challenges for all of American society. Teacher preparation and the concept 

of teacher quality took a back seat while the country recovered.  

Establishment of major organizations.  Three major organizations were 

established during the 1900s that prompted a catalyst for teacher preparation and 

quality. The first was The American Federation of Teachers, founded in 1916, which 
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represented the economic, social and professional interests of classroom teachers 

(American Federation of Teachers, n.d.), and prompted a major concern for teacher 

training during the 1920s (Kornbluh, 1987). While the American Federation of Teachers 

unionized the teaching profession, two other organizations helped to sculpt professional 

development and teacher quality in the area of EBD. The Council for Exceptional 

Children, founded in 1922, and the American Orthopsychiatry Association founded in 

1924 both contributed to the examination of critical issues and concerns directed at the 

special education population (Bullock & Menendez, 1999; Kauffman, 2005). 

In 1922, a group of 12 supervisors and administrators organized the Council for 

the Education of Exceptional Children at Columbia University (Council for Exceptional 

Children, 2002; Reynolds & Birch, 1977; Reynolds & Fletcher-Janzen, 2002).  The 

Council for Exceptional Children has become the largest international professional 

organization that emphasizes educational outcomes for individuals with disabilities and 

other underserved populations (Council for Exceptional Children, 2005). The Council for 

Exceptional Children has since become a leader (Swan & Sirvis, 1992) in teacher 

preparation, policy (Reynolds & Fletcher-Janzen, 2002; Swan & Sirvis, 1992) and 

teacher standards (Reynolds & Fletcher-Janzen, 2002). The knowledge and skills 

outlined by the Council for Exceptional Children have provided a foundation for 

institutions of higher education to select competencies to guide their programs (Bullock 

et al., 1994) by providing specific standards for special education postsecondary 

programs through identifying empirically validated expectations for first year teachers 



                                             
                           

  17

(e.g., Conderman, Katsiyannis & Franks, 2001; Council for Exceptional Children, 2003, 

2005; Gilberts & Lingnugaris-Kraft, 1997).  

As mentioned earlier, the American Orthopsychiatric Association was founded in 

1924 (American Orthopsychiatric Association, 2005a; Kauffman, 2005) when a small 

group of psychiatrists organized professionals engaged in the study and treatment of 

human behavior (American Orthopsychiatric Association, 2005a). Currently, the 

American Orthopsychiatric Association emphasizes its work with exchange of 

collaborative study, research, and knowledge in all areas of mental health (Melton, 

2003; Sluzki, 2003). The organization also facilitates a shared commitment to 

scholarship and clinical expertise in the interest of informing professional practice and 

public policy. The organization has published the American Journal of Orthopsychiatry 

since 1930 which is considered a leading interdisciplinary journal in the mental health 

field (American Orthopsychiatric Association, 2005b; Sluzki, 2003). 

Early studies. During the late 1920s, early studies of students with EBD began to 

emerge (e.g., Martens & Reynolds, 1932) that would ultimately contribute to quality 

standards for their teachers. In their Annotated Bibliography of the Education and 

Psychology of Exceptional Children, Martens and Reynolds (1932) identified 18 studies 

relating to socially maladjusted youth. One study in particular (Wickman, 1928) 

examined the relationship division between teachers of children with maladaptive 

behaviors and practitioner attitudes. Wickman suggested drawing upon and 

coordinating available resources through teacher training and clinical case work 

experiences to combat the teacher practitioner perception contrast. The study marked 
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the beginning of teacher expectations for collaboration, professional development and 

research-to-practice standards. However, one year after the publication of the study, 

the Great Depression stalled the nation (e.g., Kornbluh, 1987; Schwartz, 1967). The 

collaboration and coordination practices mentioned in the Wickman study stayed 

dormant until the 1960s (Braun & Lasher, 1973; Friend, 2000). 

Onset of the Great Depression. The stock market crash in October 1929 

(Kornbluh, 1987) and its imminent great depression plunged all of American society into 

crisis. During the era special education also lost considerable ground (Schwartz, 1967). 

Along with the great depression, general education teacher attitudes attributed to the 

downward spiral that teacher preparation in special education suffered (e.g., 

Cruickshank & Johnson, 1958; Schwartz, 1967). The 1930s brought feelings that 

students with disabilities were a lost cause (Reynolds & Birch, 1977). The scope of 

teacher preparation was limited during the era (Cruickshank & Johnson, 1958; 

Schwartz, 1967) toward adult education programs that would stimulate the economy 

(Kornbluh, 1987). Compassion for students with EBD was kept alive with sporadic 

concerns for clinical teaching (Schwartz, 1967) described in the former years (e.g., 

Wickman, 1928).  

Tackling poverty during the Great Depression was a major concern. Franklin D. 

Roosevelt proposed the New Deal to stimulate the economy (Fagette, 1996; Kornbluh, 

1987). The Federal Emergency Relief Administration (FERA), established out of the New 

Deal, helped to promote teacher training (Fagette, 1996; Kornbluh; 1987). Legislative 

efforts contributed to the shadow that followed students with disabilities. For example, 
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the 1944 Education Act ensured compulsory secondary education for all children except 

those who had severe learning disabilities (Armstrong, 2003). 

 

Humanitarian Era (1950-1980)  

The public education program was hit hard with limited funding during the Great 

Depression (Ballantyne, 2002). However, the nation experienced a tremendous increase 

in individuals with disabilities due to the huge loss of human resources from World War 

II (Bullock & Menendez, 1999). Millions of soldiers discharged from the war returned 

home in great need of psychiatric services (Bullock & Menendez, 1999; Menninger 

Institute, 2005). After World War II, a trend toward the education of students with 

exceptionalities also took an upward swing (Armstrong, 2003; Reynolds & Birch, 1977). 

Armstrong (2003) stated that increased special education concerns could be attributed 

to the humanitarian views following the war. The optimism, according to Armstrong, 

was created out of a “desire for openness in society for a greater tolerance of 

difference” (p. 80). Changes in the special education population also contributed to the 

shift. The student special education population increased dramatically (Armstrong, 

2003; Reynolds & Birch, 1977). For example, between the years of 1950 and 1976, the 

special education population increased exponentially (Armstrong, 2003); thus increasing 

the demand for quality teachers. For instance, there were 77 programs in higher 

education for teacher preparation in special education in 1948 (Connor, 1976; Reynolds 

& Birch, 1977). By 1973, that number increased to over 400 (Reynolds & Birch, 1977). 
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The humanitarian era (1950-1980) presented further developments in teacher 

quality with the onset of teacher competencies. It was also a time when the 

fundamental developments in the early developments (1920-1940) were combined with 

a sense of social consciousness, and federal support (e.g., Bullock, 2004; Reynolds & 

Birch, 1977; Wilson et al. 2001), followed by developments toward sweeping reform 

within all of education (e.g., Education for All Handicapped Children Act [PL 94-142], 

1975).  

Onset of teacher competencies. Throughout the early developments (1920-

1940), the researchers’ trepidation for effective teachers was apparent (e.g., Nougart, 

Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2005). The problem of teacher preparation began to once again 

emerge within public opinion in the later 1950s (Schwartz, 1967). Efforts toward 

teacher quality thwarted focus toward teacher competencies (Connor, 1976), especially 

for teachers who worked in the field of EBD. Starting in 1957, Mackie et al. introduced 

the concept that schools should become the first line of defense in the lives of students 

with EBD. They felt that teachers should be prepared to handle challenges associated 

with the unique population. Mackie et al. (1957) introduced 88 competencies that 

teachers responsible for effective prevention and intervention of EBD should possess 

(Bullock & Whelan, 1971; Bullock et al., 1994; Mackie et al., 1957, Zabel, 1988). More 

specifically, the study emphasized that teachers who are in charge of students with EBD 

must exhibit additional characteristics including the ability to handle the unique 

challenges these students bring with them (Mackie et al., 1957; Zabel, 1988). The 

research became a landmark study in the preparation of teachers in the field of EBD 
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(Bullock & Whelan, 1971; Bullock et al., 1994; Zabel, 1988). Teacher preparation 

programs adopted the identified competencies into training strands (e.g., Kerr, 

Salzberg, Shores & Stowitschek, 1979; Rabinow, 1960). The lineage of future 

competency studies (e.g., Bullock & Whelan, 1971; Bullock et al., 1994; Zabel, 1988) as 

well as program developments (e.g., Kerr et al., 1979; Rabinow, 1960) for students 

with EBD in future decades followed the groundwork set in motion by Mackie et al.  

Social optimism. Through peering back into the world established within the field 

of special education toward the close of the 1960s, an aurora of excitement and 

exuberance for the field was clear. Prior to 1967, there were almost 200,000 individuals 

with disabilities living in institutions or group homes (United States Office of Special 

Education Programs, 2003). Mental illness was considered the number one health 

problem in the United States (Morse, Cutler, & Fink, 1964). The nation found itself in 

the midst of what was considered an educational revolution (Braun & Lasher, 1973; 

Withrow, 1968).  

The social optimism with the independent and civil rights movements within the 

1960s marked an era where individuals with disabilities (e.g., Middleton, Rollins & 

Harley, 1999) and their families aligned themselves with advocacy groups who fought 

for the right to equal education (e.g., United States Office of Special Education 

Programs, 2003; Yell, Rogers & Lodge Rogers, 1998). Additional pleas for funding and 

quality teacher education were hallmarks of the era (e.g., Heller, 1968; Howe, 1968; 

Kass, 1968; Kirk, 1968; Lucito, 1968).  
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Changes in collaborative perceptions also emerged. For example, prior to the 

shift, Balow (1966) revealed that teachers for students with EBD worked in classrooms 

with limited administrative support. Further, there was a concern from Balow that 

pressures forced new special education teachers to adopt the policies of the school 

building instead of research-based practices. Prior to the recognition of teacher and 

practitioner attitudes, teacher autonomy was almost an expectation in specialized 

classrooms for students with more severe behaviors (Morse et al., 1964). Thomas 

(1967) revealed that some clinicians asserted that teachers should assume some of the 

responsibilities of the personality problems and the home environment, while other 

clinicians felt that over involvement in this area may cause more harm than good. 

Renewed coordination efforts between teachers and clinicians began to ease the rift. As 

previously mentioned, the need for collaboration and coordination efforts between 

practitioners and teachers discussed in the Wickman (1928) study became popular in 

the 1960s (Braun & Lasher, 1973; Friend, 2000) with the onset of Project Re-Ed 

developed by Nicholas Hobbs (Braun & Lasher, 1973; Hobbs, 1983). Later, legislative 

developments helped to alleviate collaboration and consultation concerns through 

effective teacher preparation (e.g., PL 89-36 [National Technical Institute of the Deaf 

Act of 1965]; PL 89-329 [Higher Education Act of 1965] PL 94-142 (Education for All 

Handicapped Children Act of 1975); PL 102-119 [Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act Amendments of 1991]; PL 105-17 [Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

Amendments of 1997]; PL 108-446 [Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement 

Act of 2004]).  
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Legislative developments.   The year 1957 marked the beginning of legislation 

passed for the benefit of students with disabilities (Martin, 1968; Moss, 1968).  In 1963, 

the Mental Retardation Facilities and Construction Act (PL 88-164) marked the 

beginning of extensive research for handicapped children within the United States 

Department of Education (Martin, 1968; Moss, 1968; Tassé, 2004). Other legislative 

efforts were passed in 1965 (e.g., PL 89-10 [Cooperative Research Act]; PL 89-36 

[National Technical Institute of the Deaf Act of 1965]; PL 89-105 [Mental Retardation 

Facilities and Community Mental Health Centers Construction Act Amendments of 

1965]; PL 89-258 [Captioned Films and Educational Media for Handicapped Deaf of 

1965], PL 89-329 [Higher Education Act of 1965]) which brought many more changes 

to the field of special education through federal grants and teacher training (Connor, 

1976; Martin, 1968; United States Department of Health and Human Services, 2005).  

From an historian prospective, legislation passed during the 1960s would forever 

change the lives of students within special education. Within these legislative actions, 

the momentum of special education became more evident. One significant indicator was 

the establishment of the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH) within the 

United States Department of Education in 1967 (Gallagher, 1968; Howe, 1968; Kirk, 

1968). The new BEH helped disseminate information and develop federal programs. 

Through the office, a five phase translation of knowledge and three major operating 

divisions were developed: (a) Division of Research, (b) Division of Educational Services, 

and the (c) Division of Training Programs. The premise for the development of the BEH 

was to ensure that overall goals relating to special education could be met through 
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extensive use of knowledge and education. Projects approved for federal funding began 

to move teacher quality forward (Connor, 1976).   

 As political and population changes transformed the composition and needs of 

students in the field of EBD, teacher competency studies continued to validate the 

growing demands in teacher preparation (Bullock et al., 1994). For example, Rabinow 

(1960) developed a modified competency list based on the Mackie et al. (1957) study, 

Hewett presented a hierarchy of competencies (Bullock & Whelan, 1971; Hewett, 1966; 

Zabel, 1988) and other competencies were created for the clinical teacher (Bullock & 

Whelan, 1971; Schwartz, 1967; Zabel, 1988).  

Institutions of higher education began improving teacher training programs 

through teacher competency-based instruction (Gable, Hendrickson, Young, & 

Shokoohi-Yehta, 1992; Polsgrove, 2003).  “Competency-based special education 

training programs offered the promise of better prepared teachers with repertoires of 

skills significantly different from those of traditionally trained teachers” (Cegelka & 

Tawney, 1973, p. 268). For example, by the middle of the 1960s, 57 training 

institutions had been established for teachers in the field of EBD (e.g., Balow, 1966; 

Blessing, 1966; Kerr et al., 1979; Knoblock, Barnes, Apter & Taylor, 1974; Rabinow, 

1960). Rabinow, one of the participants in the Mackie et al. study (Zabel, 1988), 

established a competency-based model for teacher preparation for students with EBD 

(Blackhurst et al., 1973; Bullock & Whelan, 1971; Rabinow, 1960; Zabel, 1988). In 

1962, Knoblock et al. (1974) established a program based on an immersion philosophy 

at Syracuse University for teachers in the field that attempted to bridge theory to 
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practice by fostering a working relationship with a local public school. In 1975, Peabody 

established a field-based program built around teacher competencies outlined in the 

research (e.g., Blackhurst et al., 1973; Bullock & Whelan, 1971; Cegelka & Tawney, 

1975; Kerr et al., 1979; Semmel & Semmel, 1976).  

In future years, other organizations began to energize that would greatly impact 

teacher knowledge and skills. In 1964, The Council for Children with Behavioral 

Disorders (CCBD) was added as a division of the Council for Exceptional Children as an 

organization designed to meet the unique needs of students with EBD (Bullock & 

Menendez, 1999; Kauffman, 2005; Reynolds & Fletcher-Janzen, 2002). Meanwhile, the 

National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) that was formed in 

1954 was slowly beginning to gain recognition (Reynolds, 1966). Reynolds stated that 

the synergy between NCATE and the Council for Exceptional Children also began to 

develop. He further discussed that it was within this era that the Council for Exceptional 

Children declared intentions to join with NCATE in an effort to create voluntary 

accreditation programs in institutions of higher education for special education. 

With the sudden push in teacher training during the middle part of the 

humanitarian era (1950-1980), certain problems began to emerge. Wood (2001) stated 

that teachers were transferring over to the field with very limited exposure and no 

experience. State discrepancies amplified the problem with teacher quality within the 

field of EBD. For example, according to Wood, state certification requirements for 

teachers working with this population did not exist in many cases. However, the 

achievements in the latter part of the 1960s including federal support began to pave 
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the way for the explosion toward teacher quality into the field of EBD that would take 

the next two decades to fully materialize.   

Federal support. While the 1960s brought collaboration and social consciousness 

to the field, the 1970s gave the field much needed federal support. During the 1970s, 

the federal government caught up with social movements from the 1960s. Teacher 

preparation saw federal legislation and policies begin to support education (Wilson et 

al., 2001) in the area of teacher training (e.g., Balow, 1966; Blessing, 1966; Kerr et al., 

1979; Knoblock et al., 1974, Rabinow, 1960). Legislative efforts, including PL 88-164, 

created funding streams that stimulated institutions of higher education to develop and 

implement effective teacher preparation programs (Bullock, 2004; Reynolds & Birch, 

1977).  Conjointly, federal funds allowed leaders in the field to grow and strengthen 

(Bullock, 2004).  With the help of federal funding (Bullock, 2004), Urban Teacher Corp 

initiates, Master of Arts Teaching programs (e.g., Balow, 1966; Blessing, 1966; 

Knoblock et al., 1974) and higher salaries, the tradition of placing unprepared students 

in the classroom was greatly reduced (National Commission on Teaching and America’s 

Future, 1996).  

Ultimately, the programs allowed the teacher competency-based movement to 

gain momentum (Semmel & Semmel, 1976). Competency studies continued to refine 

and develop concerns in teacher preparation. Bullock and Whelan re-examined the 

Mackie et al. (1957) in 1971. They found that teachers felt that the original 

competencies still had value although not as important as to the original participants. 

The researchers called for renewed emphasis for individual programming and stated 
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that teachers should understand the various types of students who were enrolled in 

special education programs (Bullock & Whelan, 1971; Zabel, 1988). Bullock and Whelan 

(1971) verified that, without subsequent studies, institutions of higher education could 

not scientifically confirm the effectiveness of existing programs. 

Developments toward sweeping reform.  The humanitarian era (1950-1980) 

closed with the pendulum of social progress toward special education swinging in favor 

of positive outcomes for students with disabilities. Laws began to open doors for 

students with disabilities to attend school (Yell et al., 1998). For example, one of the 

most powerful paragraphs in legislative law, Section 504 in the Rehabilitation Act of 

1973 (PL 93-112), was adopted.  Section 504 provided for comprehensive services to all 

individuals, regardless of the severity of their disability, and outlawed discrimination 

against citizens with disabilities (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2001).  Another landmark act, 

Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (PL 94-142), later named re-named 

IDEA (PL 108-446), was passed which changed the direction of education for students 

with disabilities (Kutash & Duchnowski, 1994). PL 94-142 mandated free appropriate 

public education for all children with disabilities through due process rights, least 

restrictive environment, and individual education plans. Most important, according to 

Kutash and Duchnowski (1994), P.L. 94-142 gave special education a unified national 

voice that allowed the field to depart from traditional educational approaches. The act 

outlined a foundation from which current special education practices would build 

(Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2001).  
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Modern Day Reform Movement (1980-2000)   

As a country, the 1980s were trying times where most humane initiatives were 

put on the defensive (Murphy, 1990). The federal funding streams and teaching 

programs were short lived. By the mid-1980s, most of the funding faded, teacher 

salaries were reduced and there was a resurgence of unprepared teachers (National 

Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 1996) thrust into the classrooms. Data 

from the 1980s indicated there were three times more teachers in special education 

with emergency certificates compared to general educators (Shrag, 1990). Staff 

shortages in special education refueled the controversy over qualified teaching 

personnel (Jones, Bullock, Smith-Davis & Ash, 1992). The cacophony of challenges at 

the beginning of the era presented opportunities for major reform in public education to 

take seed. The late 1980s brought major developments in licensure reform and 

program approval (Scannell, 2000), while the 1990s presented reform in student 

accountability (e.g., Lashley & Boscardin, 2003), and the preparation of qualified 

personnel (e.g., Bullock et al., 1994; IDEA, 1991; Magg & Katsiyannis, 1999). 

Opportunities for major reform. In 1983, A Nation at Risk, the origin of current 

educational reform (North Central Regional Education Laboratory, 2004; National 

Commission of Excellence in Education, 1983; Rosenberg et al., 2004) declared that our 

schools were drowning in a tide of mediocrity (National Commission of Excellence in 

Education, 1983; National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 1996). The 

reform movement taunted that if a foreign power tried to impose a mediocre 

educational performance on America, citizens would view it as an act of war (National 
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Commission of Excellence in Education, 1983; National Commission on Teaching and 

America’s Future, 1996). The policy proposed that schools should be reformed and 

student performances and standards be increased.  Similarly, the document held that 

teachers should be held to the same high standards and expectations as their students 

(Hurwitz & Hurwitz, 2005; Rosenberg et al., 2004). 

Licensure reform and program approval. A few years later, The Carnegie Forum 

on Education and the Economy published A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the Twenty-

First Century in 1986 that called teachers and other stakeholders in education to form 

the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (National Education Association, 

2005). At the University level, The Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support 

Consortium (INTASC) (2001) was established in 1987 with the goal of seeking a 

common framework and principles for the licensure of beginning teachers.  

Toward the end of the decade, the Charlottesville Education Summit convened 

and governors throughout the nation developed a set of education goals based on A 

Nation at Risk (United States Department of Education, 1996; National Commission on 

Teaching and America’s Future, 1996, Rosenberg et al., 2004). Ultimately, the 1970s 

and developments in the 1980s paved the way for foundational groundwork in current 

systematic evaluation procedures within effective teaching (Nougart et al., 2005). 

 Student accountability. These standards would later play an important role in 

the development of future legislation and policy with the onset of the 1990s and Goals 

2000 (North Central Educational Laboratory, 2004; Rosenberg et al., 2004; United 

States Department of Education, 1993, 1996). Goals 2000 established a new framework 



                                             
                           

  30

that provided assistance to states for the reform of educational programs by 

encouraging the establishment of high standards for all children. The policy specified 

eight National Educational Goals for all children. One goal was specifically directed at 

improving the teaching quality of teachers nationwide through professional 

development. The challenge to prepare an effective teaching force became an imposing 

task in light of the growing reform moments coupled with changing demographics 

within the United States (Bullock et al., 1994). The modern day age of teacher quality 

was slowly taking shape.  

The special education population was also growing in great numbers during this 

time (National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 1996). The student 

population with EBD became very challenging due to changing disability categories 

attributed to poverty, drug dependence and teenage parents (Shrag, 1990), child 

abuse, and cultural diversity, (Lartizen, & Freidman, 1991; Shrag, 1990; Walker, 

Ramsey, & Gresham, 2004). Other sweeping reforms during the 1990s altered the 

structure and practices for students within special education (Patriarca & Cegelka, 

1992). Efforts to educate students with disabilities in the general education classroom 

became the focus (Lashley & Boscardin, 2003). These current school reform 

movements imposed major challenges for teachers in the field of EBD and their 

students based on staff development and supports (Sugai, Bullis, & Cumbland, 1997).  

In light of the reform efforts of the last three decades, state and national 

initiatives enacted on behalf of students with EBD were not a priority. For example, 

Knitzer, Steinberg & Fleisch (1990) observed school settings attempting to meet the 
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needs to students with EBD. They found that teachers primarily focused on behavioral 

over academic concerns and provided limited social skills instruction. Collaborative 

relationships between teachers and education and mental health professionals were 

strained in some cases and students had limited access to services. Knitzer et al. (1990) 

suggested improving the quality of life for students with EBD and emphasized that 

students with EBD needed a highly qualified staff who can handle their unique needs 

reinforcing an early study by Cullinan, Epstein and Schultz (1986). Cullinan et al. 

developed competencies for secondary teachers who worked with students who have 

EBD a few years prior which suggested that teachers in the field felt that there were 

certain, inherent human characteristics that enhance teacher quality within this 

population. 

It wasn’t until the early 1990s that the need identified by Knitzer et al. (1990) for 

state and national policies to drive reform efforts for students with EBD was heard. The 

Office of Special Education Programs sponsored the development of a National Agenda 

for Children and Youth with EBD (Chesapeake Institute, 1994; Nelson, 2000). Data from 

the Chesapeake Institute (1994) report painted a bleak picture of students with EBD. 

The report indicated lower grades, higher rates of school absenteeism, higher drop-out 

rates and higher enrollments in the juvenile justice system enrollments than other 

populations. One way in which IDEA attempted to alleviate those challenges was 

through including provisions targeted at improving programming for students with EBD 

by clearly defining the school population and preparing qualified personnel (IDEA, 1991; 

Magg & Katsiyannis, 1999). 
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Preparing qualified personnel. The challenge became to ensure that personnel 

were effectively trained. Competency-based training was again revisited. Bullock et al. 

(1994) reviewed competencies related to teacher preparation in the field of EBD. The 

researchers gathered knowledge and skills statements from institutions and programs 

responsible for teacher training in the field of EBD. Once the knowledge and skills were 

analyzed, the researchers found that the seven traditional categorical lists identified by 

Hewett (1966) which was increased to nine by Bullock and Whelan (1971) could be 

extended to eleven categories. The implication of the study was that the demands on 

teachers in the field of EBD were growing.  

With the onset of inclusion into educational society, efforts to ensure that 

general education teachers were prepared for the special education population became 

increasingly evident (Hoover, 1984). Cheney and Barringer (1995) conducted a three 

year pilot program, Project Destiny, based on the inclusion of middle schools students 

with EBD in general education classrooms.  The purpose of Project Destiny was to 

identify and provide training needs of school staff using a competency-based model.  

The researchers found that teachers in the general education classroom who were 

working with students identified as EBD need an array of behavior management 

strategies to deal with the magnitude and diversity of the behaviors unique to the 

population. Sawka, McCurdy and Mannella (2002) feel that one of the best approaches 

to improving the lives of students with EBD is through effectively training a workforce 

that demonstrates the skills necessary to work in the field. 
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Special educators have long held to the belief that effective teaching transferred 

into effective learning for all students (Shaw, Biklen, Conlon, Kramer & DeRoma-

Wagner, 1990). Teachers in special education must have additional knowledge and 

tools beyond what is needed within the six or seven hours teachers spend in the 

classroom (e.g., Cullinan et al. 1986; Knitzer et al., 1990; Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2001). 

The decades prior to the 1990s have brought several attempts to define teacher quality 

and attempts to make significant changes within teacher preparation within special 

education (Bullock et al., 1994). However, at this point in history, Bowen, Butler, Jones, 

Bresco, and Huang (1991), stated that the overall concern for quality in teacher 

preparation programs resonated without a national understanding of what constitutes 

qualified personnel.  Teacher quality was realized within general education classrooms 

through a report from The National Commission of Teaching and America’s Future 

(1996).  

The National Commission of Teaching and America’s Future (1996) published a 

document that drove teacher quality into the reform movement even further. The 

commission stated that school reform would not succeed unless it focused on creating 

positive conditions where educators could effectively teach. According to the 

Commission, recruiting, preparing, and retaining good teachers should be the central 

strategy for improving the public schools. Yet, the Commission purported major flaws in 

schools including teacher preparation, ineffective recruitment efforts, inadequate 

induction for first year teachers, lack of rewards for higher quality teachers, and 

identified schools structured for failure. The Commission stated that by 2006 the 
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division between success and failure would be determined by education and that every 

student should be able to have access to qualified teachers who are competent and 

caring within well organized schools. The National Commission on Teaching and 

America’s Future (1996) brought recommendations that national teaching standards be 

enforced for both general and special educators. The Commission stated that “what 

teachers know and can do is the most important influence on what students learn” and 

that “recruiting, preparing, and retaining good teachers is the central strategy for 

improving our schools” (p.6). In other words, what teachers know and do makes the 

crucial difference in what children learn (Darling- Hammond, 2001; INTASC, 2001; 

National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 1996).  

 

Development of HQT in 2000s 

With the close of the 1990s, the nation was introduced to the contemporary 

conceptualization of what is now known as HQT. Reforms gave HQT the needed 

momentum to develop into more just a catch phrase through continued accountability 

efforts, streamlined standards, and improvements in teacher retention.  While Schwartz 

(1967) dated attempts to describe traits of a good teacher back to Socrates, Petaluma, 

Froebel and Herbart, the first decade in the twenty-first century drove HQT into the 

eyes of everyone nationwide with national mandates (e.g., IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2001).   

 

Continued Accountability Efforts  

Prior to IDEA ‘97, there was an increased push for student accountability 
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standards with high-stakes testing (Council for Exceptional Children, 2005; Rosenberg 

et al., 2004), but, according to Rosenberg et al., students with disabilities found 

themselves excluded from accountability standards. Rosenberg et al. stated that the 

exclusion was attributed to policies that outline a free and appropriate public education 

(FAPE). The wording, according to the researchers, left room for the arguments that 

education programs were appropriate as long as they had “some educational benefit” 

(p. 269).  

Ultimately, national school reform movements (e.g., A Nation at Risk [National 

Commission of Excellence in Education, 1983]; Goals 2000 [United States Department 

of Education, 1993]; IDEA, 2004, NCLB, 2001) increased standards and expectations for 

all students (Council for Exceptional Children, 2005; Peck, Keenan, Cheney & Neel, 

2004; Rosenberg et al., 2004). According to the Council for Exceptional Children (2005), 

special educators applauded accountability and an opportunity to improve educational 

outcomes for students with disabilities. However, the most recent reform movement, 

NCLB (2001), converted accountability into "one-size-fits-all" assessments that spurred 

widespread criticism. 

As previously noted, NCLB (2001) was an attempt to put qualified teachers in 

every classroom (McElroy, 2005). The legislation stated that every classroom must 

include a teacher who is considered highly qualified by 2005-2006. While competencies 

and teacher standards have been established, the mandate attempted to define what 

teachers would be considered highly qualified. According to NCLB (2001), a HQT must 

have (a) a bachelor's degree, (b) full state certification or licensure, and (c) prove that 
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they know each subject they teach (United States Department of Education, 2005a, 

2005c). 

 

Streamlined Standards 

 Nougart et al. (2005) stress that states and the federal government must do 

everything possible to ensure quality special education teacher education. After the 

passage of NCLB, there was a renewed nationwide push that encouraged consistent 

standards that could evaluate good teaching (INTASC, 2001). In an effort to develop 

effective teaching qualities, INTASC merged the two educational knowledge and skills 

found in special education and general education standards into one document. The 

special education core values were adopted from the Council for Exceptional Children 

while the general education standards were adopted from the National Board of 

Professional Teaching Standards (Council for Exceptional Children, 2003). During the 

next re-evaluation cycle of teacher standards in special education, the Council for 

Exceptional Children restructured standards expected for first year teachers in the field 

to more closely align with INTASC. 

The most current version Council for Exceptional Children standards were 

developed around the same ten standards as INTASC and describes the minimum 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions required by all special educators (Council for 

Exceptional Children, 2003; Peck et al., 2004). As of 2003, 41 states had aligned with 

NCATE and INTASC (Council for Exceptional Children, 2003). One third of the states 
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aligned knowledge and skills standards with the Council for Exceptional Children 

(Council for Exceptional Children, 2003; Peck et al., 2004). 

 

Teacher Retention  

The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future revisited the 

challenges associated with teacher quality in 2003. They found that difficulty with 

teacher retention dramatically affects teacher quality. Concurrently, research has shown 

that effective teacher preparation programs can improve retention rates (Boe, Bobbit, 

Cook, Whitener, & Weber, 1997; Johnson, Berg & Donaldson, 2005; NCATE, 2005). 

Teacher retention is of particular concern to the field of EBD (George & George, 1995; 

Katsiyannis, Zhang & Conroy, 2003; Sawka et al., 2002). Research in teacher quality 

recommends that administrators hire only teachers who have demonstrated that they 

are well–prepared and fully certified in order to combat teacher retention and ensure 

teacher quality in general education (National Commission on Teaching and America’s 

Future, 2003) and within the field of EBD (Katsiyannis et al. 2003). Schools must not 

attempt to tackle challenges associated with retention without assuring teacher quality 

(Johnson et al., 2005). Within the field of EBD, teacher support can help combat 

retention and increase teacher quality (Lartizen, & Friedman, 1991). Special educators 

sometimes tend to be isolated from the rest of the school environment with little 

support from other teachers or administrators (Lartizen, & Friedman, 1991; Shrag, 

1989). The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (2003) charged that 

in order to improve teacher quality, schools must end the practice of flying solo in 
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classrooms that have seceded from the building. The charge provided optimism and 

hope for teachers in classrooms for students with EBD who have only seceded to 

protect themselves from the isolation caused by student behavior created by their 

colleagues.  

The most recent legislative effort to improve teacher quality (IDEA, 2004) 

bridges the general and special education gap and has prompted an even stronger 

emphasis to the concept of HQT (Mooney et al., 2004). The legislation is aligned with 

NCLB and maintains the same standards for special educators as NCLB does for general 

education teachers. Special education teachers and general education teachers are 

equally responsible for core content. However, core content standards are a concern for 

teachers in the field of EBD as they struggle to be inclusion facilitators, intervention 

specialists, provide individualized instruction on any subject, serve as curriculum 

specialists, supervise instructional assistants, serve as liaisons, develop a self-

management curriculum, and forge collaborative relationships with other individuals 

who have little or no exposure to students with EBD (Peck et al., 2004). Recent 

proposals to clarify IDEA (2004) teacher quality standards, state that new special 

education teachers who instruct students in more than one academic core content, 

must be HQT certified in at least one area before they start teaching and have two 

years to become highly qualified in other content areas (Council for Exceptional 

Children, 2005). 
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Current Trends 

Hardman, McDonnell and Welch (1998) point out that teachers face demands of 

preparing the next generation for a changing world, dealing with the perplexing demographics 

of the American family, and responding to a growing and diverse student population. The 

historical lineage including philosophy, policy and reform have shifted the focus toward 

student outcomes, teacher responsibility and teacher accountability (Winzer & Mazurkek, 

2002; United States Department of Education. 2005b). While HQT criteria in NCLB (2001) and 

IDEA (2004) have increased social, emotional and behavioral standards for teachers in the 

field of EBD (Peck et al. 2004), the concept is still highly debated. The term quality as it 

relates to teachers is defined loosely and includes concepts such as credentials, ability levels, 

professionalism, and classroom instruction (Carlson, Lee, Schroll, Klien & Willig, 2002). 

Controversy over HQT lies in arguments over national, state and local state control, (American 

Federation of Teachers and National Education Association, 2005) accountability 

measurements, evidence-based practices (United States Department of Education, 2005b), 

and evaluation methods (Council for Exceptional Children, 2004; United Stated Department of 

Education, 2005a). Meanwhile, each of the challenges all teachers face within teacher quality, 

amplifies itself in the classroom for students with EBD (Peck et al., 2004). 

State and local control directly impact teacher quality (Carlson et al., 2002). 

According to the United States Department of Education (2005b), most of the support 

for teacher quality comes from states and local school districts. Meanwhile, the federal 

government has shaped policy, conducted research and funded programs that support 

teachers (e.g., Bullock, 2004; Connor, 1976; Martin, 1968; Moss, 1968; National 
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Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 1996; Reynolds & Birch, 1977; Tassé, 

2004). While all states and outlying areas except the Virgin Islands have quality 

standards, (United States Department of Education, 2005b), some argue that state and 

local control has not been effective in supporting teacher quality. Organizations are 

suggesting that teachers’ standards merge into a uniform, national set of standards in 

order to ensure global conformity (American Federation of Teachers and National 

Education Association, 2005). American Federation of Teachers and the National 

Education Association further suggest that nationalizing teacher standards would help 

with retention as teachers move from state to state. The same lack of continuity found 

between states can also be found among and universities and teacher preparation 

programs. Polsgrove (2003) states that there is “an alarming lack of uniformity in 

professional standards among university programs and state certification requirements” 

(p. 341). For example, Polsgrove points out that some states require only a general 

special education certificate instead of a specialized certification in EBD.  

In light of the controversy regarding who is in control, teacher accountability is 

paramount (National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 1996; United 

States Department of Education, 2005b). Reform movements have pushed teacher 

competency standards in special education to the forefront (Sileo & Prater, 2002). The 

problems in certification and licensure for teachers are closely related to the 

accreditation challenges within institutions that prepare teachers (Martin, 1957).  The 

Higher Education Act of 1998 (which is proposed to be replaced by the College Access 

and Opportunity Act of 2006, [H.R. 609]) and NCLB (2001) both maintain accountability 
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provisions to ensure teacher quality in teacher preparation programs (United States 

Department of Education, 2005b).  Organizations propose that the accreditation and 

licensing process fall under the same format as medical, law, nursing licenses 

(American Federation of Teachers, and National Education Association, 2005) and 

mental heath professionals (American Federation of Teachers and National Education 

Association, 2005; Forness, 2005; Martin, 1957; National Education Association, 2005).  

  The United States Department of Education states (2005b) that “ensuring that 

America’s teachers are of the highest quality is an important national priority because 

they hold the key to student success” (p. 18).  Teacher quality and student 

achievement is directly correlated (Carlson et al., 2002; Darling-Hammond, Holtzman, 

Gatlin, & Vasquez-Heilig, 2005; Goe, 2002; NCATE, 2005). NCLB (2001) and IDEA 

(2004) have prompted the need for evidence-based practices to improve teacher quality 

within the schools (Mooney et al., 2004; Lewis, Hudson, & Richter, 2004). In a report to 

Congress, Rod Paige suggested that teacher certification requirements were out-dated 

(Brewer, 2003; United Stated Department of Education Office of Postsecondary 

Education, 2002). Currently, law-makers are working to clarify HQT (Council for 

Exceptional Children, 2005; United States Department of Education, 2005a). The 

Department has suggested using a method to evaluative standards to demonstrate 

content knowledge. The HOUSSE (high, objective, uniform, state standard of 

evaluation) would be used for teachers who are not new to the profession. The 

Department of Education (2005a) also suggests that teachers who teach a multi-subject 
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matter only be required to go through one HOUSSE evaluation that could be used to 

satisfy the a HQT expectation.  

Meanwhile, the unofficial regulations of IDEA (2004) are being formed and are 

open for comments throughout the nation (Council for Exceptional Children, 2004). The 

current regulations side with the United States Department of Education (2005a) in that 

they suggest special education teachers satisfies HQT under the HOUSSE method. 

According to Council for Exceptional Children (2005), however, the HOUSSE method 

may present a possible obstacle for special education teachers who relocate because 

the evaluation may make it difficult for teachers to retain highly qualified status as they 

move from state to state unless states streamline the standards. 

Current trends in education based on the changing demographics, reform 

movements and structural changes demand that teacher preparation programs 

continually evaluate the validity of teacher competencies (Gable et al., 1992; Magg & 

Katsiyannis, 1999) to ensure that current trends are addressed. Legislation and reform 

movements at the national and organizational levels have attempted to streamline 

teacher quality (IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2001) as researchers continue to evaluate the 

effectiveness of teacher competencies for teachers within the field of EBD. The research 

in teacher competencies has created a framework to select skills necessary to 

effectively work with students with EBD (e.g., Bullock et al., 1994; Bullock & Whelan, 

1971; Hewett, 1966; Mackie et al., 1957).  

Gable (2004) expressed great concern that loosing standards for students with 

EBD implies that future of teaching may be watered down to a cleared criminal 
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background check and passing score on a core content exam. Students need 

committed, well trained personnel who comprehend both the complexities and 

interactions that are inherent within EBD (Belknap & Moscam, 1999). It will take a 

willingness to “think outside the box” to overcome barriers in teacher quality (Riley, 

Dozier, & Bertotti, 2000).  No matter how the debate is carved into history, it is 

important to remember that it is the teachers in the field of EBD who have the most 

demands placed on them that should be of great concern.   

Students with EBD, in particular, pose complex challenges to educators who 

must know how to use evidence-based practices to help them (Katsiyannis & Yell, 

2004). According to Kauffman (2005), the issues that faced early pioneers in their 

search to discover behavioral disorders are still very much alive.  Yet, the challenges 

become more complex because today’s students must learn advanced math and 

reading, and collaboration to live in a postmodern society where high levels of 

education are imperative now and in the future (National Commission on Teaching and 

America’s schools, 1996). 

 

Summary 

American society is at a crossroads as political, social, and technological views 

diverge with teacher quality and between industrial and postmodern eras where older 

ideologies are not working and yet newer concepts are not clear (Jones et al., 1992). 

Meanwhile, educators do not have the luxury of time to philosophize which road would 

present better outcomes. Riley et al. (2000) identified a number of barriers to preparing 
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a quality teaching workforce. Among them were a lack of rigorous standards for the 

teaching profession, lack of accountability, lack of collaboration and an inadequate 

structured curriculum.  The bottom line, according to Darling-Hammond (2001), is that 

well-prepared teachers have more influence on a child’s learning than any other factor 

in school.  Reynolds and Birch (1977) state that the basis for effective teaching is “to 

understand the problems and deal with them in terms of the child in a special 

environment as arranged by the teacher” (p. 462). Research has proven that instruction 

is correlated to behavior for students with EBD and that inadequate instruction can be a 

trigger to many behavior problems exhibited by the population (Gable, 2004).   

Preservice teachers are being prepared for the challenges throughout the 

country in well over 1,300 colleges, universities, and alternative programs (Wilson et 

al., 2001). The United States Department of Education (2005b) has identified key goals 

and program indicators to improve teacher quality in special education for the fiscal 

year 2006. The program goal for special education is to “prepare service providers and 

leadership personnel in areas of critical need who are highly qualified to improve 

outcomes for children with disabilities” (p. 99).  Two objectives have been identified in 

order to achieve its goal. The first objective is to “improve the curricula of IDEA training 

programs to ensure that personnel preparing to serve children with disabilities are 

knowledgeable and skilled in practices that reflect the current knowledge base” (p. 99). 

Indicators to ensure this objective is met include an increase in percentage of projects 

that have incorporated evidence-based curriculum into the schools and an increase in 

the percentage of scholars who are knowledgeable and skilled in evidence-based 
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practices. The second objective is to “increase the supply of teachers and service 

providers who are highly qualified for and serve in positions for which they are trained” 

(p. 100). Program indicators for the second objective are to decrease the percentage of 

scholars who do not finish teaching training as a result of poor academic performance 

and to increase the percentage of teachers who are employed in their certification area.   

The United Stated Department of Education (2005c) has identified the 2006 

school year as a baseline year for the above program goals and objectives. However, 

many of the indicators currently do not have formal validation methods to ensure the 

objectives are met. The Council for Exceptional Children’s knowledge and skills should 

serve as a foundation as institutions of higher education select competencies to guide 

their programs (Bullock et al., 1994). The recent reform movements have fueled the 

charge to infuse competencies into the curriculum (National Teaching and America’s 

Future, 1996; Sileo & Prater, 2002) for effective teachers. Finally, researchers must 

ensure that competencies for teachers in the field of EBD are aligned with INTASC and 

the Council for Exceptional Children standards already established. Further, identifying 

key competencies identified may contribute to the United Stated Department of 

Education (2005c) program goals in special education could possibly be streamlined 

with HOUSSE standards in order to provide a method of evaluating national program 

objectives.  

While NCLB (2001) and IDEA (2004) mandate teachers be certified within 

specific subject levels as part of HQT, the legislation imposes the assumption that all 

teaching programs uphold the same educational standards which will in turn, produce 
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similar educational outcomes within first year teachers. However, society cannot 

assume that all preparation programs are similar in quality without extensive research 

across all institutions of higher education (Bowen et al., 1991). Jones et al. (1992) 

stated that the state certification/licensure of teachers has been known as a system of 

accountability rather than a means to measure teacher quality. Osher & Quinn (2003) 

state that policies such as NCLB and the President's Commission on Excellence on 

Special Education, calls for greater  accountability in teacher certification standards 

through demanding that all teachers meet certain professional criteria. Efforts must be 

made to ensure that teachers are graduating from preparation programs with high 

standards for their students and can document positive outcomes in future years.  

Conjointly, preparing effective teachers in the field of EBD can be just as 

frightening. Landrum and Tankersley (2002) believe that the thought of teaching a 

student with EBD significantly raises the anxiety levels of teachers. The literature states 

that teachers in the field of EBD must not only be qualified educators but must also be 

able to implement instruction (e.g., Landrum & Tankersley, 2002; Peck et al., 2003; 

Webber & Scheuermann, 1997) with direct instruction, learning strategies instruction 

and self-management instruction (e.g., Landrum & Tankersley, 2002; Webber & 

Scheuermann, 1997). Further, these teachers must conduct curriculum-based 

assessments (e.g., Landrum & Tankersley, 2002;  Webber & Scheuermann, 1997), 

supervise instructional assistants, forge collaborative relationships  and serve as 

curriculum specialists,  community liaisons, and behavioral curriculum coordinators 

(Peck et al., 2003) all the while managing behavior in the classrooms (Landrum & 
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Tankersley, 2002). Universities and colleges rely heavily on teacher competencies to 

ensure quality teacher preparation (Nougart et al., 2005). Teacher competencies in the 

field of EBD must be identified and aligned with INTASC and the Council for Exceptional 

Children standards as well as demonstrate generalization as preservice teachers begin 

to take on the task of educating tomorrows leaders. Much more research would help to 

improve the nature and quality of the enterprise (NCATE, 2005). 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGIES AND PROCEDURES 

In this chapter we have (a) restated the purpose of the study, (b) delineated the 

research questions, (c) provided an explanation of quantitative research design 

methodology, (d) discussed the development of the survey tool, (e) defined specific 

procedures to be followed in the study, (f) delineated the sample selection and (g) 

presented data analyses used in the study.  

 

Purpose 

Preservice teachers are expected to be prepared for the demands of modern-day 

society (Hardman, McDonnell & Welch, 1998). Social change and educational reforms 

mandate that institutions of higher education review accountability standards and 

teacher expectations to ensure a quality teaching force (Nougart, Scruggs, & 

Mastropieri, 2005). The purpose of this study is to determine critical key quality 

indicators in the field of EBD based on empirically validated standards outlined by the 

Council for Exceptional Children.   

 

Research Questions 

Historical data reflect a lineage of teacher preparation that has brought modern 

day educational society to contemporary conceptualizations of highly qualified teacher 

(HQT).  Current demands require knowledge and skills for teachers in the field of EBD 

to continue to be validated (Magg & Katsiyannis, 1999).  Recent reforms demand that 
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teacher standards be streamlined (Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support 

Consortium [INTASC], 2001). The following research questions will help to validate and 

offer options to streamline knowledge and skills for effective teachers in the field of 

EBD.  

Research Question 1:  Which of the empirically validated knowledge and skills in 

the field of EBD are the most important to teachers? 

Research Question 2:  Do teachers with varying demographic characteristics (i.e., 

types of communities, educational settings, or years of experience) perceive that certain 

knowledge and skills are more important than others? 

Research Question 3:  In regard to the knowledge and skills in the field of EBD, 

is there a difference in level of importance perceived by teachers and related service 

personnel? 

 

Quantitative Study Method 

Quantitative research methods rely heavily on scientific inquiry that requires 

consensus on specific evaluation objectives prior to conducting the evaluation itself 

(Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003; Galvan, 1999). The pre-established research questions are 

reviewed only after the study has been conducted and the data have been analyzed 

(Galvan, 1999). Galvan also states that the data collection measurements that are used 

must be examined objectively. One example of an objective unit of measurement, 

according to Galvan, includes forced-choice questionnaires. Such a questionnaire is 

similar to the survey used in this study. 
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Quantitative research carries with it certain assumptions (Gall et al., 2003). Gall 

and his colleagues state that research which assumes social reality is objective; 

therefore, all causal relationships should be viewed within a mechanistic perspective. 

When researchers attempt to answer a research question, it is not feasible (Gay, 1992; 

Rumhill & Cook, 2001) or necessary to integrate everyone from the target population in 

the study (Gay, 1992). Sample selection can determine whether the results of the study 

can be generalized to a certain target group or population (Gay, 1992; Rumhill & Cook, 

2001) and is often used in educational research (Drew, 1976; Rumhill & Cook, 2001).  

 

Development of a Survey Tool 

While a series of competency lists existed within the literature (e.g., Bullock, 

Ellis, & Wilson, 1994; Bullock & Whelan, 1971; Cheney & Barringer; 1995; Cullinan, 

Epstein, & Schultz, 1986; Hewett, 1966; Mackie, Kvaraceus, & Williams, 1957; Rabinow, 

1960) and quality indicators in the field of EBD (Neel, Cessna, Borock, & Bechard, 

2003), The Council for Exceptional Children standards have been streamlined with 

INTASC and describe the minimum knowledge, skills, and dispositions required by all 

special educators (Council for Exceptional Children, 2003; Peck, Keenan, Cheney & 

Neel, 2004). Further, research suggests that the Council for Exceptional Children’s 

knowledge and skills should serve as a foundation as institutions of higher education 

select competencies to emphasis within their programs (Bullock et al., 1994). The 

survey instrument used in this study was designed by Lyndal M. Bullock, University of 

North Texas, and Robert A. Gable, Old Dominion University, (see Appendix A). The 
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researchers’ formatted survey included knowledge and skills adapted from the Council 

for Exceptional Children. After evaluating the Council for Exceptional Children’s 

Knowledge and Skills for teachers in the field of EBD, Bullock and Gable amalgamated 

the knowledge and skills and established a new series of 59 knowledge and skills under 

six standards:  (a) eight in instructional strategies, (b) twelve in learning environments 

and social interactions, (c) eleven in language, (d) thirteen in instructional planning, (e) 

seven in assessment and (f) eight in collaboration. 

 

    Procedures 

I conducted an Internet survey that requested potential respondents to complete 

a two part survey. Part I of the survey focused on demographic information including 

the educational role and setting of the special educator, age of the students, years of 

teaching, and the educational level of the teacher. Part II of the survey evaluated the 

importance of individual knowledge and skills standards using a rank order scale. 

Potential respondents were provided a list of knowledge and skills statements within six 

standards, along with the instructions to select and rank the top five within each 

standard. At the close of the survey an open comment box permitted educators to 

express any comments relating to the survey. I then field-tested the online survey to 

(a) ensure accessibility, (b) provide an estimated time completion, (c) examine clarity, 

and (d) check for technological problems. Instructions requested that the potential 

respondents notate the time required to complete the study and any areas that 

appeared vague or unclear in the comment box. Field-testing indicated that that the 
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survey may be completed in fifteen to twenty minutes. Each standard was successfully 

ranked and results were indicated.   

 

Sample Selection 

The nature of this study consisted of efforts to validate knowledge and skills 

through evaluating teacher perceptions regarding knowledge and skills in the field of 

EBD across the United States. The population sample was randomly selected from 4, 

563 members of the Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders. Next, the list was 

divided into four regions based on the 2000 United States Census map. At the 

conclusion of the selection process, the invitation list was evaluated to that ensure each 

state was represented. Upon analysis, state invitations ranged from 5 - 153. State 

variances depended on probability standards within in the random selection. Regionally, 

an equal number of 500 invitations were disseminated via United States postal service. 

Two invitations were returned reducing the total invitation distribution to 1,998. Sample 

selection methods were conducted in accordance to research methods (e.g., Hinkle, 

Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003; Rossi, Freeman, & Lipsey, 1999) and included a target 

population that addressed the research questions, an unbiast selection process, and 

fidelity to the research. 

The invitation consisted of a description and intent of the study, the Website 

where the study could be located, and a four letter access code that provided entry to 

the survey (see Appendix B). Potential respondents included teachers from a variety of 

educational settings (e.g., self-contained, resource, general education/inclusion), 
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support staff (e.g., program coordinators, specialists, staff developers), administrative 

staff (e.g., directors, principals) and preservice educators in institutions of higher 

education (e.g., instructors, researchers). The letter further requested addressees to 

forward the invitation to anyone who may meet the criteria and may wish to participate. 

 

Data Analysis 

A comparative analysis was conducted to determine which knowledge and skills 

were considered most important to special educators in the field of EBD. Further, a chi 

square analysis was conducted to determine if there was statistical significance within 

types of communities, educational settings, and years of teaching experience. Finally, 

standards were compared using Social Analysis System described by Chevalier (2001, 

2004) to determine polarity within knowledge and skills rankings between groups. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS 

 The present study was conducted to determine which empirically validated 

knowledge and skills outlined by Council for Exceptional Children in the field of 

emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD) are most important to teachers. A survey 

invitation was randomly sent to 2,000 members of Council for Children with Behavioral 

Disorders (CCBD), a subdivision of Council for Exceptional Children, within the United 

States. To ensure equal distribution of the nation-wide study, 500 invitations were sent 

to four geographic regions defined by the 2000 United States Census Bureau. Two 

letters of invitation were undeliverable. A total of N = 199 responses to the survey were 

received, thus provided about a 10% return rate.  Consequently, determining expected 

response rates within online surveys is in flux as newer evaluation methods are 

explored (Sax, Gilmartin & Bryant, 2003). While initially the response rate appears low, 

according to Granello and Wheaton (2004) and Timmerman (2002), it is not unusual to 

have a low response rate with an online survey. Because the invitation encouraged 

CCBD members who did not wish to participate in the survey or who did not feel that 

they met the qualifications to forward the invitation to others, it is uncertain how many 

people actually read the invitation and did not choose to participate. Therefore, the 

percentage should be viewed as an estimate.  

      

Demographic Data 

Part I of the survey requested that respondents provide demographic 
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information. By evaluating the demographics of the respondents, a picture of educator 

characteristics became evident. Respondents delineated the geographic region in which 

they worked. The respondent population was then divided by their educator role. Next, 

respondents were identified by the types of communities in which they worked (i.e, 

rural, urban, and suburban). Other demographic information included educational 

setting, years of experience, age range of the students served, and the highest level 

academic preparation received.  

 

Location of Respondents by Geographic Census Regions 

 Surveys returned represented four geographical regions as identified by the 2000 

United States Census Bureau (see Figure 1). Representation within the regions included 

54 (27%) from the Midwestern region, 28 (14%) from the Northeastern region, 78 

(39%) from the Southern region and 39 (20%) from the Western region.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Respondents by United States census regions (N = 199).  

Western Region: 
n =  39% 
n = 20% 

Midwestern Region: 
n = 54% 
n = 27% 

Southern Region: 
                 n = 78% 

     n = 39% 

Northeastern Region: 
n = 28% 
n = 14% 
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                                       Educational Role of Respondents 

A variety of educational roles were given as options within the survey. 

Respondents, whose educational role was not listed, wrote their title in the open-ended 

“other” box associated with the survey question. After compiling the various positions 

held by educators across the United States, four educator roles emerged. Total 

respondents of the survey included (a) teachers, (b) support staff, (c) administrators, 

and (d) preservice educators employed in institutions of higher education. The 

groupings were then collapsed into two categories: teachers (n = 128; 64%) and 

related service personnel (n = 71; 36%) (see Table 1). 

Table 1  

Educational Role of Survey Respondents (N = 199) 

 
 Role                  n    %   
 
Teachers      128   64 

 
 
Self- Contained     65   50 

 Resource     43   34 
General Education/Inclusion  20   16 

 
 
Related Service Personnel    71   36 
  

  
Support Staff                       28             39       

 Administrative Staff                      27                     38      
Preservice Educator                       16            23 
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Teachers 

Teachers included respondents whose primary responsibility was to directly work 

with students with EBD in the areas of academic or behavioral instruction. Special 

education teachers for students with EBD were represented in a variety of educational 

settings. Respondents were asked to write in other service options as appropriate. 

Sixty-four percent of the respondents were teachers (n = 128).  Teacher roles included 

(a) self-contained classroom teachers, (b) resource teachers and (c) general 

education/inclusion teachers who served students with EBD. Of the 128 teachers who 

responded, n = 65; 50%, classified themselves as teachers in self-contained 

classrooms. About one-third of the respondents (n = 43; 34%) classified themselves as 

teachers who work in resource classrooms for students with EBD. The smallest 

respondent group, n = 20; 10%, classified themselves as general education/inclusion 

teachers.  

 

Related Service Personnel 

As early as 1928, Wickman noted that teachers should not be expected to work 

with students with EBD independently without the support of other staff. Wald & 

Castleberry (1999) define support staff as individuals with specialized expertise who 

contribute to the learning community. IDEA (2004) characterizes “related services 

personnel” as anyone who assists a child with a disability to benefit from special 

education and ensures each child receives a free and appropriate public education. 

Seventy-one (36%) of the respondents fell into this category. The respondents included 
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support staff, administrators and preservice educators (see Table 1). Respondents 

characterized as support staff (n = 28, 39%) provided teachers direct and indirect 

support within the classroom for students with EBD in areas such as consultation, 

training, and assessment. Support positions indicated by respondents included a wide 

array of positions (e.g., alternative certification planners, assessment personnel, 

behavior specialists, central office support staff, consultants, social workers, staff 

developers, training/technical assistance).  Twenty-seven (38%) of the respondents 

were included as administrative personnel. Other related service personnel who 

responded to the survey were preservice educators in institutions of higher education.  

 

Population within United States Census Regions 

 Respondents were asked to indicate their state of residence and whether they 

worked in rural, suburban or urban areas. As described in Figure 1, respondents were 

identified by the four United States Census regions.  The type of communities (i.e., 

rural, suburban, and urban) within the respective regions were then examined 

according to educator roles.  

 

Midwestern Region (n = 54) 

 The Midwestern region included Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, 

Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin (see 

Figure 1). Fifty- four respondents (27%) noted they lived in the Midwestern region (see 

Figure 1 and Table 2). Almost half of the regional population noted they lived in rural 
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areas (n = 22; 41%). There were 19 (35%) respondents living in suburban areas. 

Thirteen (24%) of the respondents lived in urban areas.  

 

Northeastern Region (n = 28) 

 The Northeastern region included Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New 

Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont, New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania (see 

Figure 1). Within this region, 28 educators responded to the survey (see Figure 1 and 

Table 2). Four respondents (14%) lived in rural areas, 19 (68%) lived in suburban 

areas, and five (18%) lived in urban areas. 

 

Southern Region (n = 78) 

The Southern states included a vast portion of the geographic region. The states 

included Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Washington D.C., Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, 

Kentucky, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, 

Virginia, and West Virginia (see Figure 1). Respondents in this region (n = 78) included 

19 (24%) rural, 41 (53%) suburban, and 18 (23%) urban areas (see Figure 1 and 

Table 2).  

 

Western Region (n = 39) 

The Western region included the states of Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, 

Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington and 

Wyoming (see Figure 1). While this region covered more geographic territory, it 
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represented 39 (20%) of the total respondents. In this region, 9 (23%) of the 

respondents lived in rural areas, 16 (41 %) in suburban areas and 14 (36%) in urban 

areas (see Figure 1 and Table 2). 

Table 2 

Respondents by US Census Regions and Types of Communities (N = 199) 

Teachers 
(n = 128) 

Related Service Personnel 
(n = 71) 

Rural Suburban Urban Rural Suburban Urban Census 
Region n % n % n % n % n % n % Total

Midwestern 16 13 12 9 7 5 6 8 7 10 6 8 54 

Northeastern 2 2 13 10 4 3 2 3 6 8 1 >1 28 

Southern 10 8 32 25 9 7 9 13 9 13 9 13 78 

Western  4 3 10 8 9 7 5 7 6 8 5 7 39 

 
 

Educational Settings in Which Respondents Worked 

Educational settings for whom respondents provided services vary from place to 

place. One hundred three (80%) teachers indicated that they worked in a public school 

system (see Table 3). Forty (56%) of the related service personnel indicated they 

worked within public schools. Nineteen (15%) teachers and ten (14%) related service 

personnel indicated that they worked in alternative/private settings.  

Respondents who worked in residential/psychiatric treatment hospitals included 

six (5%) teachers and five (7%) related service personnel.  Institutions of higher 
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education respondents (n = 16; 23%) were exclusively represented within related 

service personnel. 

Table 3 

Respondents by Educational Setting  
 

Teachers 
(n = 128) 

Related 
Service 

Personnel 
(n = 71) 

Educational Setting 

n % n % 

Public School 103 80 40 56 

Alternative/Private 19 15 10 14 

Residential Treatment/ Psychiatric Hospital 6 5 5 7 

Institution of Higher Ed 0 0 16 23 

 
 

Years of Experience of Respondents 

 Critical challenges for new teachers are well-documented (Billingsley, 2004a; 

Schlitche, Yssel, & Merbler, 2005; Singh & Billingsley, 1996). New teachers in the field 

of EBD include challenges such as high rates of stress, burn-out, and job dissatisfaction 

(Singh & Billingsley, 1996). Often, after the first few years of teaching, educators leave 

the field and must be replaced (Billingsley, 2004b).  Teacher quality and retention rates 

have been found to be directly correlated (Boe, Bobbit, Cook, Whitener, & Weber, 

1997; Johnson, Berg & Donaldson, 2005; National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 

Education, 2005).    
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Within this survey, seven (6%) teachers reported to have less than two years 

experience. No service related personnel reported to have less than two years 

experience. There were no related service personnel respondents with fewer than three 

years experience. Twelve (9%) teachers and two (3%) related service personnel had 3 

– 5 years of experience.  Thirty-eight (30%) teachers and six (9%) related service 

personnel reported to have 5 – 10 years experience. Forty-four (34%) teachers and 25 

(35%) related service personnel had 11 – 20 years experience.  Twenty-seven (21%) 

teachers and 38 (54%) related service personnel had more than 20 years experience. 

A little less than half of the teachers (n = 57; 45%) who responded to the survey had 

ten years or less experience (see Table 4). Eight (11%) of related service personnel had 

ten years or less experience. Seventy-one (55%) of teachers had over ten years 

experience while 63 (89%) of related service personnel had over ten years of 

experience. 

 Table 4 

Respondents by Years of Experience 
 

Teachers 
(n = 128) 

Related Service Personnel 
(n = 71) Years of Experience 

n % n % 

0 – 2 years 7 6 0 0 

3 – 5 years 12 9 2 3 

5 – 10 years 38 30 6 9 

11 – 20 years 44 34 25 35 

20  + years 27 21 38 54 
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Age Rrange of Students Served 

Respondents were asked to identify the age range of the students to whom they 

provided services (see Table 5).  Two teachers (2%) and less than 1% of related 

service personnel provided services for students ages 3 – 5.  Forty-seven (37%) 

teachers and 16 (23%) of related service personnel provided services to students ages 

6 – 11. Seventy-five (59%) teachers and 17 (24%) related service personnel reported 

to provide services for students ages 12 – 17. Less than 1% of teachers and no related 

service personnel provided services to students ages 18 – 21. Three teachers (2%) and 

27 (38%) related service personnel provided services to students ages 3 – 21.  

Table 5  
 
Respondents by Age Range of Students to Whom Educational Services Were Provided 
 

Teachers 
(n = 128) 

Related Service Personnel 
(n = 71) Age Range 

n % n % 

Ages   3 - 5 2 2 1 > 1 

Ages  6 - 11  47 37 16 23 

Ages 12 - 17 75 59 17 24 

Ages 18 - 21 1 > 1 0 0 

Ages  3 - 21 3 2 27 38 

 
 

Survey responses are closely aligned to the literature in the field regarding age 

ranges of students with EBD.  Literature has shown that the population of students with 

EBD increases between the ages of 6 - 11 and peaks between the ages of 12 - 15 (e.g., 
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VanAcker, 1995; Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 2004). An increase in teachers within the 

field was demonstrated within this survey whereby the highest percentage of teachers 

(59%) reported to work with students 12 – 15 and the second highest percentage of 

teachers (37%) worked with students ages 6 – 11 (see Table 5). 

                                 

Academic Preparation of Respondents 

 The primary expectation within highly qualified teacher (HQT) under NCLB 

(2001) and IDEA (2004) is that educators must have at least a Bachelor’s degree. 

Survey respondents were asked to identify their highest level of academic preparation. 

About one-third of the teachers (n = 39; 30%) indicated that their highest level of 

academic preparation was a Bachelor’s degree (see Table 6).  

Table 6 
 
Respondents by Academic Preparation  
 

Teachers 
(n = 128) 

Related Service Personnel 
(n = 71) Academic Preparation 

n % n % 

Bachelor’s Degree  39 30 2 3 

Master’s Degree 76 60 43 61 

Ages 12 - 17 75 59 17 24 

Educational Specialist Degree 8 6 6 8 

Doctoral Degree 5 4 20 28 

 
The majority of teacher respondents indicated they held a Master’s Degree (n = 

76; 60%), eight (6%) obtained a specialist degree, and five (4%) held a doctoral 
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degree. As would be expected, 69 (97%) of the related service personnel obtained 

education beyond the Bachelor’s degree. Forty-three (61%) of the related service 

personnel had completed a Master’s degree.  Six (8%) of the related service personnel 

had a specialist degree and 20 (28%) of the related service personnel completed a 

doctoral degree. 

 

Analysis of Data  

 While standards must be streamlined to ensure quality teacher demands 

(Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Consortium, 2001), standards within the field 

of EBD must also continue to be evaluated (Magg & Katsiyannis, 1999). The research 

questions guiding this study were intended to evaluate standards in the field of EBD by 

determining which knowledge and skills were most important to teachers and other 

educators. In this section, data relevant to each question are presented. 

 

Research Question 1 

Which of the empirically validated knowledge and skills in the field of EBD are 
the most important to teachers? 

 
Part II of the survey requested information whereby it could be determined 

which knowledge and skills were most important to teachers within six standards (i.e., 

instructional strategies, learning environments and social interactions, language, 

instructional planning, assessment and collaboration). Respondents were asked to 

select and rank five knowledge and skills they felt were most important to teachers 

within each standard. A compilation of knowledge and skills was developed from 
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teacher responses (n = 128) by using a weighted rank order score. The formula was as 

follows: the sum of  the number of respondents who ranked a given selection times 

rank order (rank one was multiplied by five, rank two was multiplied by four, rank three 

was multiplied by three, rank four was multiplied by two, rank five was multiplied by 

one). Agreement was determined by the number of teachers who selected the specific 

rank order divided by one hundred. It is important to note that the rank order was 

calculated by the number of times respondents ranked a given knowledge and skill, 

whereby the percentage of agreement refers to the percent of teachers who selected 

the corresponding ranking. 

 

Standard on Instructional Strategies 

Almost half of the teachers (41%) agreed that the most important knowledge 

and skill out of the nine presented within Instructional Strategies was to “teach students 

to use self-assessment, problem-solving, and other cognitive strategies to meet their 

needs” (see Table 7).   Individualizing instruction was ranked second, while controlling 

behavior was ranked third. The fourth knowledge and skill included teaching academic 

instruction. The fifth knowledge and skill addressed promoting successful transitions.  

 

Standard on Learning Environments and Social Interactions 

Out of the twelve knowledge and skills that addressed Learning Environments 

and Social Interactions, over half of teachers (51%) ranked “creating a safe, equitable, 

positive and supportive learning environment in which diversity is valued” as the most 
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important (see Table 8).  

The second most important knowledge and skill included identifying realistic 

expectations. Using effective behavior management strategies was ranked third most 

important. The fourth most important knowledge and skill included knowing how to 

design learning environments for individual and group activities, and the fifth addressed 

encouraging self-advocacy and independence. 

Table 7 
 
Top Five Knowledge and Skills within the Standard on Instructional Strategies Identified  
by Teacher Respondents (n = 128) 
 

Instructional Strategies Weighted 
Score Rank % 

Teach students to use self-assessment, problem-solving, 
and other cognitive strategies to meet their needs.  386 1 41 

Select, adapt, and use instructional strategies and 
materials according to individual student characteristics. 375 2 27 

Use a variety of techniques to control targeted behavior 
and maintain student’s attention. 327 3 14 

Teach learning strategies and study skills to acquire 
academic content. 309 4 14 

Use strategies that promote successful student 
transitions. 260 5 14 

 
  

Standard on Language 

Within the standard on Language, the first knowledge and skill ranked by slightly less 

than one-third of teachers (29%) was to “identify and teach essential concepts, 

vocabulary, and content across the general curriculum” (see Table 9). The second most 
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important knowledge and skill concerned implementing systematic instruction in reading 

comprehension and monitoring strategies. Understanding organization within the 

writing process was ranked as third most important. Using strategies to support 

communication skills and using reading methods appropriate for the individual were 

ranked fourth and fifth, respectively. 

Table 8 

Top Five Knowledge and Skills within the Standard on Learning Environments and Social  
Interactions Identified by Teacher Respondents (n = 128)   
 

Learning Environments and Social Interactions Weighted 
Score Rank % 

Create a safe, equitable, positive and supportive learning 
environment in which diversity is valued. 439 1 51 

Identify realistic expectations for personal and social 
behavior in various settings. 258 2 17 

Use effective and varied behavior management 
strategies. 239 3 14 

Design learning environments that encourage active 
participation in individual and group activities. 198 4 14 

Teach self-advocacy and create an environment that 
encourages self-advocacy and increased independence. 195 5 10 
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Table 9 

Top Five Knowledge and Skills within the Standard on Language Identified by Teacher  
Respondents (n = 128) 
  

Language Weighted 
Score Rank % 

Identify and teach essential concepts, vocabulary, and 
content across the general curriculum. 367 1 29 

Implement systematic instruction in teaching reading 
comprehension and monitoring strategies.  278 2 13 

Teach students strategies for organizing and composing 
written products. 258 3 18 

Use strategies to support and enhance communication 
skills of individuals with disabilities. 245 4 9 

Use reading methods appropriate for individuals with 
disabilities. 175 5 13 

 
  
 
Standard on Instructional Planning 

Of the 13 knowledge and skills presented in the standard on Instructional 

Planning, the highest rank was to “integrate academic instruction, effective education, 

and behavior management for individuals and groups with disabilities”. This item was 

selected by slightly over one-fifth of teachers (22%)  (see Table 10). The second most 

important knowledge and skill was identifying and prioritizing curriculum and 

accommodations. Next, teachers ranked integrating affective, social and life skills into 

the academic curriculum as their third most important. Involving family with 

instructional goals was ranked the fourth most important and the use of functional 

assessments was ranked as the fifth most important.  
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Table 10 

Top Five Knowledge and Skills within the Standard on Instructional Planning Identified  

by Teacher Respondents (n = 128) 

Instructional Planning Weighted 
Score Rank % 

Integrate academic instruction, effective education, and 
behavior management for individuals and groups with 
disabilities. 

324 1 22 

Identify and prioritize areas of the general curriculum and 
accommodations for individuals with disabilities. 240 2 9 

Integrate affective, social, and life skills with academic 
curricula. 197 3 10 

Involve the individual and family in setting instructional 
goals and monitoring progress. 191 4 14 

Use functional assessments to develop intervention plans. 182 5 6 

 
 
Standard on Assessment 

 The knowledge and skill ranked as the most important in the standard of 

assessment by almost one-fourth (24%) of teachers was to “evaluate instruction and 

monitor progress of individuals with disabilities” (see Table 11).  
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Table 11 

Top Five Knowledge and Skills within the Standard on Assessment Identified by Teacher 
Respondents (n = 128) 

  Assessment Weighted 
Score Rank % 

Evaluate instruction and monitor progress of individuals 
with disabilities. 386 1 24 

Gather relevant background information. 375 2 14 

Interpret and use assessment information from formal 
and informal assessments in making students eligibility, 
program, and placement decisions including those from 
culturally and/or linguistically, diverse backgrounds. 

327 3 21 

Administer nonbiased formal and informal assessments. 309 4 18 

Develop or modify individualized assessment strategies. 260 5 12 

 
 

Other knowledge and skills including gathering background information, interpreting 

and using assessment information, and administering assessments were ranked second, 

third, and fourth, respectively. Teachers ranked the development or the modification of 

individualized assessments as the fifth most important. 

 

Standard on Collaboration 

 The most important knowledge and skill ranked by slightly less than half of the 

teachers (n = 43%) was to “foster respectful and beneficial relationships among 

families and professionals” (see Table 12). The second most important knowledge and 

skill was communicating with school personnel and the third was modeling techniques 

and coaching others to use instructional methods and accommodations. Planning and 
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conducting collaborative conferences was the fourth most important. The fifth most 

important was assisting families to be active participants in the education process. 

Table 12 
 
Top Five Knowledge and Skills within the Standard on Collaboration Identified by 
Teacher Respondents (n = 128) 
 

 Collaboration Weighted 
Score Rank % 

Foster respectful and beneficial relationships among 
families and professionals. 402 1 43 

Communicate with school personnel about the 
characteristics and needs of students with disabilities. 307 2 13 

Model techniques and coach others in the use of 
instructional methods and accommodations. 272 3 20 

Plan and conduct collaborative conferences with 
individuals with disabilities and their families and 
implement appropriate programs and assessment. 

267 4 10 

Assist individuals with disabilities and their families in 
becoming active participants and advocates in the 
educational team. 

267 5 13 

 
 
Discussion 

Current trends in changing demographics, reform, and structure require that the 

validity of standards in the field of EBD continue to be evaluated (Gable, Hendrickson, 

Young, & Shokoohi-Yeka, 1992, Magg & Katsiyannis, 1999). One way to ensure the 

validity of standards is to determine which knowledge and skills are the most important 

to teachers. Out of the six standards presented in this study, the five most important 

knowledge and skills were ranked by teachers (n = 128) in the field of EBD.  From the 

rankings reported, a list of the top five knowledge and skills for each standard was 
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developed. The list was then compared to the percentage of teachers who selected the 

same rank within each knowledge and skill.  

 

Research Question 2 
 

Do teachers with varying demographic characteristics (i.e., types of communities, 
educational settings, or years of experience) perceive that certain knowledge and 
skills are more important than others? 

 
While it is important to know which knowledge and skills are most important to 

teachers, research question two addressed perceptions that may have been held by 

teachers in varying type of communities, varying educational settings, or with varying 

years of experience. Question two was addressed by establishing a rank order list of all 

knowledge and skills across all six standards. By adding the total frequency count of the 

top five ranked knowledge and skills across the corresponding standard, a list was 

developed based on the number of times a given knowledge and skill was selected. The 

frequencies were then computed with chi square to determine the statistical 

significance within ranked selections across all standards (see Table 13). 
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Table 13 
 
Chi Square Based on Teacher Rankings on Six Standards across Types of Communities,  
Educational Settings, and Years of Experience  
 

Teacher Standards 

Characteristics 
Instruction 

Learning 
Environment 

and 
Social 

Interaction 

Language Instructional 
Planning Assessment Collaboration

Geographic         
Location – + – – – – 

Education 
Setting – + – – – – 

Years of  
Experience – + – – – – 

Note: –  denotes no significance; + denotes statistical significance 
 
 

When all 128 teacher responses across types of communities, educational 

settings, or years of experience were compared, chi square results indicated statistical 

significance only within the standard on Learning Environments and Social Interactions 

(df  = 20, X 2= 80.09, p = .001). 

Further analyses of teachers’ demographic characteristics were conducted.  

Ranked knowledge and skills on each standard were examined according to types of 

communities, educational settings, or years of experience of the teacher.  As reported 

earlier, teachers in this survey provided services in different types of communities: rural 

(n = 32; 26%), suburban (n = 67; 52%), and urban (n = 29; 22%) (see Table 2).  

Teachers indicated they provided services to students in self-contained classrooms (n = 

65; 50%), resource classrooms (n = 43; 34%), and general education/inclusion 

classrooms (n = 20; 16%) (see Table 1). Finally, years of experience was divided into 
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two categories, teachers with less than ten years experience (n = 57; 45%) and those 

with over ten years experience (n = 71; 55%) (see Table 4).  

Once within groups were identified, individual chi squares were evaluated to 

determine where the statistical significance was occurring. No statistical significance 

was found across types of communities or years of experience within any standards. 

However, when educational settings were considered, there was statistical significance 

for teachers who provided services in self-contained classrooms, resource classrooms, 

and general education/inclusion classrooms (df = 22, X2 = 71.25, p = .001)  

After breaking educational settings into three subcategories (i.e., self-contained 

classrooms [n = 65; 50%], resource classrooms [n = 43; 34%], and general 

education/inclusion classrooms [n = 20; 16%]) (see Table 1), chi square results 

indicated that there was statistical significance within the standard of Learning 

Environments and Social Interactions. A comparative analysis was then conducted to 

determine where within the standard disagreement was occurring (see Table 14).   
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Table 14 
 
Educational Settings across Teacher Ranking for the Standard on Learning 
Environments and Social Interactions Among Teachers (n = 128) 
 

Educational Settings 

Self-Contained 
n = 65 

Resource 
n = 43 

General 
Education 
Inclusion 
n = 20 

Knowledge and Skills 

Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank 

Δ 
n = 128 

1. Create a safe, equitable, 
positive and supportive learning 
environment in which diversity is 
valued. 

243 1 161 1 166 1 0 

2. Identify realistic expectations 
for personal and social behavior 
in various settings. 

145 2 106 5 106 5 3 

3. Design learning environments 
that encourage active 
participation in individual and 
group activities. 

90 5 80 7 80 7 2 

4. Modify the learning 
environment to manage 
behaviors. 

98 4 80 7 80 7 3 

5. Use performance data to 
make modifications in the 
learning environment. 

62 7 55 9 55 9 2 

6. Teach self-advocacy and 
create an environment that 
encourages self-advocacy and 
increased independence. 

90 5 90 6 90 6 1 

7. Use effective and varied 
behavior management strategies. 121 3 111 4 111 4 1 

8. Design and manage daily 
schedules and routines. 45 8 50 10 55 9 2 

(table continues) 
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Table 14 (continued). 
 

Educational Settings 

Self-Contained 
n = 65 

Resource 
n = 43 

General 
Education 
Inclusion 
n = 20 

Knowledge and Skills 

Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank 

Δ 
n = 128 

9. Structure, direct, and support 
the activities of paraeducators, 
volunteers, and tutors. 

25 10 31 11 31 11 1 

10. Use and maintain assistive 
technologies. 1 12 138 2 138 2 10 

11. Structure the physical 
environment to provide optimal 
student learning. 

43 9 129 3 129 3 6 

12. Plan instruction for 
individuals with disabilities    in a 
variety of placement settings. 

23 11 25 12 25 12 1 

Level of Disagreement in all Settings:    32 / 92 max.  =  35%

Level of Agreement in all Settings: 100 - 25   =  65%

Level of Disagreement in Resource and General Education/Inclusion: 1 / 92 max. =   1%

Level of Agreement in Resource and General Education/Inclusion: 100 – 1     =  99%

Note:  Δ = difference 
 

Weighted rank order scores were compiled from ranked response rates within 

educational settings. Comparisons were then made between the rankings identified by 

self-contained teachers, resource teachers and general education/inclusion teachers. By 

using the Social Analysis System developed by Chevalier (2001, 2004), the level of 

disagreement (Case, 1990; Chevalier, 2004) between ranking lists was determined. 
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Level of disagreement was conducted by dividing the total differences between same-

element rankings by the maximum difference that could have been generated by the 

ranked lists.  The level of agreement was conducted by calculating the difference 

between the level of disagreement and possible total of 100%. 

On this standard there was a significant level of disagreement between how 

teachers in self-contained classrooms and teachers in resource or general 

education/inclusion classrooms ranked the knowledge and skills. In contrast, level of 

disagreement between resource classroom teachers and general education/inclusion 

classroom teachers was less than 1% (see Table 14). Significant differences were found 

within four of the twelve knowledge and skills. The largest variance was found in the 

use and maintenance of assistive technology. Resource and general education/inclusion 

teachers ranked the knowledge and skill as the second most important, whereas, self-

contained teachers ranked it last. The second largest variance was found in structuring 

the physical environment, whereby, resource and general education/inclusion rank the 

knowledge and skill third, and self-contained teachers ranked it ninth. Two other 

knowledge and skills carried notable differences (i.e., identifying realistic expectations, 

and modifying the learning environment).   

Discussion 

Reform movements have created challenges in staff development and supports 

for teachers in the field of EBD (Sugai, Bullis, & Cumbland, 1997).  Inclusion efforts 

have helped to ensure that all teachers were prepared to teach in all settings (e.g., 

Cheney & Barringer, 1995; Hoover, 1984; Lashley & Boscardin, 2003) including those 
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students with EBD. In an attempt to determine which knowledge and skills were 

perceived to be more important across the types of communities, educational settings, 

or years of experience, chi squares were conducted within each category across all six 

standards. While there were minimal differences between the rank order provided by 

resource and general education/inclusion teachers, the rank order provided by self-

contained teachers varied greatly. Within the standard on Learning Environments and 

Social Interactions, the level of agreement between resource and general 

education/inclusion was 99%. However, the level of agreement between self-contained, 

resource and general education/inclusion teachers was 65%.   

Two knowledge and skills varied greatly between self-contained and other 

teachers: (a) the use of assistive technology and (b) the use of structure within the 

physical environment. Even though legislative mandates (Individuals with Disabilities 

Act of 1997; Rehabilitation Act of 1973; Technology-Related Assistance for Individuals 

with Disabilities Act Amendments of 1988) require that assistive technology be 

considered for every student, there are variations among the teacher perceptions with 

regard to level of importance. The variance between self-contained teachers and other 

teachers (i.e., resource and general education/inclusion) in regard to assistive 

technology was 10. One reason for the variance may fall within teacher preparation 

programs. Lahm (2003) reported that less than half of the intuitions of higher education 

who prepare teachers include intense education in technology as a part of graduation 

requirements.   

The variance between self-contained teachers and other teachers in regard to 
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structuring the physical environment was six. While much of the literature within the 

field of EBD stresses the importance of structure (e.g., Gallagher, 1988; Hewett, 1966; 

Kamps, Kravits, Rauch, Kamps, & Chung, 2000; Scheuermann, 2000), self-contained 

teachers ranked structuring the physical environment 9 out of the 12 knowledge and 

skills. However, resource and general education/inclusion teachers ranked structuring 

the physical environment 3 out of the 12 knowledge and skills.  

 

Research Question 3 
 

In regard to the knowledge and skills in the field of EBD, is there a difference in 
level of importance perceived by teachers and related service personnel? 

 
As early as 1928, Wickman discussed a difference between teacher and clinician 

perceptions of classroom behaviors. Slowly, changes in collaborative perspectives began 

to emerge (e.g., Balow, 1966; Braun & Lasher, 1973; Friend, 2000; Morse, Cutler, & 

Fink, 1964, Thomas, 1967). However, Skrtic and Sailor (1996) note that one of the 

biggest challenges to collaboration lies within varying perspectives among educators.  

The third research question addressed perspectives among teachers and related service 

personnel by examining differences in the level of importance of the knowledge and 

skills for teachers in the field of EBD. Polarity between rankings was determined using 

level of disagreement (e.g., Case, 1990; Chevalier, 2001, 2004). A rank order was 

developed from weighted scores across all knowledge and skills within each of the six 

standards. Comparisons were then made between the ranking order identified by 

teachers and the ranked order identified by related service personnel. Level of 

disagreement was conducted by dividing the total differences between same-element 
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rankings by the maximum difference that could have been generated.  The level of 

agreement was formulated by evaluating the difference between the level of 

disagreement and possible total of 100%. 

 

Standard on Instructional Strategies 

Teachers and related personnel were in 95% agreement of the two rank orders 

within all knowledge and skills presented within the standard on Instructional 

Strategies. Both groups demonstrated polarity with regard to the agreement in which 

standards should be listed (see Table 15).  No notable level of disagreement was found. 

Standard on Learning Environments and Social Interactions 

Within the standard on Learning Environments and Social Interactions, there was 

high agreement (89%) between teachers and related service personnel (see Table 16).  

There was no notable level of disagreements. 

 

Standard on Language 

 Within the standard on Language, there was a high level of agreement 

(80%) between teachers and related service personnel (see Table 17). There were four 

knowledge and skills with levels of disagreements greater than one.  
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Table 15 
 
Rank Order of Knowledge and Skills among Respondents within the Standard on 
Instructional Strategies 
 

Instructional Strategies Teachers 
n = 128 

Related 
Service 

Personnel 
n = 71 

Δ 
N = 199 

1. Teach students to use self assessment, 
problem-solving, and other cognitive 
strategies to meet their needs.                     

1 1 0 

2. Select, adapt, and use instructional 
strategies and materials according to 
individual student characteristics. 

2 2 0 

3. Use strategies to facilitate maintenance 
and generalization of skills across learning 
environments. 

6 6 0 

4. Use strategies that promote successful 
student transitions. 5 5 0 

5. Use of student responses to guide 
instructional decisions and provide feedback. 7 7 0 

6. Teach learning strategies and study skills to 
acquire academic content. 4 4 0 

7. Use strategies for integrating student 
initiated learning experiences into ongoing 
instruction. 

8 9 1 

8. Use a variety of techniques to control 
targeted behavior and maintain student’s 
attention. 

3 3 0 

9. Use appropriate technology for students 
with disabilities. 9 8 1 

Level of Disagreement:   2 /  max.  40  =    5%

Level of Agreement:    100  –  5   =  95%

Note: Δ = difference. 
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The first knowledge and skill with a notable difference within the standard of language 

was the use of strategies to support and enhance communication (see Table 17). 

Related service personnel rated this knowledge and skill higher than teachers. The 

second knowledge and skill with a notable difference was facilitating communication of 

the subject matter when English was not the primary language.  Related service 

personnel rated this knowledge and skill higher than teachers.  The next knowledge and 

skill with a notable difference was monitoring for errors. Teachers rated this knowledge 

and skill higher than related service personnel. The fourth knowledge and skill with a 

notable difference was implementing systematic instruction. Teachers rated this 

knowledge and skill higher than related service personnel. 

Table 16 

Rank Order of Knowledge and Skills among Respondents within the Standard on 
Learning Environments and Social Interactions 

Learning Environments and Social 
Interactions 

Teachers 
n = 128 

Related 
Service 

Personnel 
n = 71 

Δ 
N = 199 

1. Create a safe, equitable, positive and 
supportive learning environment in which 
diversity is valued. 

1 1 0 

2. Identify realistic expectations for personal 
and social behavior in various settings. 2 2 0 

3. Design learning environments that 
encourage active participation in individual 
and group activities. 

4 3 1 

4. Modify the learning environment to 
manage behaviors. 6 7 1 

 
(table continues) 
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Table 16 (continued). 

Learning Environments and Social 
Interactions 

Teachers 
n = 128 

Related 
Service 

Personnel 
n = 71 

Δ 
N = 199 

5. Use performance data to make 
modifications in the learning environment. 7 5 2 

6. Teach self-advocacy and create an 
environment that encourages self-advocacy 
and increased independence. 

5 5 0 

7. Use effective and varied behavior 
management strategies. 3 4 1 

8. Design and manage daily schedules and 
routines. 8 8 0 

9. Structure, direct, and support the activities 
of paraeducators, volunteers, and tutors. 9 10 1 

10. Use and maintain assistive technologies. 10 12 2 

11. Structure the physical environment to 
provide optimal student learning. 10 9 1 

12. Plan instruction for individuals with 
disabilities in a variety of placement settings. 12 11 1 

Level of Disagreement:   10 / 92  max. =  11%

Level of Agreement:    100 – 11  =  89%

Note: Δ = difference. 
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Table 17 

Rank Order of Knowledge and Skills among Respondents within the Standard on 
Language 

Language Teachers 
n = 128 

Related 
Service 

Personnel 
n = 71 

Δ 
N = 199 

1. Use strategies to support and enhance 
communication skills of individuals with 
disabilities. 

4 
 

2 
 

2 
 

2. Use communication strategies and 
resources to facilitate understanding of 
subject matter for students whose primary 
language is not the dominant language. 

9 7 2 

3. Enhance student vocabulary development. 6 6 0 

4. Teach strategies for spelling accuracy and 
generalization. 10 11 1 

5. Teach methods and strategies for 
producing legible documents. 8 8 0 

6. Teach students to monitor for errors in oral 
and written communication. 7 9 2 

7. Plan instruction on the use of alternative 
and augmentative communication systems. 11 10 1 

8. Identify and teach essential concepts, 
vocabulary, and content across the general 
curriculum. 

1 1 0 

9. Use reading methods appropriate for 
individuals with disabilities 5 4 1 

10. Implement systematic instruction in 
teaching reading comprehension and 
monitoring strategies. 

2 3 1 

11. Teach students strategies for organizing 
and composing written products. 3 5 2 

Level of Disagreement:   12 / 60  max. = 20%

Level of Agreement:    100 - 20  = 80%

Note: Δ = difference. 
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Standard on Instructional Planning 

Within the standard on Instructional Planning, there was 71% agreement 

between teachers and related service personnel (see Table 18). There were six 

knowledge and skills with levels of disagreement greater than one.  The first knowledge 

and skill with a notable difference was the use of identifying and prioritizing areas of 

the general curriculum. Teachers rated this knowledge and skill higher than related 

service personnel. The next knowledge and skill with a notable difference was 

developing and implementing long term plans. Related service personnel rated this 

knowledge and skill higher than teachers. The third knowledge and skill with a notable 

difference was preparing and organizing materials. Teachers rated this knowledge and 

skill higher than related service personnel. The next knowledge and skill with a notable 

difference was the use functional assessment plans to manage behavior. Related 

service personnel rated this knowledge and skill higher than te achers. The fifth 

knowledge and skill with a notable difference was the use of task analysis. Related 

service personnel rated this knowledge and skill higher than teachers. Lastly, the 

knowledge and skill with a notable difference was the plans for independent living, 

sexuality, and employment. Related service personnel rated this knowledge and skill 

higher than teachers. 

 

Standard on Assessment  

Within the standard on Assessment, there was 58% agreement (see Table 19). 

There were three knowledge and skills with levels of disagreement greater than one. 
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The first knowledge and skill with a notable difference was gathering relevant 

background data. Teachers rated this knowledge and skill higher than related service 

personnel. The second knowledge and skill with a notable difference was the 

interpreting and using assessment information. Related service personnel rated this 

knowledge and skill higher than teachers. The last knowledge and skill with a notable 

difference was reporting assessment results to all stakeholders. Related service 

personnel rated this knowledge and skill higher than teachers. 

 
Table 18 
 
Rank Order of Knowledge and Skills among Respondents within the Standard on 
Instructional Planning 
 

Instructional Planning Teachers 
n = 128 

Related 
Service 

Personnel 
n = 71 

Δ 
N = 199 

1. Identify and prioritize areas of the general 
curriculum and accommodations for 
individuals with disabilities. 

2 7 5 

2. Develop and implement comprehensive, 
longitudinal individualized programs in 
collaboration with team members. 

9 4 5 

3. Involve the individual and family in setting 
instructional goals and monitoring progress. 4 3 1 

4. Use functional assessments to develop 
intervention plans. 5 3 2 

5. Use task analysis. 12 10 2 

6. Sequence, implement, and evaluate 
individualized learning objectives. 8 9 1 

7. Integrate affective, social, and life skills 
with academic curricula. 3 2 1 

   
(table continues) 
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Table 18 (continued). 

Instructional Planning Teachers 
n = 128 

Related 
Service 

Personnel 
n = 71 

Δ 
N = 199 

8. Develop and select instructional content, 
resources, and strategies that respond to 
cultural, linguistic, and gender differences. 

11 11 0 

9. Prepare and organize materials to 
implement daily lesson plans. 6 11 5 

10. Plan instruction for independent functional 
life skills relevant to the community, personal 
living, sexuality, and employment. 

10 8 2 

11. Plan and implement age and ability 
appropriate instruction for individuals with 
disabilities. 

7 6 1 

12. Integrate academic instruction, effective 
education, and behavior management for 
individuals and groups with disabilities. 

1 1 0 

13. Interpret sensory, mobility, reflex, and 
perceptual information to create or adapt 
appropriate learning plans. 

13 13 0 

Level of Disagreement:   24 / 84  max. = 29%

Level of Agreement:    100 - 79  = 71%

Note: Δ = difference. 
 



                                             
                           

  89

Table 19 

Rank Order of Knowledge and Skills among Respondents within the Standard on 
Assessment 

Assessment Teachers 
n = 128 

Related 
Service 

Personnel 
n = 71 

Δ 
N = 199 

1. Gather relevant background information. 2 4 2 

2. Administer nonbiased formal and informal 
assessments. 4 3 1 

3. Use technology to conduct assessments as 
appropriate. 6 7 1 

4. Develop or modify individualized 
assessment strategies. 5 6 1 

5. Interpret and use assessment information 
from formal and informal assessments in 
making students eligibility, program, and 
placement decisions including those from 
culturally 
and/or linguistically, diverse backgrounds. 

3 1 2 

6. Report assessment results to all 
stakeholders using effective communication 
skills. 

7 5 2 

7. Evaluate instruction and monitor progress 
of individuals with disabilities. 1 2 1 

Level of Disagreement:   10/ 24  max. = 42%

Level of Agreement:    100 – 42  = 58%

Note: Δ = difference. 
 
 
Standard on Collaboration 

 Within the standard on Collaboration, there was 63% agreement (see Table 20). 

There were four knowledge and skills with levels of disagreement greater than one. The 

first knowledge and skill with a notable difference was assisting individuals and families 
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to become active partners. Related service personnel rated this knowledge and skill 

higher than teachers. The next knowledge and skill with a notable difference was 

coaching and modeling the use of instructional methods. Teachers rated this knowledge 

and skill higher than related service personnel. The third knowledge and skill with a 

notable difference was communicating with personnel about student characteristics. 

The last knowledge and skill with a notable difference was observing, evaluating and 

providing feedback to paraprofessionals. Teachers rated this knowledge and skill higher 

than related service personnel. 

 

Discussion 

 Within this analysis, there were 17 knowledge and skills across all standards with 

notable differences among rankings greater than one: (a) four in the standard on 

Language, (b) six in the standard on Instructional Planning, (c) three in the standard on 

Assessment, and (c) four in the standard on Collaboration.  

        The variances noted among the ranked lists tend to lie within varying perceptual 

differences between teachers and related service personnel. Skrtic and Sailor (1996) 

stated that varying perspectives and opinions may ultimately create dissention. The 

subjectivity by which educators and practitioners make their decisions, according to 

Skrtic and Sailor, are very difficult to overcome. They state that specialized knowledge 

contributes to knowledge and skill sets that are directly related to the presumed needs 

of the students they serve and consequently can be difficult to set aside.  
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Table 20 
 
Rank Order of Knowledge and Skills among Respondents within the Standard on 
Collaboration 
 

Collaboration Teachers 
n = 128 

Related 
Service 

Personnel 
n = 71 

Δ 
N = 199 

1. Foster respectful and beneficial 
relationships among families and 
professionals. 

1 1 0 

2. Assist individuals with disabilities and their 
families in becoming active participants and 
advocates in the educational team. 

5 2 3 

3. Plan and conduct collaborative conferences 
with individuals with disabilities and their 
families and implement appropriate programs 
and assessment. 

4 3 1 

4. Model techniques and coach others in the 
use of instructional methods and 
accommodations. 

3 5 2 

5. Communicate with school personnel about 
the characteristics and needs of students with 
disabilities. 

2 4 2 

6. Observe, evaluate, and provide feedback to 
paraeducators. 6 8 2 

7. Collaborate with team members to plan 
transition to adulthood that encourages full 
community participation. 

8 7 1 

8. Teach parents to use appropriate behavior 
management and counseling techniques. 7 6 1 

Level of Disagreement:   12 / 32 max. =  38%

Level of Agreement:    100 - 38  =  63%
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   CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY,   IMPLICATIONS AND RECCOMENDATIONS 

This study included quantitative measures to determine a rank order of 

knowledge and skills within six standards for teachers in the field of emotional and 

behavioral disorders (EBD). An on-line survey was distributed for the purpose of 

determining key quality indicators in the field of EBD based on empirically validated 

standards.  This chapter includes (a) summary, (b) implications, and (c) 

recommendations. 

 

Summary 

 A growing demand for highly qualified teachers (HQT) within education has 

brought a demand for institutions of higher education to ensure that HQT are 

introduced into the field of EBD. By establishing and maintaining standards in the field, 

researchers can ensure that teachers are prepared for the demands of educating 

students with EBD. 

 Within this study, six standards including Instructional Strategies, Learning 

Environments and Social Interactions, Language, Instructional Planning, Assessment, 

and Collaboration were examined to determine which knowledge and skills were most 

important to today’s teachers.  Of those, a ranked order list of the five most important 

knowledge and skills to teachers was developed. Further, a cross-examination of 

varying educational categories including types of communities (i.e., rural, suburban, 

and urban), educational settings (i.e., self- contained, resource, and general 
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education/inclusion) or years of experience (i.e., less than ten years of experience, 

more than ten years of experience) was conducted. Finally, level of disagreements 

between teachers and related service personnel was determined.  

 First, rankings across standards identified by teachers were constructed using a 

weighted score. Individual agreement percents were compared to the weighted rank 

score and gave depth to the ranking list.  Second, a within groups of teachers analyses 

indicated significance and agreement across the standards when types of communities, 

educational settings, or years of experience were considered. The standard on Learning 

Environments and Social Interactions was the only standard whereby statistical 

significance was noted. Otherwise, there was no difference in the rankings across the 

three teacher demographic characteristics. Within this standard, the greatest level of 

disagreement appeared within the knowledge and skill of assistive technology. Finally, 

by evaluating the perceived differences between responses by teachers and responses 

by related service personnel, rank order differences were evident.  Level of 

disagreement across the educator roles was highest within Assessment and 

Collaboration standards.   

 

          Implications 

 Implications for this study are two-fold. First, efforts to understand teacher 

rankings within the knowledge and skills can contribute to integration efforts between 

teachers and related service personnel. Second, this study may contribute to the 

literature as efforts to pursue a nation-wide standard in the area of EBD are continued. 
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Results of this study reflect which knowledge and skills teachers felt should be 

considered as most important and which knowledge and skills related service personnel 

felt teachers should know within the educational environments. As early as 1928, 

Wickman found a discrepancy between teachers and other personnel engaged in the 

education of students. By evaluating which knowledge and skills teachers feel are 

important and comparing them to the perceptions of related service personnel, gaps in 

coordination between the groups can be addressed. Conjointly, researchers can 

evaluate what teachers feel are important and determine how to effectively address 

improvements within teacher preparation programs in institutions of higher education in 

areas where levels of disagreement are the highest. Additionally, efforts to unify 

educators who directly teach students with EBD and educators who are indirectly 

involved with the education of students with EBD can then begin.  

The United States Department of Education (2005b) stresses that ensuring 

teachers are the highest quality is a national priority as quality teaching and student 

achievement has been documented to be directly correlated (Carlson, Lee, Schrill, Klein, 

& Willig., 2002; Darling-Hammond, Holtzman, Gatlin, & Vasquez-Heilig, 2005; Goe, 

2002; National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, 2005). Institutions of 

higher education depend heavily on teacher competencies in order to ensure that 

teachers are prepared to teach students with EBD (Nougart, Scruggs, & Mastropieri, 

2005). The expectation for HQT continues to increase (e.g., Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act, 2004, McElroy, 2005; No Child Left Behind, 2001; Osher & 

Quinn, 2003); therefore, implications from this study include efforts to encourage well-
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prepared and fully certified teachers (National Commission on Teaching and America’s 

Future, 2003) in the area of EBD by (a) increasing accountability measures (United 

States Department of Education, 2005b), (b) contributing to the nationwide push for 

consistent standards across all educational standards (American Federation of Teachers 

and National Education Association, 2005; Interstate New Teacher And Support 

Consortium, 2001), and (c)  contributing to the body of research in the pursuit of a 

high, objective, uniform, state standard of evaluation (HOUSSE) evaluation for teachers 

(United Stated Department of Education, 2005a). Combined, these elements contribute 

to uniform standards and certification requirements across the United States (Polsgrove, 

2003). 

Results of the study also demonstrated a disproportionate rank order among 

teachers across the standard of learning environment and social interactions indicating 

that teachers across educational settings (i.e., self-contained, resource, and general 

education/inclusion) do not agree on the level of importance of assistive technology or 

in structuring the physical environment to provide optimal student learning.  Additional 

emphasis may be placed within institutions of higher education within these areas to 

ensure that all preservice teachers understand the depth of breadth of the two 

knowledge and skills. Levels of disagreement between teachers and related service 

personnel were high within the areas of Assessment and Collaboration with 44% and 

38% level of disagreement respectively. Institutions of higher education should work to 

ensure teachers and related service personnel are trained conduct effective 

assessments and ensure strong collaborative efforts.  Additionally, instructors within 
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teacher preparation programs should address perceptual differences within specialized 

skills set that may interfere with effective collaboration efforts required for optimal 

student learning. 

 

Recommendations 

Further studies are recommended within the area of standards in the field of EBD 

to ensure the preparation of a qualified teaching force. Other studies may continue to 

rank the importance of knowledge and skills within standards outlined by the Council for 

Exceptional Children across all disability areas. Studies within the area of preservice 

may also help pave the way for a nation-wide, streamlined compilation of standards and 

knowledge and skills that will be relevant to teachers in all types of communities and 

educational settings and with varying years of experience.  

Other studies are recommended that will address the perceptional variances 

across educational settings. Perception will also be an important factor in future studies 

across educator role (i.e., paraprofessionals, support staff, administrators, and 

preservice educators in institutions of higher education.) Perceptual studies will help 

researchers not only understand how to address variances within the knowledge and 

skills perceived most important to teachers, but also may contribute to other challenges 

including collaborative efforts, and learning differences.  Lastly, perception studies may 

also help to bridge the gap between what parents and teachers think are important to 

students.   
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APPENDIX A 

KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS STANDARDS FOR WORKING WITH STUDENTS WITH 

CHALLENGING BEHAVIORS SURVEY
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Please Enter Your  
Invitation Code  

 
 

Submit
 

If you have questions in the completion of the survey please call: 

Maria L. Manning 
Doctoral Candidate 

University of North Texas 
940-565-3583 M-Th 8:30-5:30 p.m.  

mmanning@coe.unt.edu  
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Knowledge and Skills Standards for Working with Students with Challenging Behaviors

This survey consists of knowledge/skill statements that relate to teaching students with 
challenging behaviors. We are interested in knowing how educators who work either 
directly or indirectly with children and/or adolescents view the importance of 
statements on this form. Please follow the directions and complete all items on the 
survey form. Your participation will contribute significantly to improving teacher 
preparation. 

Part I. Demographic Information: 

1. Which of the following best describes your role as a service provider for students with 
emotional/behavioral disorders (E/BD)? 

   Self-contained classroom teacher of students with E/BD  

   Resource room teacher of students with E/BD 

   General education teacher who serves “included” students with E/BD  

   Principal of a school that has services for students with E/BD 

   Assistant Principal in a school that has services for students with E/BD  

   Staff developer for teachers of students with E/BD 

   Alternative certification planner/implementer  

   Training, Technical Assistant Center personnel 

   
Preservice educator who works in an institution of higher education who prepares 
teachers to work with students with E/BD 

  Other (please specify in box)  

 
2. Specify the one type of educational setting in which BEST describes where you work.
   Public school  

   Alternative setting - public school  

   Private school  

   Residential treatment center  

   Hospital  

   Juvenile correction setting  

   Other (please specify in box)  
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3. Indicate the one type of instructional role which BEST describes your program.  

   Support teacher (e.g., behavior specialist, crisis teacher) 

   Content  mastery teacher 

   Inclusion teacher 

   Itinerant/homebound teacher 

   Resource teacher 

   Self-Contained teacher 

   Other (please specify in box)  
 

4. Age range which BEST describes the population with whom you work (either directly 
or indirectly).  

   0-3  

   3-5 

   6-11 

   12-17 

 18-21 
  

 3-21 

   over 21  

 

6. Your highest level of academic preparation.  
   Bachelor’s 

   Master’s  

   Educational Specialist 

   Doctorate 

5. Which BEST describes the geographic location in which you work?  
   Rural 

   Suburban 

 urban  
    
In what State do you live? 
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7. Years experience in education. 
   0-2 

   3-5 

   5-10 

   11-20 

   20+ 

  

Part II. Statements of Standards for Teaching: 
In Part II, there are sets of statements related to six different Standards for Teaching. 
In each box select 5 statements according to their importance to you. (Rank 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5)  

Instructional Strategies                                                                      Choose 5        
Select 5 statements (Rank 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)                                                                     
One per Column 
                                                                                          1        2      3     4     5
1. Teach students to use self-assessment, problem-solving, 
and other cognitive strategies to meet their needs.    

2. Select, adapt, and use instructional strategies and materials 
according to individual student characteristics.    

3. Use strategies to facilitate maintenance and generalization 
of skills across learning environments.    

4. Use strategies that promote successful student transitions.    
5. Use of student responses to guide instructional decisions 
and provide feedback.    

6. Teach learning strategies and study skills to acquire 
academic content.    

7. Use strategies for integrating student initiated learning 
experiences into ongoing instruction.    

8. Use a variety of techniques to control targeted behavior 
and maintain students attention.    

9. Use appropriate technology for students with disabilities.    



                                             
                           

  102

  

Language                                                                                        Choose 5         
Select 5 statements (Rank 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)                                                                     
One per Column 
                                                                                            1       2      3     4     5
1. Use strategies to support and enhance communication skills 
of individuals with disabilities.    

2. Use communication strategies and resources to facilitate 
understanding of subject matter for students whose primary 
language is not the dominant language. 

   

3. Enhance student vocabulary development.    
4. Teach strategies for spelling accuracy and generalization.    
5. Teach methods and strategies for producing legible 
documents.    

6. Teach students to monitor for errors in oral and written 
communication.    

Learning Environments and Social Interactions                                  Choose 5           
Select 5 statements (Rank 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)                                                                     
One per Column 
                                                                                           1        2      3     4     5
1. Create a safe, equitable, positive and supportive learning 
environment in which diversity is valued.    

2. Identify realistic expectations for personal and social 
behavior in various settings.    

3. Design learning environments that encourage active 
participation in individual and group activities.    

4. Modify the learning environment to manage behaviors.    
5. Use performance data to make modifications in the learning 
environment.    

6. Teach self-advocacy and create an environment that 
encourages self-advocacy and increased independence.    

7. Use effective and varied behavior management strategies.    
8. Design and manage daily schedules and routines.    
9. Structure, direct, and support the activities of 
paraeducators, volunteers, and tutors.    

10. Use and maintain assistive technologies.    
11. Structure the physical environment to provide optimal 
student learning.    

12. Plan instruction for individuals with disabilities in a variety 
of placement settings.    
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7. Plan instruction on the use of alternative and augmentative 
communication systems.    

8. Identify and teach essential concepts, vocabulary, and 
content across the general curriculum.    

9. Use reading methods appropriate for individuals with 
disabilities     

10. Implement systematic instruction in teaching reading 
comprehension and monitoring strategies.    

11. Teach students strategies for organizing and composing 
written products.    

  

Instructional Planning                                                                   Choose 5           
Select 5 statements (Rank 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)                                                                     
One per Column 
                                                                                           1       2      3     4     5 
1. Identify and prioritize areas of the general curriculum and 
accommodations for individuals with disabilities.    

2. Develop and implement comprehensive, longitudinal 
individualized programs in collaboration with team members.    

3. Involve the individual and family in setting instructional 
goals and monitoring progress.    

4. Use functional assessments to develop intervention plans.    
5. Use task analysis.    
6. Sequence, implement, and evaluate individualized learning 
objectives.    

7. Integrate affective, social, and life skills with academic 
curricula.    

8. Develop and select instructional content, resources, and 
strategies that respond to cultural, linguistic, and gender 
differences.  

   

9. Prepare and organize materials to implement daily lesson 
plans.    

10. Plan instruction for independent functional life skills 
relevant to the community, personal living, sexuality, and 
employment. 

   

11. Plan and implement age and ability appropriate instruction 
for individuals with disabilities.    

12. Integrate academic instruction, effective education, and 
behavior management for individuals and groups with 
disabilities. 
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13. Interpret sensory, mobility, reflex, and perceptual 
information to create or adapt appropriate learning plans.    

  

Assessment                                                                                        Choose 5       
Select 5 statements (Rank 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)                                                                     
One per Column 
                                                                                           1       2      3     4     5
1. Gather relevant background information.    
2. Administer nonbiased formal and informal assessments.    
3. Use technology to conduct assessments as appropriate.    
4. Develop or modify individualized assessment strategies.    
5. Interpret and use assessment information from formal and 
informal assessments in making students eligibility, program, 
and placement decisions including those from culturally and/or 
linguistically, diverse backgrounds. 

   

6. Report assessment results to all stakeholders using 
effective communication skills.    

7. Evaluate instruction and monitor progress of individuals 
with disabilities.    

  

Collaboration                                                                                      Choose 5       
Select 5 statements (Rank 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)                                                                     
One per Column 

                                                                                       1       2      3     4     5 
1. Foster respectful and beneficial relationships among 
families and professionals.    

2. Assist individuals with disabilities and their families in 
becoming active participants and advocates in the educational 
team. 

   

3. Plan and conduct collaborative conferences with individuals 
with disabilities and their families and implement appropriate 
programs and assessment. 

   

4. Model techniques and coach others in the use of 
instructional methods and accommodations.    

5. Communicate with school personnel about the 
characteristics and needs of students with disabilities.    

6. Observe, evaluate, and provide feedback to paraeducators.    
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7. Collaborate with team members to plan transition to 
adulthood that encourages full community participation.    

8. Teach parents to use appropriate behavior management 
and counseling techniques.    

Comments:

 

 Thank you for completing this survey. If you would like a copy of the 
results, please record your e-mail address in the box provided.   

 

Yes, I would like a copy of the results of the survey. My e-mail 

address is:   

 

If you have questions, please contact:

Maria L. Manning 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of North Texas 
PO BOX 310860 
Denton, TX 76203 
940-565-3583 
mmanning@coe.unt.edu  

Permission to reproduce and 
research supported by: 

Dr. Lyndal M. Bullock 
Programs in Special Education 
University of North Texas 
Denton, TX 76203 
940-565-3583 
bullock@coe.unt.edu 

 

Dr. Robert A. 
Gable 
Child Study 
Center  
Old Dominion 
University  
Norfolk, VA  
757-683-3157  
rgable@odu.edu 

  

Submit
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APPENDIX B 

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE
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January 30, 2006 
 
Dear Educator: 
 

Current legislative trends pertaining to “Highly Qualified Teacher” under 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (2004) and No Child Left 
Behind (2001) have demanded that teachers in the field of emotional and behavioral 
disorders (EBD) not only be proficient in maintaining behavior, but also demonstrate 
successful results in academic instruction. Institutions of higher education are 
challenged to review accountability standards and teacher expectations to promote 
production of a quality teaching force. I am inviting teachers and educators directly or 
indirectly associated with behavioral and academic instruction of students with EBD to 
participate in an online survey which will help to determine which knowledge and skills 
are most important to teachers within the classrooms.  

 
 The purpose of this study is to determine critical key quality indicators in the 

field of EBD based on empirically validated standards outlined by the Council for 
Exceptional Children. You are invited to participate in this study by completing a 
knowledge and skills survey. It is expected that the survey will take approximately 15 to 
20 minutes of your time. Research compiled from the study will provide clarity and 
confirmation of specific knowledge and skills that a nation-wide sampling of teachers 
and educators feel are critical to ensure positive outcomes for students with EBD.  

 
If you are willing to participate: 
  
1. Please type the following Website in your browser: 
http://web2.unt.edu/bullockdata/knowledgeandskills/ 
2. Click the radio button that best depicts your answer. 
3. Be certain all survey questions are answered, and   
4. Click the “submit” button at the close of the survey. 
 
Please feel free to share this letter and invitation to participate in the study to 

fellow teachers in the field as well. If you have questions regarding the study, I can be 
reached at mmanning@coe.unt.edu or 940-565-3583. Thank you in advance for your 
participation and diligence to promote a quality workforce in the field of EBD. 

 
Sincerely,  

 
Maria L. Manning 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of North Texas 
PO BOX 310860 
Denton, TX 76203 
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