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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

With the dawning of the 1960's extensive attention and 

efforts were focused upon. children ~vith learning disabili

ties. Legislative action and subsequent funding resulted 

in special classes and a wealth of remediation techniques. 

Eventually, a number of the children found themselves able 

to compete with their peers and were subsequently placed 

back into the mainstream of education. 

A large number of these learning disabled students 

never attained academic success for one reason or another. 

Twenty years hence these same students find -themselves 

locked into vocations with no future; frustrated by inabil

ity to balance a checkbook; still unable to read a simple 

set of instructions, such as those required to complete an 

application blank for a higher paying job; and encountering 

a range of emotional problems and upheavals due largely to 

an extremely low self-concept. 

A learning disability does not simply go away or 

improve with age. Thus, we no\1 find these learning-disabled 
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adults thrust into a changing world with rapidly growing 

needs for the acquisition of new skills, both vocationally 

and academically. The adult with learning problems views 

the life-long learning and back-to-school thrust as only a 

doom-and-gloom situation. Only through a· complete under

standing of their cognitive, affective and aptitude levels 

can a conducive environment be developed to meet individual 

learning styles and to facilitate learning (Wittrock, 1977). 

As the teachers of learning disabled adults seek the 

aforementioned understanding and facilitative skills, they 

most naturally turn to university course offerings. How

ever, they quickly encounter the frustration of a situation 

in which departments offering courses in the psychology and 

education of exceptional children know little or nothing 

about the adult learner and departments of adult education 

offer no instruction concerning adults with learning prob

lems (Weisel, 1980). 

The area of concern of this study involves the crucial 

need for competency training for the teachers of adults with 

learning disabilities as perceived by experts in the area of 

learning disabled adults and the teachers who are currently 

teaching these students. 



Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to· identify and examine 

those training skills needed for enhanced competency in the 

education of learning disabled adults. The identification 

involved the perceptions of two groups: a·panel of experts 

in the field and teachers of learning disabled adults. 

Following the compilation and tabulation of the list 

of training needs, it was the further purpose of this study 

to devise a competency list \.vhich would subsequently be 

evaluated by the participating teachers. Conclusions and 

recommendations are derived from the responses of the panel 

of experts and the participating teachers. 

Research Questions 

This study vias designed to determine the perceptions of 

educc..tors of learning disabled adults .,regarding corupetency 

training needs for teachers involved in this unique field. 

One consideration addressed is the possible difference 

of opinion existing between the expert panel and the prac

ticing teachers in regard to competency needs. Another 

aspect examined is the value placed upon each of the sug

gested competencies by both the expert panel and the prac

ticing teacher panel. 

3 



The questions, more specifically stated~ address the 

following concerns: 

1. In the comparison of the competencies identified by 

the two panels, will there be a significant difference 

between the assi6ned competency ratings by the panel of 

experts and those ratings assigned by the panel of 

practitioners? 

2. Will a content analysis of the returns indicate no 

agreement between the two sub -groups, Texas Departuient of 

Corrections teachers and other teachers, on competency 

ratings? 

4 

3. ~;ill there be a significant difference in competency 

ratings between the panel of experts and the prison-system 

teachers? 

4. Uill there be a significant difference in competency 

ratings between the panel of experts and the sub-group of 

other teachers of learning disabled adults? 

Limitations of the Study 

Due to the lack of prior research into the needs of edu

cators of learning disabled adults, there may arise some 

difficulty in obtaining a consensus of opinion. 

The colleqtion of information will appear to be lirr.ited 

by the number of participants involved in the study. On the 

other hand, in the use of the Delphi technique, one is 



advised that once the size of a group exceeds thirty (30) 

well-chosen participants, few rtew ideas are generated 

(Delbecq ~ Van de Ven & Gustafson, 1975). 

5 

Time requirements involved in receiving initial responses 

and subsequent feedback follovJing tabulation may create a 

loss of interest by some participants. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

A discussion of the literature related to this study 

is presented in four major parts: (1) The Learning Disabled 

Adult, (2) Delphi Technique, (3) Adult Educator Competencies, 

and (4) Surrnnary. 

The Learning Disabled Adult 

There exists a multiplicity of definitions for the 

phenomenon called a learning disability. Further, consider

ation must also be given to the myriad characteristics which 

identify a person as being learning· disabled. One must also 

keep in mind that many of the labels and much of the sytnp

tomatology referenced in the literature are used inter

changeably. 

The definition used by the United States Office of Edu

cation refers to a learning disability as "a disorder in one 

or ·znore of the basic processes involved in understanding or 

using spoken or written langua.ge in the presence of normal 

or above intelligence. A learning disability is not mental 

retardation or an emotional problem" (1980, p. 7). 

6 



According to another governmental agency, the Depart

ment of Health, Education and Trlelfare, a specific learning 

disability may be defined as follows: 

7 

"Specific learning· disability" means a disorder in one 
or more of the basic psychological processes involved 
in understanding or in using language, spoken or ~~it
ten, which may manifest itself in an imperfect ability 
to listen, think, speak, read, spell, or to do mathe
matical calculations. The term includes such condi
tions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal 
brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia .. 
The term does not include children who have learning 
problems which are primarily the result of visual, 
hearing, or motor handicaps, or mental retardation, or 
emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, 
or economic disadvantage. (Federal Register, p. 65083) 

A position statement offered by the National Associa-

tion for Public Continuing and Adult Education Committee on 

Adults with Exceptional Learning Problems proffered the fol-

lowing broader definition: 

Adults with exceptional learning problems have a dis
order in one or more of the basic processes involved in 
understanding or using the spoken or written language. 
These may be manifested in disorders of listening, 
thinking, talking, reading, writing, or arithmetic. 
They may include such conditions referred to as learn
ing disabilities, perceptual or neurological handicaps, 
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental 
delay. Included also are the minimal visual and audi
tory dysfunctions that occur due to aging, unusual 
occupational conditions, or physiological problems. 
(NAPCAE _ C.omm~tt~e, Note 1) 

In his report of characteristics of dyslexic males, 

Frauenheim (1978) describes developmental dyslexia as "a 

disorder in which the capacity to learn to read is impaired 

despite adequate intelligence, appropriate education and 
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sociocultural opportunity, and basic intactness ,in. those 
., 

sensory functions associated with 'norm~l' ·le.arnin:g" {p·. 
476). 

Learning disabilities have been referred to as the non-

visible handicap. It is not as apparent as deafness or 

blindness. Thus, it is difficult to estimate the size of 

the learning disabled adult population. According to one 

researcher, the most commonly used estimate is 15% of the 

population. This would mean that there are approximately 

20,000,000 adults age 18 and over who may be learning dis-
i, 

abled (Travis, 1979, p. 87). Another authority in the 

field, Dale Jordan (1978), estimated that as many as 80% of 

the adults entering Adult Basic Education programs may be 

learning disabled (Video tape) . The population of the 

"linguistically inadequate" may reach as high as 25%, 

according to Rawson (1977), who also felt that the figure 

"depends less on epidemiological knowledge than on defini

tion and on the viewpoint of the estimator" (p .. 194). 

Prior to consideration of the adult learner who has a 

learning disability, a cursory view must be given the adult 

as a learner. Halcolm Knowles ( 1977) listed four character-

istics of the adult learner: 

. ·. . his self-concept moves from one of being a 
dependent personality toward one of being a self
directing human beingi . . . he accumulates a growing 
reservo~r of experience that becomes an increasing 
resource for learning; . . his readiness to learn 

. I 
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becomes oriented increasingly to the developmental 
tasks of his social roles; ... his time perspective 
changes from one of postponed application of knowledge 
to immediacy of application, and accordingly his orien
tation toward learning shifts from one of subject
centeredness to one of problem-centeredness. (p. 39) 

In close accord with these characteristics are 

Lindeman's key assumptions about adult learners which state: 

adults are motivated to learn as they experience needs and 

interests that will satisfy; the adult's orientation to 

learning is life centered; experience is the richest 

resource for adults' learning; and individual differences 

among people increase with age; therefore adult education 

must make optimal provision for differences in style, time, 

place and pace of learning (Knowles, 1978). 

It is also essential that the adult have some general 

understanding regarding learning, according to Smith and 

Haverkamp (1977) . Their four requirements for success in 

learning are: 

the individual must know . . . that learning is pos s i
ble - that he or she can move from a present level or 
condition toward some higher plane of achievement. He 
must want to learn - know that no one can "learn him." 
He needs to recognize that learning is developmental 
in nature - . . . what he already knows will assist 
and affect his future learning . . . . He must also 
grasp that learning tends to be most effective when it 
is carefully planned, conducted, and evaluated .. 
He should recognize that learning transfers - that 
knowledge gleaned from one learning situation can be 
applied to others; and, that anxiety and resistance are 
natural concommitants to change. (p. 4) 



10 

With an introductory knowledge of the attributes of the 

average adult learner, the problems encountered by the 

learning disabled adult can be n1ore readily understood. It 

is essential to such an understanding that one recognize 

that many highly successful and intelligent individuals have 

been and are victims of learning disabilities ranging from 

moderate to severe in nature. "This list of notables ranges 

from Demosthenes through Hans Christian Anderson, to 

Einstein, Edison, Woodrow Wilson, George Patton, Harvey 

Cushing, and Lawrence and Amy Lowell, to some well-known 

figures of our day" (Rawson, 1978, p. 195). Joan King 

Herring of Houston moderates a TV talk show five days a -v;eek. 

She memorizes her script_ to accommodate for her reading 

problem. Former Vice President Nelson Rockefeller had dys-

lexia. "Jess Oppenheimer, former ,producer of 'I Love Lucy, ' 

had visual perceptual problems so severe that he often saw 

double" (Brown, 1980, p. 5). The list also includes an 

eminent neurosurgeon practicing in Houston, Texas, numerous 

teachers, professors, lawyers, dentists and other profes-

sionals. 

In viewing characteristics of the learning disabled 

adult, the comments of authorities in the field shall be 

noted first. Anderson (1974) stated that: 

In adults, as among children, there is no rigid or 
characteristic pattern which is invariably present. 
There are perhaps even more variations in the symptoms 



and signs displayed by adults with ·HBD than there are 
in children because adults have had a lifetime to 
develop compensatory or collateral. patterns to help 
them cope with their problems in living. (p. 217) 
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The statement of Travis (1977) concurs. He pointed out that 

"in addition to physical maturation, the adult brings a 

lifetime of coping and avoidance behaviors to learning situ

ations which children lack" (p. 89). 

A study conducted by Beck (1979) revealed what is 

becoming an accepted fact: "learning difficulties continue 

to persist into ... adulthood" (p. 49). Occupational and 

social ambitions sometimes have to be compromised because of 

the continued difficulties. The difficulties are perpetu

ated because the symptomatology is frequently neither alle

viated nor remediated. Thus, there is still the tendency to 

reverse letters, syllables, and words on the printed page. 

As noted in an issue of Business Week (1979), " ... others 

have more difficulty focusing on the spoken word and may 

have trouble memorizing sequenced information, such as the 

alphabet" (p. 145). Though somewhat diminished by adulthood, 

extreme distractibility, poor eye-hand coordination, and 

hyperactivity are common. 

It is a well-accepted fact that a learning disability 

is expressed throughout the total personality - physically, 

intellectually and emotionally. As noted by Cox (1977) , 

"most learning disabled adults . . . have grown to be 
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relatively emotionally stable individuals,., although low 

self-confidence. and below-average career success are common" 

(p. 80). That very little attention is given the affective 

behaviors and needs of learning disabled adults is a major 

concern of Moss and Skelton (1978). They commented that, 

"In these older individuals enhancement oE self-concept may 

be much more difficult to achieve because of: a lack or 

absence of personal flexibility, feelings of personal 

unworthiness and the lack of motivation" (p. 51). 

Giving consideration to the effect of typical educa

tional programs, D 'Alonzo and ~1iller (1977) pointed out 

that: "The greatest need exists in the areas of learning 

disabilities and social-emotional adjustment, ·and the pres

ent crisis is related to the lack of appropriate instruc

tional intervention strategies . . . " (p. 58)~ 

In this same light Cox (1977) concluded·that, "Adults 

who have spent a lifetime failing in academic and related 

areas are especially subject to emotional strain" (p. 85). 

She further found that these adults have "constantly 

received social messages that they are inadequate, incom-

petent, or in some way unfit for society . . " (p. 85) . 

Their reactions may include social withdrawal, dependency 

upon others for extensive emotional support, or little 

skill in functioning on an independent basis. 
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Another edict to the current educational approach to 

adults is spelled out by Mocker (1978), who recognized that 

some students are unable to adjust to: the expectations and 

procedures of the system. He felt that, '!The,.; learner is in 

need of and wants education. If he decides" to leave before 

completing his learning, then the system has failed in its 

responsibility to hold the student and to~provider the educa-

tion he needs and wants . " (p. 32) . 

The concern that the adult with learning disabilities 

not be disregarded is further echoed by Hi~ller (1973), as 

his article quoted. the U.S. Department of !Health, Education 

and Welfare pamphlet entitled "Learning Disabilities Due to 

Hinimal Brain Dysfunction." The referenced, paragraph reads : 

~Thy is the expression "children with learning disabil
ities due to minimal brain dysfunction" heard with 
increasing frequency? Don't these children grow up and 
become "adults with educational disabilities due to 
minimal brain dysfunction?" Of course most of them 
grow up. Some become a part of the normal adult world: 
-If, through special teaching. methods,, they can learn 
-If, through medical care, some physical trouble is 
controlled 

-If they enter an environment within which their handi
cap does not interfere with daily living and work. 
(p. 47) 

Miller was naturally concerned with those who are not 

included in the "ifs" listed above. For he believed that, 

with the least bit of empathy and encouragement offered 

learning disabled adults, they motivate themselves to try 

again. 

/ 
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Concern for those learning disabled adults who are so 

willing to try again prompted Silberberg and Silberberg 

(1978) to an outcry for equity and strong advocacy programs. 

They observed that, "laws are passed to provide money to pro-

grams for children who are ignored as adults" (p. 16). 

Perhaps the most revealing and concise view of learning 

disabled adults was proffered by representatives of their 

own group. Dale Brown is a learning disabled adult and 

director of the Association of Learning Disabled Adults 

(ALDA). ALDA is a self-help group which shares experiences 

and coping mechanisms. Describing the learning disabled 

adults, Brown (1980) stated: 

Learning disabled people have perceptual problems -
trouble taking information in through their senses and/ 
or processing that information for the performance of 
perceptual-motor tasks. Some LD adults have problems 
primarily with visual processing and others have more 
trouble with auditory processing. Others have equal 
difficulty with both. Many LD adults have apraxia, 
where the brain has trouble telling the body what to do. 
Others have problems with directionality, telling left 
from right and learning how to get to a new place. 
(p. 7) 

Bro~~ continued her description by telling of the difficul

ties a learning disabled adult may have with people's reac-

tions to them because of their poor perception in deciphering 

the emotions behind facial expressions, in judging proper 

distance for social conversation, in judging the feelings 

behind a tone of voice, and in replying to the wrong words 

of a statement perceived auditorially incorrectly. However, 
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all is not glum perceptually because finding ways of coping 

with their handicaps requires creativity. The slightly 

incorrect perception of LD adults "can lead them to have a 

slightly different point of view which can help solve prob-

1 ems " ( p . 10 ) . 

In an attempt to dispel the assumption that people with 

learning disabilities are apt to be criminals~ Brown replied: 

"If there's a higher proportion of learning disa.b led people 

in jail, it's because we're the ones most likely to get 

caught. Have you considered how much perceptual coordina

tion it takes to pull off somethin8 as simple as shoplift

ing?" (p. 15). 

Hentioning the range of problems with which the learn

ing disabled person must cope, Lynn Park (1980), a member of 

the staff of the President's Committee on Employment of the 

Handicapped, listed ten primary disabilities and examples 

of their attending characteristics which are condensed as 

follows: 

dyslexia - inability to read for a medical reason 

dyscalculia - inability to do arithmetic 

dysgraphia - inability to write 

dysphasis - impairment of the ability to speak or 

sometimes to understand language 

figure-ground perception - picking out an object from a 

background of compating objects 



visual discrimination - telling the difference in 

objects 
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visual spatial perception - seeing things in the right 

order 

auditory figure-ground perception - hearing one sound 

against a background noise 

auditory discrimination - differentiating between sim

ilar sounds like 19 and 90 

auditory sequencing 

order (pp. 16-17). 

hearing sounds in the correct 

Consideration of the task at hand for the _learning dis-

abled adult on even a day-to-day basis prompts concern for 

his needs and a realization of the importance that he b~ 

taught by educators who are well-trained and intensely aware 

of his very special needs. 

Delphi Technique 

The Delphi method was developed in the early 1950's by 

the RAND Corporation. As stated by one of its originators, 

Olaf Helmer, "Its object is to obtain the most reliable con

sensus of opinion of a group of experts. It attempts to 

achieve this by a series of intensive questionnaires inter

spersed with controlled opinion feedback" (Dalkey & Helmer, 

1963' p. 458). 
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While dispersing background information on the Delphi, 

Linstone and Turoff (1975) divulged the subject of the Rand 

Corporation's first study. The study, requested by the- Air 

Force, was the application of "expert opinion to the selec

tion, from the point of view of a Soviet strategic planner, 

of an optimal U.S. industrial target system and to the 

estimation of the number of A-bombs required to reduce the 

munitions output by a prescribed amount" (p. 10). 

Because of the nature of the topic it was not until 

1964 that the work of Helmer and T. J. Gordon became known 

outside the defense community. The aim of this project was 

to assess "the direction of long-ra.nge trends, with special 

emphasis on science and technology, and their probable 

effects on our society and our world" (Linstone & Turoff, 

19 7 5 ' p. 10) . 

The current range of uses for the Delphi is much 'more 

extensive. The business community finds this technique less 

costly than methods requiring long hours of conferences and 

computer work. The Delphi is now being used by McDonnell

Douglas; weyerhaeuser Company; Smith, Kline and French and 

the National Industrial Conference Board, according to a 

report in Business Week (1970). 

In an effort to determine the potential involvement of 

the Minnesota public libraries in the lifelong learning 

movement, the Delphi was again utilized (~.Jeingand, 1980, 
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abstract). 

The education conununity, it would appear, is becoming 

one of the larger volume users of the Delphi. The emphases 

range from usage by Junior colleges (Cox, 1975) to determine 

standards; in the field of higher education to explore new 

technologies (Judd, 1975); by educators and economists with 

resultant recommendations for interdisciplinary studies, 

etc. (Morrison, 1973); by a public school system to predict 

areas of need and to recommend policy planning (Dalls Inde

pendent School District, 1974); in a process to predict the 

future of communications satellites as educational media 

(Robinson, 1973); by school systems wanting to evaluate 

alternative schools (Skutsch & Hall, 1974; Willard & Glick, 

1975). One of the major uses of the Delphi found by those 

in the field of adult education has been in the area of 

teacher competencies (Education Service Center, Region II, 

1976; Fellenz, 1977; Fenn, 1972; James, 1976; Mocker, 1974; 

Rossman & Bunning, 1978). 

With a view of the history and current uses of the 

Delphi technique as a background, a purview of its purposes 

and procedures is the logical successive step. According to 

Weatherman and Swenson in Futurism in Education, "Delphi is 

a group of related procedures for eliciting and refining the 

opinions of a group of people" (1974, p. 97). It has as its 

objective an attempt to obtain the most reliable consensus 
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of the opinions of a group of experts. This is accompl,ished 

through a series of questionnaires and controlled opinion 

feedback. The questions are oriented around a central ,'prob

lem and constructed to probe the respondent's reasoning 

behind his reply~ as well as the degree of relevance he 

places upon each of the factors involved. 

The procedural explanation offered by Delbecq) Van de 

Ven and Gustafson (1.975) is concise. 

The first questionnaire asks individuals to respond to 
a broad question . . . . Each subsequent questionnaire 
is built upon responses to the preceding questionnaire. 
The process stops when consensus has been approached 
among participants (Dalkey, 1967), or when sufficient 
information exchange has been obtained. (p. 83) 

Anonymity is one of the most valued features of the 

Delphi because it reduces the effect of dominant individuals 

in any given group. And, as Delbecq, et al. (p. 83) pointed 

out, "Because Delphi does not require face-to-face contact 

. it is particularly useful for involving experts, users, 

resource controllers, or administrators who cannot come 

together physically." 

In order to ·clarify the use of the term "expert," con-

sideracion is given to the definition offered by Pill (1971) 

who stated
1 

"The term 'expert' could really be defined to 

include anyone who can contribute relevant inputs, and thus 

might include a consumer in the case of constructing con

sumer preference scales" (p. 58) . 



An edict ~vas issued by Delbecq and his co-authors who 

cautioned that, "Delphi will be an effective process only 

if those decision makers who will ultimately act upon .the 

results of· the Delphi are actively involved throl?-ghout the 

process" (p. 85). 

Adult Educator Competencies 

Prior to a discussion of adult educator competencies, 
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it is helpful to obtain a brief perspective on the charac

teristics which constitute the adult educator. Adult educa-

tors view themselves primarily as change agents. Levitt 

(1978) offered his insights into adult educators by stating: 

. . . they identify with the plight of their students 

. . .. - They view their role in adult education as that 
of learning facilitators, not as custodians of their" 
students. They are at once research-oriented critics 
and skeptics, humanists and civic-minded advocates. 
Moreover, ·they will go over the heads of their supe
riors to achieve a worthy objective, if they feel they 
must. (p. 11) 

The adult educator is further aware that adults are very dif-

ferent from children. Kidd (1965) noted that the adults' 

needs and experiences are "so varied that there should be 

special provision of facilities, curricula, teachi~g style, 

texts and study materials, method of instruction" (p. 37). 

The awareness of individual differences upon which 

adult educators base their programs is discussed by Even 

(1978), who stated: 
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It takes much more time to have personal conferences 
and determine individual style, hand dominance, life 
stage, and thought dominance; and if teachers spend the 
time, they need to be prepared to accept the divers.e 
answers provided by the students in testing sit:uations 
and be in a position to suggest alternate approaches 
and strategies. (p. 10) · ·. 

It quickly becomes apparent that there is a _great amount· ·of .. 

overlap in .adult educator characteristics and competencies. 

The larger percentage of studies which have attempted 

to asc-ertain competencies needed by adult ·educators have 

focused upon the opinions of administrators and professors 

in the field of adult education. In such a study by Rossman 

and Bunning (1978), a selection of 101 skills and knowledge 

statements were presented. Those skills rated most highly 

were those in "diagnosing educational needs of the individ-

ual, continuous self-improvement, communicating, encouraging 

creativity, and as a competent instructor" (p. 139). Knowl

edge statements included "the ever changing nature of the 

adult and his~needs, knowledge of himself, the process of 

change, the principles of adult education, and learning 

theories in practice" (p. 139). 

Using a population of what they termed practitioners 

(actually deans or directors of continuing education), 

Daniel and Rose (1982) conducted a c01;nparative study in 

response to the Rossman and Bunni~g research. They found 

that "professors and practitioners tended to ~gree more on 



skill statement relative ranki~g than on knowledge state

ment relative ranking" (p. 75). 
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Employing the responses of ninety leaders in the adult 

education field, Chamberlain (1961) found that the f~v~ top

rated competencies suggest that the adult educator "realizes 

the potential for. learning . and understands- how.·t-6-:· , 

provide the necessary conditions for the learning to· take··. 

place. He is imaginative, an effective communicator, and 

believes in his mission to the extent of practici~g ~t him-

self" (p. 82) . 

Considering the views of part-time community college 

faculty members, Evans (1980) determined that the competency 

statements listed as most important were: 

Ability to communicate with others; both orally and in 
writing. Technical knowledge and skill in the matter 
you are teaching. Skill in discussion methods and 
group leadership. Understanding of good public rela
tions. Knowledge of adult psychology and how adults 
learn. (Abstract) 

Another authority in the adult education field, Alan B. 

Knox, mentioned three areas of proficiency for the practi

tioner. These are listed as "perspective on the field, an 

understanding of adult development and learning, and certain 

personal qualities such as commitment to lifelo~g learning, 

interpersonal effectiveness and an innovative approach to 

practice" (;1.979, pp. 9 -22). 



Still another list of competencies suggests in broad 

categories that the adult educator must be able to: 
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. . . apply a knowledge and understanding of adult 
learning theories and learner characteristics to the 
teacher/learner relationship . . . Establish effective 
interpersonal relationships with students . . . Assess 
the needs and interests of the adult learner . ~ .' 
Demonstrate content and skill competence . . . Plan for 
and manage inst.ructional process . . . · Integrate effec
tively materials and community resources in the planning 
and implementation of adult learning experiences . . ~· 
Evaluate the teaching/learning process . . . Demon
strate positive personal attributes when dealing with 
others . . . Select and engage in experiences that pro
vide for professional and personal growth. (Clarke, 
1979, pp. 22 -24) 

Perhaps one of the most extensive studies in the area of 

adult educator competencies was compiled by Mocker (1974). 

The 291 competency statements which were ranked by adult 

basic education teachers and administrators had been compiled 

through an extensive research of the current literature. The 

conclusions of this study closely parallel the competencies 

given high priority ranking in the previously mentioned 

studies. 

Note should be taken that those adult educator compe-

tencies discussed have borne in mind the average adult 

learner. As pointed out ~y Travis (1979), 

Adult educators and learning disability specialists may 
be more easily identified by their differences than 
their common interests, but this is due in la~ge part to 
the fact that their commonalities have ·not been 
explored. Their commonality begins with recognition 
that both. are ultimately concerned with full development 
of the human potential of all persons. (p. 91) 
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As previously established·, the learning disabled adult pos

sesses different learning styles and needs. By the same : 

token, the educator of the learning disabled adult has to·· 

provide an extra measure to th~s specialized teaching field. 

With emphasis placed upon learner strengths and capabili

ties rather than upon areas of deficit and problems, the ' 

learning disabled adult may attain his goal of operating at 

his maximum potential. 

Summary 

The learning disabled adult is an individual who fre

quently encounters unique challenges and problems educa

tionally, emotionally, socially, and sometimes physically. 

A learning disability may be remediated or circumvented, but 

it does not "just disappear." Due to the· unique situations 

and circumstances of the aforementioned adult, he encounters 

specific needs which frequently can only be answered by an 

educator possessing specific knowledge and skills regarding 

the learning disabled adult. 

The Delphi technique renders itself particularly useful 

in eliciting opinions from a group of people in a totally 

non-threatening manner. Since each questionnaire is based 

upon the responses to the preceding questionnaire consensus 

may be approached rather rapidly and efficiently. This 

method of study is proving itself to be effective and useful 
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in the field of educational research. 

Studies of adult educator competencies have generally 

indicated that the needs of the average adult as a learner 

are unique. The adult educator recognizes these differences 

and extends his efforts to be an effective change agent. 

One of ~he greatest concerns of educators of average adult· 

learners and learning disabled adults is a shared interest 

in the full development of the human potential. 



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

Description of the Populati-on 

This research employed a modified Delphi Technique with 

two groups. The· two groups were designated as (a) Group I, 

a panel of experts from the field of the education of 

learning disabled adults, and (b) Group II, a panel o£ 

teachers who are currently involved in the teaching of 

learning disabled adults. 

The population considered for Group I consists of· all 
~ ·~ 

those specialists in the United States of America who possess 

a high level of knowledge and expertise in the education of 

learning disabled adults. The population considered for_ 

inclusion in Group II consists of all teachers in the state 

of Texas who are currently involved in the education of 

learning disabled adults. 

Development of the Sample 

For the purpose of t~is study, two convenience samples 

were selected, one from the population of Group I and one 

from the population of Group II. 
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The sample of 15 specialists selected from Group I had 

been identified by the invest~gator either through hearing, 

their presentations at conferences or through studying their 

research and publications. Personal contacts were made with 

100% of th±s sample. group., and they agreed to participate in 

this study. 

The Group II sample was drawn from lists of teachers~ of 

learning disabled adults representing several areas of the 

state of Texas. The names of these educators generally 

became known through word-of-mouth .connnunications. One 

subset of the Group II sample was a group of 20 educators 

employed by the Windham School System of the Texas Depart

ment of Corrections. The other subset was a group of 10 

educators employed by v'arious community colleges and univer

sities, special learning centers, and a federally-funded 

project of the U.S. Air Force. 

Pilot Study 

The questions used in questionnaire #1 were tested with 

a small group consisting of doctoral students who are spe

cialists in such areas as special education and reading dis

ability. The group also included professors familiar with 

adults learning problems. The reactions from the pilot study 

were intended to lead to improvements and refinements in the 

questions and procedures· of the basic study. The questions 
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pr-esented read as follows: 

1. What are the competen:c·y training needs for educators 

of learning disabled adults? 

2. What emphasis should be placed. upon the emotional 

needs of the learning disabled adult? 

3. What teachi~g strategies w·ould you recommend for 

learning disabled adults; e_. g. ~ compensatory techniques? 

Collection of Data 

The Questionnaires 

It was determined through research of other studies 

involving use of a mail system that approximately 30 days 

should be allowed between mailings. A reminder call was 

given during each mailing interval to those respondents who 

had not returned their questionnaires promptly. A self

addressed, stamped envelope was enclosed in each mailing for 

ease of response. A phone number 't.Tas given in each letter 

for those participants who had questions about any phase of 

the study. The investigator expressed willi~gness to 

receive collect telephone calls from the participants. Only 

two persons availed themselves of this offer. 

An effort was made to personalize all communications 

with participantsr Any comments or notes not required in 

the ccurse of responding as direc.ted to the questionnaires 



were ackno'tvledged personally and promptly. A dialogue was 

established with many participants independent of ,the 

rounds, and a feeli~g of positive, mutual r~gard was 

established. 
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Followi~g the initial telephone contact with each member 

of the expert panel, Questionnaire 111 (see Appendix- A) was, 

mailed with a cover letter (see Appendix B) . Following the 

general format set· out by Delbecq, et al. (1975) the que~~ 

tionnaire consisted of three broad-based questions. Upon 

return of the expert panel's responses, the comments were 

analyzed and arra~ged into six categories. An effort was 

made to retain the exact wording employed by the experts. 

This compilat-ion of opinions by the expert panel 

resulted in Questionnaire 112 (see Appendix C) which was sent 

with cover letters (see Appendix D) to both panels, the 

experts and the practicing educators of learning disabled 

adults. All participants were asked to rank order the com

petencies listed in each of the six groups. They were also 

asked to offer any further suggestions. 

Following analysis of the responses to the previous 

questionnaire and the inclusion of the further suggestions~ 

Questionnaire #3 (see Appendix E) was devised and mailed to 

all participants with cover letters (see ·Appendix F). It 

was necessary in the formulation of this final questionnaire 

to edit due to the realization that some of the suggestions 



fell more into the cat~gory of teaching techniques rather 

than competencies. A Likert scale was utilized in the 

third round of questions. 
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In order to establish ~greement regarding a definition 

of the learnip.g disabled adult, both groups of participants 

were asked to respond to the following question: What. char

acteristics of the adult's performance identify him as being 

learning disabled? Participants of Group II were also asked 

to complete a background questionnaire providing demographic 

data ·(see Appendix G). 

Percentage of Returns 

The three broad-based questions which constituted Ques

tionnaire ffol were sent to the 15 members of the expert panel. 

A 100% return was received. 

A total of 30 educators of learning disabled adults and 

the 15 expert panel members received Questionnaire #2. Once 

again 100% of the expert panel members completed and 

returned the questionnaire. The teacher participants 

returned a total of 22 questionnaires representipg a 73% 

rate of return. 

It was decided that Questionnaire ffo3 should be sent to 

the total sample ·disregarding the ·fact that some ·of the 

teacher panel had not returned Questionnaire 112. The return 

by the teachers thus increased to an 80% rate of response 
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with 24 teachers responding to Questionnaire 113. The expert 

panel responses totaled 15 for another 100% rate of response 

to the final round. 

Anal vtical Procedures 

The following hypotheses have been evaluated on the 

basis of the t test: 

Hypothesis 1: There will be ·no significant difference 

between the competency ratings assigned by the panel of 

experts and those ratings assigned by the panel of practi

tioners. 

Hypothesis 2: There will be no significant difference 

between the competency ratings assigned by the two sub

groups of practicing teachers, the prison-system teachers 

and the other teachers. 

Hypothesis 3: There will be no significant difference 

between the competency ratings by the panel of experts and 

the competency ratings by the sub-group of prison system 

teachers. 

Hypothesis 4: There will be no significant difference 

between the competency ratings by the panel of experts and 

the competency ratings by the sub-group of other teachers of 

learning disabled adults. 

Results from the responses to each item were subjected 

to statistical procedures to produce means, standard 
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deviations, F values, test of significance of F value, 

!_ t_est for pooled variance ·es.timate and t test for separate 

variance estimate. 

Data were analyzed to show comparison of the means of 

competency ratings by the panel of experts as compared to 

the means of compet.ericy ratings by the 24 participating ·· 

teachers; the means of competency ratings by the two sub

groups of participating teachers; the prison-system teachers 

and the other teachers; the means of competency ratings by 

the panel of experts as compared to the means of' competency 

ratings by the sub-group of 16 prison-system teachers; and 

the means of compet·ency ratings by the panel of experts as 

compared to the means of competency ratings by the eight 

other teachers of learning disabled adults. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

This chapter presents the findings of t_he ~tudy _and the 

methods of data analysis. The presentation will be, in seven 

major parts: (1) Demographic Characteristics of the, Par;_ 

ticipating Teachers; (2) Course or Seminar Offerings: 

Requested by Participating Teachers, Focused. Specifically 

on the Learning Disabled Adult; (3) Comparison of Compe

tency Ratings. Assigned by the Panel of Experts to Compe

tency Ratings Assigned by the Panel of Practitioners,; (4) 

Comparison of Competency Ratings Assigned by the Two,. Sub

groups of Practicing Teachers, the Prison...; system Teachers 

and the Other Teachers; (5) Comparison of Competency Ratings 

by the Panel of Experts to Competency Ratings by the Sub

group of Prison-system Teachers; (6) Comparison of .Compe

tency Ratings by the Panel of Experts to Competency Ratings 

by the Sub-grou~ of Other Teachers of Learning Disabled 

Adults; and (7) Summary. 
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Demographic Characteristics of the 

Participating Teachers 
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Table 1 summarizes the demographic characteristics of 

the ·participating teachers. The total sample was predomi

nantly female, with one ·fourth being male. The· education of 

the teachers included one report of a doctorate in progress, 

8.3 percent holding a Bachelor's degree, 33.3 percent having 

hours above the Bachelor's degree, 12.5 percent holding the 

Master's degree, and 45.8 percent having credits beyond the 

Master's level. Participants reported holding 19 different 

types of certificates or endorsements, with the largest 

percentage, 33.3, listing Special Education. Fourteen of 

the educators hold more than one certification. A differ

ence of 6 months was noted between the mean of the numbers 

of years spent teaching learning disabled adults as com

pared with the mean of the numbers of years spent teaching 

other adults. The total range of teaching experience· was 

reported as being from two to thirty-two years. Teachers 

have been in their current positions an average of 4.5 

years. 

The vast majority, 91.6 percent, of the participating 

teachers are in full-time positions. The teachers report 

that more than one-half of their time, 61.9 perc~rit, is 

spent in individualized instruction. Of the students taught 



Table 1 

Demographic Data for Participating Teachers 

Characteristic Number Mean Range 
Sex 
Hale 6 ·k * Female 18 * * 

Education 
Bachelor's Degree 2 * * Bachelor's Degree+ Additional Hours 8 * * Haster's 3 * * Master's +Additional Hours ' 11 ·k * Doctorate 0 * * Doctorate + Additional Hours 0 * -,'( 

Certification or Endorsements Held 
Professional 3 * * 'Elementary Education 7 * * Secondary Education 3 * * Special Education 8 * * Learning Disabled 4 * * Mentally Retarded 3 * * Emotionally Disturbed 1 * -,'( 

Minimal Brain Injury 1 •k * Vocational Teacher 1 * -,'( 

Vocational Homemaking 1 -;'( * Library Science 1 ·k -;'( 

Music 1 * * Counseling 1 * * Diagnostician 2 * * Associate School Psychologist 1 * * Language Therapist 5 * * Reading Specialist 1 "#'\ * Principal 1 * * 
w 
\Jl 

Superintende~t 1 * * 



Table 1 (continued) 

Characteristic 

Experience 
Total Years Teaching 
Total Years Teaching Adults 
Total Years Teaching Learning Disabled Adults 
Total Years in Current Position 

Job Status 
Full-time Position 
Part-time Position 
Hours Per Week Teaching 
Hours Per Week of Individual Instruction 
Total Students Per Week 
Total Learning Disabled Adults Per Week 

Testing 
College Credits in Tests and Measurements 

Clients Tested in Past Year on an Individual Basis 
Clients Tested in Past Year on a Group Basis 
Clients Tested Who Could be Identified as 

Learning Disabled Adults 

Continuing Education 
Hours of Inservice or Professional Meetings in 

Past Month 
Hours of Inservice or Professional Meetings in 

Past Year 
Hours Dealing Specifically with Learning 

Disabled Adults 

*Note: Item does not apply. 

Ntimber 

302 
136 
125 
109 

22 
2 

* 
* 421 

220 

Mean 

12.6 
5.7 
5.2 
4.5 

* 
* 25.2 

15.6 
* 
* 

· Range 

2-32 
l-25 
1-15 
1-12 

·k 
•k 

·* 
·k 
-~~ 

·k 

165 6.9 0-51 
Sem.Hrs. Sem.Hrs. Sem.Hrs. 

. 632 * * 
1,218 * * 

790 

281 

1,363 

466 

* 

11.7 

56.8 

-~~ 

* 
* 
* 

w 
0'\ 



each week, 52. 3 percent are reported to be learning dis

abled adults. 
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The seemingly large number of semester hours reported 

in tests and measurements is due to the certifications held 
• 

by those teachers who are accredited diagnosticians or 

associate school psychologists. The testing administered 

on both an individual and a group basis was generally 

reported to have been considered as diagnostic testing to 

locate learning strengths and weaknesses. Due to some 

duplications existing between those clients tested on a 

group and on an individual basis, no percentage can be 

calculated regarding the total tested and those·· who could 

be identified as. learning disabled adults. 

The number of hours of· inservice or professional meet-

ings reported by tbe participating teachers average to 

approximately one week per year. Only 34.2 percent of the 

reported hours deal specifically with lear~ing disabled. 

adults. 

Course or Seminar Offerings Requested by 

Participating Teachers, Focused 

Specifically on the Learning 

Disabled Adult 

The researcher included on the ·demographic data sheet 

an opportunity for the participating educators to voice 



their needs and desires regarding continuing education in 

the area of adults with learning disabilities. The 

results, reported in Table 2, show repetition in some of 

the suggestions. The reques·t in Item 1 is repeated in 
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Items 11 and 17. The most frequently repeated request is 

seen in Item 8 and repeated in Items 14, 19, and 24. The 

only ot~er duplication is found in Items 9 and 22 of the 

list. The suggestions offered in Items 1-19 were made by 

the Texas Department of Corrections teachers~ The remainder 

of the requests, Items 20-28, were made by the other par

ticipating teachers in the study. Not all teachers made 

requests; however, others voiced several requests. 

Comparison of Competency Ratings Assigned by the 

Panel of Experts and by the Panel 

of Practitioners 

HyPothesis 1 

There will be no significant difference between the 

competency ratings assigned by the panel of experts and 

competency ratings assigned by the panel of practitioners. 

In Table 3 the number of each of the 39 items (sug-

ges-ted competencies) is shown in Column 1. Column 2 shows 

for each item the two group numbers whose responses are 

being considered. The third column (n) reports the number 



1. 

2. 

3 . 

4. 

5 . 

6. 

7 . 

8. 

9 . 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

Table 2 

Course or Seminar Offerip.gs Requested by., 

Participating Teachers, Focused 

Specifically on the Learni~g 

Disabled Adult 
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New materials on math skills and readi~g skills to use 
with learning disabled adults. 

Course in awareness. 

Course in how to deal with the learning disabled adult. 

The learning disabled adult who is learnip.g English as 
a second language. 

Vocational training for the learning disabled adult. 

Survival skills such as usage of calculators for those 
students who have inadequate abilities in math, that 
don't have time or desire to participate in a lengthy 
program. 

New materials--at their level with an adult approach. 

Testing of learning disabled adults. 

The practical life skills. 

riotivating the adult non-reader. 

Teacher-made materials for math and readip.g. 

Educating learning disabled adults for everyday life. 

Variety of approache~ to use in teachi~g learning dis
abled adults . 

Testing and measurements for learning disabled adults. 

Effective and efficient equipment and techniques to get 
fastest positive results from learning disabled adult 
students. 



Table 2 (continued) 

16. Teaching strategies for learning disabled adults. 

17. l~ew materials available to the teacher of learning 
disabled adults. 

18. Vocational Education of Handicapped course. 

19. Diagnostic identification. 

20. Determining what specifically an LDA is and various· 
ways to educate them. 

21. Specifically what resources are available, also col-
leges that offer help to the learni~g disabled adult. 

22. Teaching more basic independent living skills. 

23. Social adjustment for learning disabled adults. 

24. Testing for learning disabled adults. 

25. Current research on learning disabled adults. 

26. Principles of adult education. 

27. Instructional strategies for learning disabled adults 
in reading. 

28. Diagnosing learning styles and appropriate instruc
tional strategies. 
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Item Group N 

1 1 15 

1 2 24 

Table 3 

Comparison of Competency Ratings Assigned by the Panel of Experts 
and by the Panel of Practitioners 

Pooled Variance Separate Variance 
Estimate Estimate 

Mean S.D. F p T df p T df*** 
Value Value Value 

2.87 1.25 1.31 .552 1.85 37 .073 1.79 26.86 

2.17 1.09 

p 

.085 

--------------------------------------------~~-------------------------~--------------------------
2 

2 

1 

2 

15 1.93 

24 2.08 

0.80 1.90 .217 1-0.46 

1.10 

37 .650 -0.49 36.04 . 626 

--------------------------------------------~--------------------------r--------------------------
3 

3 

1 

2 

15 1.40 

24 1. 58 

0.83 1.33 .525 1-0.73 

0.72 

37 .469 -0.71 26.64 .485 

--------------------------------------------~--------------------------~--------------------------
4 

4 

5 

5 

1 

2 

1 

2 

15 2.60 

24 2.13 

15 2.07 

24 1.63 

1.06 1.04 .903 I 1.38 

1. 04 

1.03 1.39 .467 ' 1.43 

0.88 

37 .175 1.38 29.41 .179 

37 .161 1.38 26.18 .181 

--------------------------------------------+--------------------------+--------------------------
6 

6 

1 

2 

15 3.40 

24 3.08 

o.99 1.87 .226 I o.79 

1.35 

37 .437 0.84 35.96 .404 

--------------------------------------------~--------------------------~--------------------------
7 

7 

1 

2 

15 1.87 

24 1.92 

0.74 1.25 .682 1-0.19 

0.83 

37 .850 -0.20 32.35 .846 

---------~----------------------------------+--------------------------+--------------------------
~ 
........ 



Item Group N Hean S.D. 

8 1 15 1.53 0.99 

8 2 24 1.46 0.78 

Table 3 (continued) 

Pooled Variance 
Estimate 

F p T df 
Value Value 

1.62 .297 0.26 37 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

p I T df p 
Value 

• 794 0.25 24.67 .805 

---------------------------------------------·---------------------------r-------------------------
9 

9 

10 

10 

1 

2 

1 

2 

15 3.00 

22 2.59 

15 1.33 

24 1.75 

1.25 2.48 .059 ' 1.22 
0.80 

0. 4 9 2. 28 • 113 '-1 • 94 

0.74 

35 .232 1.12 21.67 .275 

37 .061 -2.12 36.82 .041 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------+-------------------------
11 

11 

1 

2 

15 2.13 

24 1.83 

1. 06 1. 69 • 258 ' 0. 99 
0.82 

37 .326 0.94 24.27 .359 

--------------------------------------------;--------~------------------·-------------------------
12 

12 

1 

2 

15 2.27 

24 2.00 

0 • 9 6 1 • 52 • 3 63 l 0 • 9 5 

0.78 

37 .348 0.90 25.29 .374 

--------------------------------------------;-----------~---~-----------~-------------------------
13 

13 

1 

2 

15 3.47 

24 2.25 

0.83 2.41 .092 I 3.24 

1.29 

37 .003* 3.57 36.93 .001 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------·-------------------------
14 

14 

1 

2 

15 2.27 

24 1.96 

1.16 1. 64 • 283 I o. 93 

0.91 

37 .361 0.87 24.53 .391 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--------------~--------~-
15 

15 

1 

2 

15 3.00 

24 2.54 

1.31 1.52 .362 I 1.20 

1.06 

37 .238 1.14 25.29 .265 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~------------------------- .p. 
N 



Item Group N ~lean S.D. 

16 1 15 1.73 0.88 

16 2 24 1.83 0.96 

Table 3 (continued) 

Pooled Variance 
E·stimate 

F p T df 
Value Value 

1.19 .755 -0.33 37 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

P I T df p 
Value 

.747 -0.33 31.82 .742 

----~---------------------------------------~----------------------------+-------------------------
17 

17 

1 

2 

15 

24 

2.40 

1.96 

1.18 1.70 .252\ 1.31 

0.91 

37 .197 1.24 24.20 .228 

--------------------------------------------~----------------------------~-------------------------
18 

18 

1 

2 

15 

24 

2.40 

2.54 

1.06 1.01 1.000 I -0.41 

1.06 

37 .687 -0.41 30.01 .687 

-------------~------------------------------~--------------------------~-~------------------------~ 
19 

19 

1 

2 

15 

24 

1. 67 

1.58 

1 • OS 1 • 59 . 313 I 0. 28 

0.83 

37 .784 0.26 24.83 • 796 

--------------------------------------------,-~--------------------------y-------------------------
20 1 15 2.60 1.18 3.45 .008 1.49 37 .145 1.31 19.15 .207 

20 2 24 2.17 0.64 
--------------------------------~-----------~-~--------------------------·-------------------------

21 

21 

1 

2 

15 

24 

3.00 

2.04 

1.31 2.33 .070 I 2.77 

0.86 

37 .009* 2.52 21.59 .020 

--------~------~~----------------------~----1-------------~---~----------r----~--------------------
22 1 15 1.40 0.83 2.80 .028 0.12 37 .906 0.11 20.32 .917 

22 2 24 1.38 0.50 
----------~-~------------~-~------~---------l-----~~~~-------------------r~--~------------~----7---

23 1 15 1.60 0.99 5.64 .000 1.73 37 .092 1.46 17.14 .162 

23 2 24 1.21 0.42 

--------------------------------------------~----------~-----------------+------------------------- ..,::.-. 
w 



Table 3 (continued) 

Pooled Variance Separate Variance 
Estimate Estimate 

Item Group N Mean S.D. F p T df p T df p 
Value Value Value 

24 1 15 1.47 0.74 6.93 .000 2.29 37 .028 1.91 16.56 • 073 

24 2 24 1.08 0.28 

---------------------------------------------·---------------------------~-------------------------
25 

25 

1 

2 

15 1.73 

24 1. 79 

0 • 8 8 1 • 2 9 • 57 4 '-0 • 2 2 

o. 78 

37 .830 -0.21 27.02 .835 

---------------------------------------------1---------------------------r-------------------------
26 1 14 2.43 1.22 1.53 .362 0.49 36 .626 0.46 22.93 .646 

·26 2 24 2.25 0.99 
--------------------------~------------------4---------------------------~-------------~-----------

27 

27 

1 

2 

15 1.47 

24 1.04 

0.52 6.40 .001 ' 3.63 

0.20 

37 .001 3.04. 16.77 .001** 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------r-------------------------
28 

28 

1 

2 

15 1.93 

24 1.38 

1.16 5.53 .001 I 2.08 

0.50 

37 .044 1. 76 17.21 .096 

---------------~-----------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
29 

29 

1 

2 

14 2.21 

24 1.46 

1.19 2. 33 • 014 I 2. 31 

0.78 

36. .023* 2.13 19.64 .046 

---------------------------------------------~-----------~-----------------------------------------
30 

30 

1 

2 

15 1.73 

24 1.21 

o. 7 o 1 • 91 • 163 I 2. 7 o 
0.51 

37 .010* 2.51 23.14 .020 

---------------------------------------------~-~-------------------------~-------------------------
31 

31 

1 

2 

15 1.33 

2'• 1. 63 

0.62 1.78 .264 1-1.18 

0.82 

37 .247 -1.26 35.65 .216 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~------------------------- +:-
.p. 



Table 3 (continued) 

Pooled Variance 
Estimate 

Item Group N Mean S.D. F p T df p 
Value Value 

32 1 15 1.53 0.92 1.13 .829 -0.16 37 .874 

32 2 24 1.58 0.97 

--------------------------------------------~-------~-------------~------
33 

33 

1 

2 

15 2.53 

24 1.83 

1.19 1.52 .362 I 2.02 

0.96 

37 .051 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

T df p 
Value 

-0.16 31.29 .872 

1.92 25.28 .066 

-------~--------------------------------~---,----------------------------r-------------------------
34 1 15 2.07 0.96 1.28 .582 -0.07 36 .946 -0.07 27.34 . .947 

34 2 23 2.09 0.85 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
35 

35 

1 

2 

15 1.27 

24 1.50 

0.46 2.91 .043 \ -1.05 

0.78 

37 .301 -1.18 36.92 .247 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
36 

36 

1 

2 

15 1.80 

24 1.67 

0.94 1.80 .205 I 0.51 

0.70 

37 .616 0.47 23.69 .641 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
37 

37 

1 

2 

15 2.20 

24 1.75 

1.21 1.63 .287 I 1.30 

0.94 

37 .202 1.23 24.57 .231 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
38 

38 

1 

2 

15 2.53 

24 1.54 

1 • 3 o 3 • 9 2 • oo4 I 3 • 16 

0.66 

37 .003 2.74 18.54 .013** 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
39 

39 

1 

2 

15 2.20 

24 1.88 

0.86 1.68 .319 I 0.96 

1.12 

37 .343 1.02 35.19 .314 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
~ 
U1 



Table 3 (continued) 

Pooled Variance 
Estimate 

Item Group N Mean S.D. F p T df p 
Value Value 

TOTAL 1 15 82.07 18.05 1.18 • 709 1.95 37 .059 

TOTAL 2 24 71.04 16.65 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------
SUB1 1 15 48.93 9.38 1.22 • 710 1.84 37 .074 

SUB1 2 24 42.88 10.38 
----------------------------------------------~--------------------------
SUB2 1 15 17.00 5. 76 2.70 .033 1. 7 5 37 .089 

SUB2 2 24 14.42 3.50 

----------------------------------------------~--------------------------
SUB3 1 15 16.13 

SUB3 2 24 13.75 
~-·---- - ---- - --·- ---

*p ~.05 witp disagreement 
**p <.as with agreement 

5.41 1.51 

4.40 

***Adjusted according to Welch's formula 

.366 1.51 37 .140 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

T df p 
Value 

1.91 28.02 .066 

----~--------------------
1.88 32.15 .069 

-------------------------
1.57 20.55 .132 

~-------------------------
1.44 25.32 .164 

+:-
"0'\ 



47 

of respondents in each group. Column 4 reports the mean 

score for each item from each group beln.:.g considered. The 
I ' 

fifth colunm (SD) rep·orts the ·standard deviation for each 

group on each item. Colunm 6 shows the F value. Colunm 7 

(p) shows the two-tailed probability estimate for the F 

value for the pair of two groups for each item. Column 8 

shows the T value for the pooled variance estimate.:: Column 

9 (df) reports the number of degrees of freedom. Column 10 

(p) shows the two-tailed probability for the T value under 

the pooled variance estimate. Column 11 provides the T 

value under the separate variance estimate. Column 12 ( df) 

shows the degrees of freedom for the T value of each item 

under the separate variance estimate .. Column 13 (p) shows 

the two-tailed probability estimate for the T value under 

the separate variance estimate. 

These same thirteen column headings are used for the 

t test for significant differences between results from the 

panel of 15 experts and the total 24 teachers (Table 3, 

page 41), for the t test for significant differences 

between results of the two sub-groups of practicing teach

ers, the prison-system teachers and the other teachers 

(Table 4), for the t test for significant differences 

between results from the panel of 15 experts and the results 
.. 

for the 16 prison-system teachers (Table 5) , and for the 

t test for significant differences between results from the 



Table 4 

Texas Department of Corrections Teachers Versus Other Teachers 

Pooled Variance Separate Variance 
Estimate Estimate 

Item Group N He an s:n. F p T df p T df p 
Value Value Value 

1 1 16 1.81 0.83 2.23 • 182 t-2. 49 . 22 .021* -2.18 10.25 .054 

1 2 8 2.88 1.25 
--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------

2 

2 

1 

2 

16 1.81 

8 2.63 

0.83 2.85 .084 r1.78 

1.41 

22 .088 -1.51 9.54 .163 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
3 

3 

1 

2 

16 1.63 

8 1.50 

0.72 1.11 .816' 0.40 

0.76 

22 .697 0.39 13.47 .704 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
4 

4 

1 

2 

16 1.75 

8 2.88 

0.68 3.33 .048 12.88 

1.25 

22 .009 -2.38 9.16 .041** 

--------------------------------------------~--------------------------~------------------------~ 
5 

5 

1 

2 

16 1.38 

8 2.13 

0.62 3.31 .049 ~2.12 

1.13 

22 .045 -1.76 9.18 .113 

--------------------------------------------~--------------------------~-------------------------
.6 

6 

1 

2 

16 2.88 

8 3.50 

1.26 1.44 .519 ~1.0l 

1.51 

22 .295 -1.01 12.02 .333 

--------~-----------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
7 

7 

1 

2 

16 1.88 

8 2.00 

0.9~ 3.~1 .125 ~0.34 

0.54 

22 .736 :-0.41 21.57 .686, 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
8 

8 

1 

2 

16 1.25 

8 1.88 

0.45 6.34 .003 rl.96 
1.13 

22 .062 -1.51 8.12 .169 

--------------------------------------------~--------~-----------------~-----~----~--------------

+:-
(X) 



Item Group N Mean S.D. F 
Value 

9 1 14 2.64 0.93 3.02 

9 2 8 2.50 0.54 

Table 4 (continued) 

Pooled Variance 
Estimate 

p T df 
Value 

.149 0.40 20 

p 

.696 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

T df p 
Value 
0.46 19.97 .652 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------+------------------------
10 

10 

1 

2 

16 1.75 

8 1.75 

0. 68 1. 68 • 3 7 5 ' 0. 00 

0.89 

22 1.000 0.00 11.31 1.000 

------------------------~--------------------~---------------------------·------------------------
11 

11 

1 

2 

16 1.75 

8 2.00 

0.78 1.43 .530 ~0.70 

0.93 

22 .492 -0.66 12.07 .523 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------·------------------------
12 

12 

1 

2 

16 2.00 

8 2.00 

0.52 5.36 .006 I 0.00 

1.20 

22 1.000 0.00 8.33 1.000 

---------------------------------------------r------------------~--------r------------------------
13 1 16 1.75 1.07 1.20 .723 ~3.16 22 .005* -3.06 13.01 .009 

13 2 8 3.25 1.17 

---------------------------------------------r---------------------------1------------------------
14 1 16 1.81 0.83 1.54 .456 ~1.12 22 .275 -1.04 11.71 .319 

14 2 8 2.25 1.04 

---------------------------------------------r---------------------------~------------------------
15 

15 

1 

2 

16 2.19 0.98 1.23 .824 ~2.58. 

8 3.25 . 0.89 

22 .017* -2.67 15.49 .017 

--------------------------~------------------r-----~---------------------1------------------------
16 1 16 2.00 0.89 1.43 .530 1.21 22 .239 1.14 12.07 .277 

16 2 8 1.50 1.07 
------------------------~-------------------~r---------------------------f----------------~------7 

17 

17 

1 

2 

16 1.81 

8 2.25 

0.91 1.06 .999 t1.12 
0.89 

22 .275 -1.13 14.46 .278 

---------------------------------------------r---------------------------~------------------------

..f::' 
\0 



Item 

18 

18 

19 

19 

Group 

1 

2 

1 

2 

N Mean 

16 2.50 

8 2.63 

16 1.38 

8 2.00 

Table 4 (continued) 

Pooled Variance 
Estimate 

S.D. F p T df 
Value Value 

1.10 1. 07 .986 -0.27 22 

1. 06 

0.62 2.98 .072,-1.83 

1. 07 

22 

p 

.793 

.081 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

T df p 
Value 

-0.27 1'•. 53 .791 

-1.53 9.42 .160 

--------------------------------------------·----------------------------+------------------------
20 

20 

1 

2 

16 2.25 

8 2.00 

0.68 1.63 .524\ 0.90 

0.54 

22 .376 0.98 17.62 .339 

--------------------------------------------~----------------------------·------------------------
21 

21 

1 

2 

16 2.06 

• 8 2. 00 

0.93 1.51 .6001 0.16 

o. 76 

22 .871 0.18 17.03 .862 

--------------------------------------------~----------------------------~--------~---------------
22 

22 

1 

2 

16 1.44 

8 1.25 

0.51 1.23 .8241 0.87 

0.46 

22 .393 0.90 15.49 .381 

--------------------------------------------~----------------------------+---~--------------------
23 1 

23 . 2 

16 1.13 

8 1.38 

0.34 2.30 .1671-1.42 

0.52 

22 .169 -1.24 10.16 .244 

--------------------------------------------~----------------------------·------------------------
24 

24 

1 

2 

16 1.06 

8 1.13 

0.25 2.00 .2461-0.50 

0.35 

22 .620 -0.45 10.63 .663 

--------------------------------------------~----------------------------~------------------------
25 

25 

1 

2 

16 1.69 

8 2.00 

0.79 1.10 .9481-0.92 

0. 76 

22 .366 -0.94 14.74 .363 

--------------------------------------------~~-------------~-------------·------------------------
lJl 
0 



Item 

26 

26 

27 

27 

Group 

1 

2 

1 

2 

N Mean 

16 2.19 

8 2.38 

16 1.06 

8 1.00 

Table 4 (continued) 

Pooled Variance 
Estimate 

S.D. F p T df 
Value Value 

0.91 1.70 .367 -0 ·'•3 22 

1.19 

0.25 o.oo 1.0001 0.70 

o.oo 
22 

p 

. 671 

.492 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

T df p 
Value 

-0.39 11.26 .702 

1.00 15.00 .333 

--------------------------------------------r--------------------------*--------------------------
28 

28 

1 

2 

16 1.38 

8 1.38 

0.50 1.07 .8541 0.00 

0.52 

22 1.000 0.00 13.67 1.000 

--------------------------------------------r--------------------------~--------------------------
29 

29 

1 

2 

16 1.44 

8 1.50 

0.73 1.62 .4091-0.18 

0.93 

22 .858 -0.17 11.48 .870 

--------------------------------------------r-----------------------------------------------------
30 

30 

1 

2 

16 1.25 

8 1.13 

0.58 2.67 .1941 0.56 

0.35 

22 .582 0.65 20.83 .520 

--------------------------------------------·--------------------------~-------------------------
31 

31 

1 

2 

16 1.63 

8 1.63 

0.81 1.29 .6381 0.00 

0.92 

22 1.000 0.00 12.59 1.000 

--------------------------------------------r---------------------------r-------------------------
32 

32 

1 

2 

16 1.38 

8 2.00 

0.89 1.46 .5091-1.52 

1.07 

22 .142 -1.!·3 11.96 .179 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------r-------------------------
33 

33 

1 

2 

16 1.69 

8 2.13 

0.95 1.10 .8271-1.05 

0.99 

22 .304 -1.03 13.53 .318 

--------------------------------------------r---------------------------~-------------------------
34 

34 

1 

2 

15 2.07 

8 2.13 

o:.8o 1.54 .4661-0.15 

0.99 

21 .879 -0.14 11.97 .888 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------·-------------------------

lJ1 
t-J 



Item Group N Hean S.D. F 
Value 

35 1 16 1.69 0.87 6.10 

35 2 8 1.13 0.35 

Table 4 (continued) 

--
Pooled Variance 

Estimate 
p T df 

Value 

.022 1.74 22 

p 

.096 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

T df p 
Value 

·2.24 21. so' • 036** 

--------------------------------------------r----------------------------+~----------------------
36 

36 

37 

37 

38 

38 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

16 1.44 

8 2.13 

16 1.69 

8 1.88 

16 1.63 

8 1.38 

0.63 1.04 .892\-2.51 

0.64 

0.70 3.71 .032,-0.45 

1.36 

0.72 1.93 .386\ 0.87 

0.52 

22 .020* ~2.49 13.87 .026 

22 .657 -0.37 8.94 .722 

22 .392 0.97 18.84 .342 

--------------------------------------------+----------------------------~-----------------------
39 

39 

1 

2 

16 1.69 

8 2.25 

1.20 1.82 .432 j-1.17 

0.89 

22 .253 -1.30 18.41 .210 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::)::::::::::::::::::::::: 

TOTAL 1 

TOTAL 2 

16 67.31 16.53 1.19 .8611-1.60 

8 78.50 15.18 

22 .123 -1.65 15.26 .119 

--------------------------------------------,----------------------------1-----------------------
SUBl 1 16 39.94 9.40 1.20 .725 -2.10 22 .047* -2.04 13.01 .063 

SUB1 2 8 48.75 10.28 
--------------------------------------------~----------------------------4---~-------------------

V1 
N 



Table 4 (continued) 

Pooled Variance 
. Estimate 

Item Group N He an S.D. F p 1' df p 
Value Value 

SUB2 1 16 14.25 3.28 1.59 .426 -0.32 22 • 749 

SUB2 2 8 14.75 4.13 

-------------------------------------------- ---------------------------
SUB3 l 16 13.13 

SUB3 2 8 15.00 
--- -

. *p <.05 with disagreement 
**p < .OS with agreement 

4.77 1.90 .398 -0.98 22 .336 

3.46 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

T df p 
Value 

-0.30 11.56 .170 

------------------------
-1.10 18.72 .287 

U1 
VJ 



Table 5 

Experts Versus Texas Department of Corrections Teachers 

Pooled Variance Separate Variance 
Estimate Estimate 

ltt!tll Group N He an S.D. F p T df p T df p 
Value Value Value 

1 1 15 2.87 1.25 2.23 .135 2.78 29 .009* 2.75 24.24 .011 

1 2 16 1.81 0.83 
---------------------------------------------r--------------------------r--------------------------

2 

2 

3 

3 

1 

2 

1 

2 

15 1.93 

16 1.81 

15 1.40 

16 1.63 

0.80 1.09 .876 I 0.41 

0.83 

0.83 1.33 .592 l-0.81 

0. 72 

29 

29 

.684 0.41 28.98 .683 

.425 -0.81 27.81 .427 

---------------------------------------------+--------------------------+--------------------------
'• 
4 

5 

5 

6 

6 

1 

2 

-1 

2 

1 

2 

15 2.60 

16 1.75 

15 2.07 

16 1.38 

15 3.40 

16 2.88 

1.06 2.39 .106 I 2.68 

0.68 

1.03 2.78 .059 I 2.28 

0.62 

0. 9 9 1 • 63 • 3 68 ' 1_. 2 9 

1.26 

29 .012* 2.64 23.74 .014 

29 .030* 2.24 22.63 .035 

29 .208 1.30 28.14 .205 

---------------------------------------------·--------------------------~--------------------------
7 

7 

1 

2 

15 1.87 

16 1.88 

0.74 1.66 .350 ,-0.03 

0.96 

29 .979 -0.03 28.06 .979 

---------------------------------------------1--------------------------4-~----------------~-------
8 

8 

1 

2 

15 1.53 

16 1.25 

0. 99 4. 90 • 004 \ 1 • 04 

0.45 

29 .308 1.02 19.21 .323 

---------------------------------------------~--------------------------4--------------------------
Ln 
+' 



Tuble 5 (continued) 

Pooled Variance Separate Variance 
Estimate Estimate 

Item Group N He an S.D. F p T df p T df p 
Value Value Value 

9 l 15 3.00 1.25 1.82 .288 0.87 27 .394 0.88 25.73 .389 

9 2 14 2.64 0.93 
----------------------------------------------r---------------------------r-------------------------

10 

10 

11 

11 

12 

12 

13 

13 

14 

14 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

15 1.33 

16 1.75 

15 2.13 

16 1.75 

15 2.27 

16 2.00 

15 3.47 

16 1. 7 5 

15 2.27 

16 1.81 

0.49 1.96 .216 ,-1.94 

0.68 

1.06 1.87 .240 ' 1.15 

0.78 

0.96 3.46 .023 \ 0.97 

0.52 

0.83 1.63 .368 ' 4.97 

1.07 

1.16 1.94 .214 l 1.26 

0.83 

29 .062 -1.96 27.15 .060 

29 .258 1.14 25.55 .263 

29 .340 0.95 21.16 .351 

29 .000* 5.01 28.14 .000 

29 .219 1.24 25.27 .226 

----------------------------------------------4---------------------------~-------------------------
15 

15 

1 

2 

15 3.00 

16 2.19 

1.31 1.78 .279 l 1.96 

0.98 

29 .059 1.95 25.92 .063 

----------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
16 

16 

1 

2 

15 1.73 

16 2.00 

0 • 8 8 1 • 02 • 9 6 9 l-0 • 8 3 

0.89 

29 .411 -0.83 28.91 .411 

--------------------------~-------------------~-----------------------------------------------------
l.n 
l.n 



Table 5 (continued} 

Pooled Variance Separate Variance 
Estimate Estimate 

lt~m Group N He an S.D. F p T df p T df p 
Value Value Value 

17 1 15 2.40 1.18 1.69 .325 1.56 29 .131 1.54 26.30 .135 

17 2 16 1.81 0.91 
----------------------------------------------~--------------------------~-------------------------

18 

18 

1 

2 

15 2.40 

16 2.50 

1.06 1.08 .895 1-0.26 

1.10 

29 .798 -0.26 28.97 .798 

----------------------------------------------~--------------------------~----------~--------------
19 

19 

1 

2 

15 1.67 

16 1.38 

1.05 2.86 .053 ' 0.95 

0.62 

29 .349 0.94 22.44 .359 

----------------------------------------------~----------------------------------------------------
20 

20 

1 

2 

15 2.60 

16 2.25 

1.18 3.00 .043' 1.02 

0.68 

29 .318 1.00 22.10 .328 

----------------------------------------------~----------------------------------------------------
21 

21 

1 

2 

15 3 .oo· 
16 2.06 

1. 31 l. 99 .199 I 2. 31 

0.93 

29 .028* 2.29 25.11 .031 

----------------------------------------------~--------------------------~-------------------------~ 
22 

22 

1 

2 

15 1.40 

16 1.44 

0 • 8 3 2 • 61 . 0 7 5 ,-0 • 15 

0.51 

29 .880 -0.15 23.08 .882 

----------------------------------------------~----------------------------------------------------
23 

23 

1 

2 

15 1.60 

16 1.13 

0.99 8.33 .ooo I 1.82 

0.34 

29 .080 1.77 1} .13 .095 

----------------------------------------~-----~----------------------------------------------------
24 

24 

1 

2 

15 1.47 

16 1.06 

0.74 8.84 .ooo I 2.06 

0.25 

29 .049 2.00 16.95 .061 

----------------------------------------------~----------------------------------------------------
VI 
0'\ 



Table 5 (continued) 

--
Pooled Variance Separate Variance 

Estimate Estimate 
Item Group N Hean S.D. F p T df p T df p 

Value Value Value 
25 1 15 1.73 0.88 1.24 .682 0.15 29 .880 0.15 28.15 .881 

25 2 16 1.69 0. 79 

--------------------------------------------~------------------------------------------------------
26 

26 

1 

2 

14 2.lt3 

16 2.19 

1.22 1.80 .275 I 0.62 

0.91 

28 .542 0.61 23.82 .551 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------4-------------------------
27 

27 

1 

2 

15 1.47 

16 1.06 

0.52 4.27 .008 J 2.80 

0.25 

29 .009 2.74 19.93 .012** 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--------------------------
28 

28 

1 

2 

15 1.93 

16 1.38 

1.16 5.41 .002 \ 1.76 

0.50 

29 .090 1.72 18.7.5 .102 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--------------------------
29 

29 

1 

2 

14 2.21 

16 1.44 

1.19 2.67 .072' 2.19 

0.73 

28 .037* 2.12 20.97 .046 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--------------------------
30 

30 

1 

2 

15 1.73 

16 1.25 

0.70 1.49 .456 I 2.10 

0.58 

29 .045* 2.08 27.15 .047 

---------------------------------------------~------------------------------------------------------
31 

31 

1 

2 

15 1.33 

16 1.63 

0.62 1.71 .325 ,-1.13 

0.81 

29 .270 -1.14 27.92 .266 

---------------------------------------------~------------------------------------------------------
32 

32 

1 

2 

15 1.53 

16 1.38 

o.92 1.01 .895 I o.49 

0.89 

29 .628 0.49 28.71 • 629 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--------------------------
l.J1 
....... 



Iten1 

33 

33 

34 

34 

Group 

1 

2 

1 

2 

N Henn 

15 2.53 

16 1. 69 

15 2.07 

15 2.07 

Table 5 (continued) 

Pooled Variance 
Estimate 

S.D. F p T 
Value Value 

1.19 1.57 .394 2.20 

0.95 

0. 96 1. 4 5 . 498 I 0. 00 

0.80 

df 

29 

28 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

p T df p 
Value 

.036* 2.18 26.78 .038 

1.000 0.00 27.09 1.000 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
35 

35 

1 

2 

15 1.27 

16 1.69 

0.46 3.64 .020 ,-1.66 

0.87 

29 .107 -1.70 22.97 .104 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
36 

36 

1 

2 

15 1.80 

16 1.44 

0.94 2.24 .134 I 1.27 

0. 63 

29 .215 1.25 24.22 .223 

---------------------------------------------4---------------------------~-------------------------
37 

37 

1 

2 

15 2.20 

16 1.69 

1 • 21 2 . 94 . 04 7 l 1 . 4 6 

0. 70 

29 .156 1.43 22.24 .166 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
38 

38 

1 

2 

15 2.53 

16 1.63 

1.30 3.28 .029 I 2.43 

0.72 

29 .022 2.38 21.50 .026** 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~------------------------~ 
39 

39 

1 

2 

15 2.20 

16 1.69 
0.86 1.92 .229 ' 1.36 
1.20 

29 .184 1.38 27.26 .180 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::J::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

TOTAL 1 

TOTAL 2 

15 82.07 18.05 1.19 .736 '2.38 

16 67.31 16.53 

29 .024* 2.37 28.32 .025 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
Ln 
00 



Table 5 (continued) 

Pooled Variance Separate Variance 
Estimate Estimate 

Item Group N Hean S.D. F p T df p T df p 
Value Value Value 

SUBl 1 15 48.93 9.38 1.00 1.000 2.67 29 .012* 2.67 28.88 .012 

SUBl 2 16 39.94 9.40 

----------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
SUB2 

·suu2 

1 

2 

1S 17.00 

16 14.25 

S.76 3.09 

3.28 

.038 I 1. 6S 29 .110 1. 62 21.91 .119 

----------------------------------------------4---------------------------~-------------------------
SUB3 1 1S 16.13 S.41 1.28 . 635 I 1. 64 29 .111 1. 64 27.98 .113 

SUB3 2 16 13.13 4.77 

*p <.OS with disagreement 
**P < . OS with agreement 

U1 
\.0 
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panel of 15 experts and the results for th · h e eJ.g t other 

teachers of learning disabled adults (Table 6). 

T values (T) and two-tailed probability estimates (p) 

are reported in the tables for each item for the differ

ences under pooled variance estimate (Columns 8, 9, 10) and 

for the T values (T) and two-tailed probability estimate 

(p) under separate variance estimate (Columns 11, 12, 13). 

When the F value (Colunm 6) is significant at the .05 

level (p<.OS) then the separate variance estimate (Columns 

11, 12, 13) is used in testing for significance under the 

t test. When the F value (Column 6) is not significant at 

the .05 level (p<.05) then the pooled variance estimate 

(Columns 8, 9, 10) is used. 

In;Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6, the final four rows of 

figures in each table are representative of the subdivisions 

of competencies identified, as well as the total for each 

two groups compared. The total is shown following Item 39 

in each of the aforementioned tables. Sub 1 (Items 1-21) is 

used to identify the competencies listed in Questionnaire #3 

as Competency Training Needs for Educators of Learning Dis

abled Adults. Sub 2 (Items 22-31) contains the listi~g 

which addresses the Emphasis To Be P~aced Upon the Emotional 

Needs of Learning Disabled Adults. Teaching Strat~gies for 

Learning Disabled Adults were considered under Sub 3 (Items 

31-39). 
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Item Group N Hean S.D. 

1 1 15 2.87 1.25 

1 2 8 2.88 1.25 

Table 6 

Experts Vennts Other Teachers 

Pooled Variance 
Estimate 

F p T df 
Value Value 
1. 00 .940 -0.02 21 

Separate Vari.ance 
Estimate 

P I T df p 
Value 

. 988 -0.02 14.40 .988 

---------------------------------------------+---------------------------~--------------------------
2 

2 

1 

2 

15 1.93 

8 2.63 

0.80 3.11 .068 1-1.52 

1.41 

21 .144 -1.28 9.47 .231 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--------------------------
3 

3 

1 

2 

15 1.40 

8 1.50 

o . 8 3 1 • 2 o . 8 4 5 I -0 . 2 8 

o. 76 

21 .779 -0.29 15.63 .774 

---------------------------------------------+---------------------------~--------------------------
4 

4 

1 

2 

15 2.60 

8 2.88 

1.06 1.39 .564 l-0.56 

1.25 

21 .582 -0.53 12.47 .605 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--------------------------
5 

5 

1 

2 

15 2.07 

8 2.13 

1 • 0 3 1 • 1 9 • 7 3 9 l-0 • 13 

1.13 

21 .902 -0.12 13.35 .905 

---------------------------------------------~-------------~-------------·--------------------------
6 

6 

1 

2 

15 3.40 

8 3.50 

0.99 2.35 .164 l-0.19 

1.51 

21 .849 -0.17 10.27 .869 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------·--------------------------
7 

7 

1 

2 

15 1.87 

8 2.00 

0 • 7 4 1 • 9 3 • 3 8 6 1-0 • 4 5 

0.54 

21 .659 -0.50 18.85 • 626 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------·--------------------------
8 1 15 1.53 0 • 9 9 1 • 2 9 • 64 5 l-0 • 7 5 21 .460 -0.72 12.87 .483 

8 2 _8 1.88 1.13 J . 1 ~ 
--------------------------------------------- --------------------------- -------------------------- ~ 



Item Group 

9 

9 2 

10 

10 

11 

11 

1 

2 

1 

2 

N Hean 

15 3.00 

8 2.50 

15 1.33 

8 1.75 

15 2.13 

8 2.00 

Tuhl c 6 (con t inucd) 

Pooled Variance 
Estimate 

S.D. F p T 
Value Value 

1. 25 s.so .030 1. 07 

0. 54 

0.49 3.30 .055 1-1.47 

0.89 

1.06 1.31 .746 \ 0.30 

0.93 

df 

21 

21 

21 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

p T df p 
Value 

.298 1.33 20.42 .197 

.157 -1.23 9.32 .249 

. 768 0.31 16.24 .759 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--------------------------

12 

12 

1 

2 

15 2.27 

8 2.00 

0.96 1.55 .461 I 0.58 

1.20 

21 .566 0.54 11.95 .596 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--------------------------
13 

13 

1 

2 

15 3.47 

8 3.25 

0.83 1.95 .272 '0.52 

1.17 

21 .610 0.4 7 10.94 .650 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--------------------------
14 

14 

1 

2 

15 2.27 

8 2.25 

1.16 1.26 .788 1 0.03 

1.04 

21 .973 0.04 15.98 .972 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--------------------------
15 

15 

1 

2 

15 3.00 

8 3.25 

1.31 2.18 .303 ~0.48 

0.89 

21 . 635 -0.54 . 19.54 .594 

---------------------------------------------~------------------------------------------------------
16 

16 

1 

2 

15 1.73 

8 1.50 

0.88 1.46 .515 l 0.56 

1. 07 

21 .581 0.53 . 12.22 .607 

---------------------------------------------~------------------------------------------------------
0\ 
N 



Item 

17 

17 

18 

18 

Group 

1 

2 

1 

2 

N Ncan 

15 2.40 

8 2.25 

15 2.40 

8 2. 63 

Table 6 (continued) 

--
Pooled Variance Separate Variance 

Estimate Estimate 
S.D. F p T df p T df p 

Value Value Value 
1.18 1.78 .450 0.31 21 . 7 57 0.34 18.34 • 736 

0.89 

1.06 1.01 .930 1-0.49 21 . 632 -0.49 14.35 • 635 

1. 06 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------r-------------------------
19 

19 

20 

20 

1 

2 

1 

2 

15 1.67 

8 2.00 

15 2.60 

8 2.00 

1.05 1.04 .891 \-0.72 

1. 07 

1 • 18 4 • 9 o . 04 2 I 1 • 3 5 

0.54 

21 .4 78 -0.72 14.14 .485 

21 .191 1. 67 20.70 .110 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
21 

21 

22 

22 

1 

2 

1 

.2 

15 3.00 

8 2.00 

15 1.40 

8 1.25 

1. 31 3. 00 .149 \ 1. 98 

0. 76 

o.83 3.20 .128 I o.4i 

0.46 

21 • 061 2.32 20.75 .030 

21 • 642 0.56 20.88 .583 

---------------------------------------------4---------------------------~-------------------------
23 

23 

1 

2 

15 . 1. 60 

8 1.38 

o. 99 3. 63 • 093 I 0. 60 

0.52 

21 .556 0.72 20.99 .481 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------r----------~--------------
24 

24 

1 

2 

15 1.47 

8 1.13 

0.74 4.42 .056 I 1.22 

0.35 

21 .236 1.49 20.88 .151 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
25 

25 

1 

2 

15 1.73 

8 2.00 

0. 8 8 1 • 3 7 • 7 0 2 l-0 • 7 2 

o. 76 

21 .4 78 -0.76 16.53 .458 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~--------

0\ 
w 



Table 6 (continued) 

--
Pooled Variance Separate Variance 

Estimate Estimate 
Item Group N Hean S.D. F p T df p T df p 

Value Value Value 
26 1 14 2.43 1.22 1 .06 . 986 0.10 20 .921 0.10 15.07 .921 

26 2 8 2.38 1.19 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~--~---------------------
27 

27 

1 

2 

15 1.47 

8 1.00 

o.52 o.oo 1.ooo I z.s3 

o.oo 

21 .020 3.50 14.00 . 004 ** 

--------------------------------------------~---------------------------~------------------------
28 

28 

l 

2 

15 1.93 

8 1.38 

1.16 5.05 .039 I 1.28 

0.52 

21 .214 1.59 20.64 .127 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~------------------------
29 

29 

1 

2 

14 2.21 

8 1.50 

1.19 1.65 .518 I 1.46 

0.93 

20 .160 1.57 17.86 .135 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------·------------------------
30 

30 

1 

2 

15 1.73 

8 1.13 

0.70 3.96 .074 I 2.28 

0.35 

21 .033* 2.76 20.99 .012 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------·------------------------
31 

31 

1 

2 

15 1.33 

8 1.63 

0.62 2.20 .198 ,-0.91 

0.92 

21 .372 -0.81 10.49 .438 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------·------------------------
32 

32 

1 

2 

15 1.53 . 0:92 1.36 .587 1-1.10 21 

8 2.00 1.07 

.284 -1.05 12.58 .314 

---------------------------------------------~----------------------------------------------------
33 

33 

1 

2 

15 . 2.53 

8 2.13 

1.19 1.44 .651 I 0.83 

0.99 

21 .417 0.88 16.87 .393 

---------------~-----------------------------t---------------------------1~-----------------------
34 1 15 2.07 0.96 1.06 .869 -0.14 21 .892 -0.14. 14.02 .894 

34 2 8 2.13 0.99 
----------------------------------------------~-----------------------------------------------------

0'\ 
+' 



I tum Group N Hcan S.D. 

35 l 15 1.27 0.4 6 

35 2 8 1 .13 0.35 

Table 6 (continued) 

Pooled Vnriance 
Estimate 

F p T df 
Value Value 
1. 68 .502 0.76 21 

Separate Variance 
Estimate 

p I T df p 
Value 

.456 0.82 17.94 .421 

---------------------------------------------~---------------------------~-------------------------
36 

36 

1 

2 

15 1.80 

8 2.13 

0.94 2.16 .310 l-o.87 

0.64 

21 .394 -0.98 19.48 .340 

---------------------------------------------r---------------------------r-------------------------37 1 15 2.20 1.21 1.26 .671 0.59 21 .562 0.57 13.00 .580 

37 2 8 1.88 1.36 

~~:~~~~~~~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:i~~~:;::~~;:::~\::~::~~~~~~::~~~~~~;:::~~~1::;::~~~~~::;::~~~~~;::::* 
39 2 8 2.25 0.89 
---------------------------------------------·---------------------------·-----------------~-------

~;~;~~~~;~~~~:;~~~~~~~~~~~:~::~~~::::~~:::~r~::::~~~~~~~::~~:~~:::~~~r~:;::~~~~~::;::~~~~~;:::~ 
SUB! 2 8 48.75 10.28 
-suB2----r----rs--r7~oo----s~76---r~94--~3s3_T_o~97 _______ 2r------~34r---r-r~as _____ rs~ss-----~294-

SUB2 • 2 8 14.75 4.13 

-suB3----r----rs--r6~r3----s~4r---2~44--~239_T_o~s3 _______ 2r------~s99---r-o~6r-----zo:o7-----~s49-
SUB3 2 8 15.00 

*p <.05 with disagreement 
**p <.05 with agreement 

3.46 

0' 
t...n 
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A summary of Table 3 indicated that for Item 13 

(Training in elementary education to give clear understand

ing of the sequence of skills) , Item 21 (Willi~gness to 

keep abreast of new developments in the LDA field through 

membership in professional organizations), Item 27 (Ability 

to create within the student an image of success), Item 29 

(Expect the most the student can give since people generally 

perform to an expected level), Item 30 (Manifest an endless 

quantity of patience, a strong sense of fair play, and a 

good sense of humor), and Item 38 (Recognize the importance 

of tiQe - to study, to set their own pace and extension of 

deadlines) there was a significant difference at the .05 

level. 

The F value for Items 13, 21, 29 and 30 was signifi

cant at the .OS level (p~.05), under the pooled variance 

estimate, indicating disagreement between the panel of 

experts and the total panel of practitioners. The F value 

for Items 27 and 38 was significant at the .05 level 

h t Variance estimate, indicating (p<.OS), under t e separa e 

agreement between the panel of experts and the panel of 

practitioners. Therefore, the null hypothesis v7as rejected 

for the aforementioned items. 



Comparison of Competency· Rat~ngs A _ _ ~ _ ssigned by 

the Two Sub-Groups of Practicing Teachers, 

the Prison-System Teachers· and ·the 

Other Te·achers 

Hypothesis 2 

There will be no significant difference between the 

competency ratings assigned by the two sub-groups of prac

ticing teachers, the prison-system teachers and the other 

teachers of learning disabled adults. 

Through the analysis of data presented in Table 4, it 

67 

was found that for Item 1 (Training in the principles of 

adult education), Item 4 (Knowledge of methods in career 

education - job counseling, social competencies in the work 

setting and vocational assessment), Item 13 (Training in 

elementary education to give clear understanding of the 

sequence of skills), Item lS (Knowledge of the acquisition 

of language skills and linguistic differences {cultural}), 

Item 3S (Teach how to identify and capitalize on their own 

strengths, as ways to overcome weaknesses), and Item 36 

(Teach job-related vocabulary and survival words) there was 

a significant difference at the .OS level. 

The F value for each of Items 1, 13, lS, and 36 was 

significant at the .OS level (p<.OS), under the pooled 

variance estimate, indicating disagreement between the 
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sub-group of prison-system teachers and the sub~group of 

other teachers. The F value for Items 4 and 35 was signif

icant at the .05 level (p<.05), under the separate variance 

estimate, indicating agreement between the two sub-groups 

of teachers. 

When the results from Sub 1 listing, Competency Train

ing Needs for Educators of Learning Disabled Adults, were 

analyzed it was found that the F value was significant at the 

.05 level (p<.05), under the pooled variance estimate, indi

cating general disagreement between the two sub~groups of 

practitioners, the prison-system teachers and the other 

teachers of learning disabled adults. Therefore the null 

hypothesis was rejected for the· above items and Sub 1 of the 

listed competencies. 

Comparison of Competency Ratings Assigned by the 

Panel of Experts and by the Sub-Group . 

of Prison-System Teachers 

Hypothesis 3 

There will be no significant difference between the com-

by the P
anel of experts and the competency petency ratings 

b Of prison-system teachers. ratings by the su -group 

Of Table 5 indicates that for Item 1 (Train
A summary 

ing in the pri~ciples of adult 
education), Item 4 (Knowledge 

- J·ob counseling, social 
of methods in career education 
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competencies in the work setting and vocational assessment), 

Item 5 (As much field experience as possible with learning 

disabled students of all ~ges), Item 13 (Traini~g in elemen

tary education to give clear understanding of the sequence 

of skills), Item 21 (\.Jillingness to keep abreast of new 

developments in the LDA field through membership in profes

sional organizations), Item 27 (Ability to create within the 

student an image of success), Item 29 (Expect the most the 

student can give since people generally perform to an 

expected level) , Item 30 (Hanifest an endless quantity of 

patience, a strong sense of fair play, and a good sense of 

huoor), Item 33 (Be aware of levels of teaching {concrete, 

representative, abstract}), and Item 38 (Recognize the 

importance of time - to study, to set their own pace and 

extension of deadlines) .there was a significant difference 

at the .05 level. 

The F value for each of Items 1, 4, 5, 13, 21, 29, 30, 

and 33 was significant at the .05 level (p<.05), under the 

pooled variance estimate, indicating disagreement between the 

panel of experts and the sub-group of prison-system teachers. 

The F value for Items 27 and 38 was significant at the .05 

level (p<.OS), under the separate variance estimate, indi-

the panel of experts and the sub
eating ~greement between 

group of prison-system teachers. 
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The analysis of the results from the Total of all 39 

competencies and from the Sub 1 listing, ·competency Training 

Needs for Educators of Learning Disabled Adults, showed that 

the F value was significant at the .05 level (p<.OS), under 

the pooled variance estimate, demonstrating_ general disagree

ment between the panel of experts and the sub-group of 

prison-system teachers. Therefore, the null hypothesis was 

rejected for the Total competencies, Sub 1 of the list and 

the aforementioned specific items. 

Comparison of Competency Ratings Assigned by the 

Panel of Experts and by the Sub-Group of Other 

Teachers of Learning Disabled Adults 

Hypothesis 4 

There will be no significant difference between the com

petency ratings by the panel of experts -and the competency 

ratings by the sub-group of other teachers of learning dis-

abled adults. 

The analysis of data presented in Table 6 indicated that 

1 . to create .within the student an image for Item 27 (Abi ~ty 

30 (~an~fest an endless quantity of of success), Item · 1 • 

f fair play and a good sense of patience, a strong sense o , . · 

humor), and Item 38 (Recognize the impor~ance of time- to 

Own P
ace and extension of deadlines) 

study, to set their 

difference at the .G5 level. there was a significant 

I 

''I 
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The F value for Item 30 was significant at the .05 

level (p<.05), under the ·pooled variance estimate, indi

cating disagreement between the panel of experts and the sub

group of other teachers. The F value for Items 27 and 38 

was significant at the .05 level (p<.05), under.the separate 

variance estimate, indicati~g ~greement between the panel of 

experts and the sub-group of other teachers of learning dis

abled adults. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected 

for Items 27, 30, and 38 of the competency listings. 

Summary 

On the basis of statistical analysis of the data, the 

null hypotheses were rejected for those items listed in 

Table 7. For all variables not listed in Table 7 no signif

icant differences were found at the .OS level. Thus, for 

these items, the null hypotheses were accepted. 



Table 7 

Summary of Items for which the Null Hypotheses \.Jere Rejected 

Hypothesis 1 
p<. OS 

Pooled* Separate*1': 

Variance Variance 
Estimate Estimate 

13 27 

21 38 
29 

H 
30 Q) 

~ ....... 
~ 

8 
Q) 

.w 
H 

~--- ---

*Disagreement 
**Agreement 

Hypothesis 2 
p<.os 

Pooled* Separate*1'( 

Variance Variance 
Estimate Estimate 

1 4 

13 35 

15 

36 

Subl 

I 

' 
---- --- ----~ 

Hypothesis 3 Hypothesis 4 
p<.OS p<.OS 

Pooled* Separate** Pooled* Separate 
Variance Variance Variance Variance 
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate 

1 27 30 27 

4 38 38 

5 
13 

21 

29 

30 

33 

Subl 

Total 

- ~-- ------------------ --- -------- ---

,'(* 

.....,_J 

N 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The discussion of this study will be in four major 

sections: (1) Findings of the Investigation, (2) Conclu

sions, (3) Recommendations, and (4) Summary. 

Findings of the Investigation 

A summary of the findings of the investigation is pre

sented in the form of answers to the research questions 

presented in Chapter I. A discussion of the findings is 

also included in this section. 

Question 1 

In the comparison of the competencies identified by the 

two panels, will there be a significant difference between 

the assigned competency ratings by the panel of experts and 

those ratings assigned by the panel of practitioners? 

The panel of experts and the panel of practitioners 

differed in their ratings of competencies needed by educators 

of learning disabled::adults. The· results of the t test are 

reported in Table 3, page .41. 

73 
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The~e was disagreement between the two panels when con-

sidering the following competencies: "TrainiJJ.g in elemen

tary education to_ give clear understanding.of the sequence 

of skills" with a p = • 003 (p <. 01), "Willingness to keep 

abreast of new developments in the LDA field through member

ship in professional organizations" with a p = .009 (p<.Ol), 

"Expect the most the student can give since people_ generally 

perform to an expected level" with a p = • 023 (p<. 05), and 

"Hanifest an endless quantity of patience, a strong sense of 

fair play, and a good sense of humor" with a p = .010 

(p<.OS). 

Both panels reached a significant level of agreement on 

these two competencies: "Ability to create within the stu

dent an image of success" with a p = .007 (p<.Ol) and 

"Recognize the importance of time - to study, to set their 

own pace and extension of deadlines" with a P = • 013 

(p<.OS). 

Question 2 

Will a content analysis of the returns indicate no 

agreement between the two sub-groups, Texas Department of 

Corrections teachers and other teachers, on competency 

ratings? 
; t achers did reach a significant 

The two sub-groups 0 • e 
two competencies and disagreed upon 

level of agreement on 
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their ratings of four others. There was also disagreement 

between the sub-groups regardi~g their responses to the 

listings categorized as "Competency training needs for 

educators of Learning Disabled Adults". The results of the 

t tests are reported in Table 4, page 48. 

The specific competencies upon which the two sub-groups 

of teacl1ers found themselves in disagreement are: "Training 

in the principles of adult education" with a p = . 021 

(p<.05), "Training in elementary education to give clear 

understanding of the sequence of skills" with a p = .005 

(p< .01), "Knowledge of the acquisition of language skills 

and linguistic differences {cultural}" with a p = .017 

(p<.OS), and "Teach job-related vocabulary and survival 

words" with a p = . 020 (p <. 05). The analysis of all items 

in Sub 1 indicated disagreement with a p = .047 (p<.05). 

The two sub -groups of teac.hers did agree upon the 

importance of two competencies: "Knowledge of methods in 

career education - job counseling, social competencies in 

the work setting and vocational assessment" with a p = .041 

(p<. OS) and "Teach how to identify and capitalize on their 

own strengths, as ways 
II "th to overcome weaknesses w~ a 

p = .036 (p<.05). 
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Question 3 • 

Will there be a si ·f· d. gn~ ~cant ~fference in competency 

ratings between the panel of experts and the prison-system 

teachers? 

A comparison of ratings between these two panels showed 

the greatest amount of differences of opinions~ The results 

of the~ test are reported in Table 5, page 54. 

The panel of experts and the sub-group of prison-system 

teachers disagreed on their rat~ngs of eight competencies, 

as well as those listed in Sub 1 and the Total list of compe

tencies. There was disagreement upon the following items: 

"Training in the principles of adult. education" with a 

p = • 009 (p <. 01) , "Knowledge of methods of career education -

job counseling, social competencies in the work setting and 

vocational assessment" with a p = .012 (p<.05), "As much 

field experience as possible with learning disabled students 

of all ages" with a p = . 030 (p<. 05) , "Training in elementary 

education to give clear understanding of the sequence of 

skills" with a p = .000 (p<.Ol), "Willingness to keep abreast 

of new developments in the LDA field through membership in 

professional organizations" with a P = .028 (p<.05), "Expect 

the most the student can give since people generally perform 

d 1 1" · th a p = 037 (p<. 05) , "Manifest an 
to an e:<pecte eve w~ · 

endless quantity of patience, a strong sense of fair play, 
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and a good sense of humor" with a p = • 045 (p <. 05), and "Be 

aware of levels of teaching { concrete, representative, 

abstract} " with a P = . 036 (p <. 05). The analysis of the 

Total items indicated dis~greement with a p = .024 (p<.05), 

while the Sub 1 competencies showed disagreement with a 

p = . 012 ( p <. 0 5) . 

Agreement between the competency ratings of two items 

was reached by the panel of experts and the prison-system 

teachers: "Ability to create within the students an image 

of success" ~vith a p = .012 (p< .05) and "Recognize the impor-

tance of time - to study, to set their own pace and extension 

of deadlines" with a p = • 026 (p<. 05) . 

Question 4 

vlill there be a significant difference in competency 

ratings betwee~ the panel of experts and the sub-group of 

other teachers of learning disabled adults? 

A comparison between these two panels indicated the 

least amount of differences in competency ratings. The 

results of the ~test are reported in Table 6, p~ge 61 · 

A significant disagreement between 
the opinions of the 

expert panel and the sub-group of other teachers was 

"Manifest an endless quantity 
expressed on only one item: 

S
ense of fair play, and a. good sense 

of patience, a strong 

of humor" ~,;i th a p = . 033 (p < • 05) · 
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Two items were significantly agreed upon by the panel 

of experts and the panel of other teachers of 1 earning dis-

abled adults: "Ab1.·1·t t 1. Y o create within the student an 

image of success" with a p = . 004 ( 01) d " p<. _an Recognize the 

importance of time - to study, to set their own pace and 

extension of deadlines" with a 007 ( P = · p<.Ol). These 

items were the same which were significantly ~greed upon by 

the panel of experts and the panel of prison-system teachers, 

as well as in the comparison of the panel of experts and the 

total panel of practitioners. 

Conclusions 

1. The opinions of the panel of experts and the total 

panel of teachers reached a significant level of disagreement 

when considering four of the items from the suggested compe

tencies needed for educators of learning disabled adults. 

2. There were two items upon which the panel of experts 

and the total panel of practitioners were found to be in 

significant agreement. 

3. The sub-group of prison-system teachers and the 

sub-group of other teachers of learning disabled adults were 

in disagreement regarding four of the suggested competencies. 

4. There were two items upon which the sub-group of 

and other teachers of learni~g dis
prison-system teache~s 

S
;gn;fJ..·cant level of agreement. 

abled adults reached a ~ ~ 
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5. The panel of experts and the sub~group of prison

system teachers demonstrated the. greatest amount of s~gnif

icant disagreement with eie;ht single items, the Sub 1 items 

and the Total items on the competency list coming under 

question. 

6. The panel of experts and the sub.-group of prison

system teachers were found to be at a significant level of 

agreement on two of the competency items. 

7. The panel of experts and the sub-group of other 

teachers of learning disabled adults indicated a significant 

level of disagreement on only one item. 

8. The panel of experts and the sub~group of other 

teachers of learning disabled adults reached a significant 

level of agreement on two items from the list of suggested 

competencies. 

9. The suggested competency "Training in elementary 

education to give clear understanding of the sequence of 

skills" was a point of disagreement in three instances of 

comparison. These three occurrences involved the sub-group 

of prison-system teachers as an element of commonality. 
The 

d 1 r mean ratin. g on this 
prison-system teachers manifeste a owe 

item than did the panel of experts, the panel of other 

teachers or the total panel of teachers. 

t cy "Manifest an endless 
10. The suggested compe en 

strong sense of fair play, and a 
quantity of patience, a 



good sense of humor" was a point of disagreement in three 

instances of comparison: These three occurrences involved 

the expert panel as an element of commonality. For this 

competency listing each_ group of teachers showed a lower 

mean rating than did the panel of experts. 
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11. There were two suggested competencies, "Ability to 

crea-te \vithin the student an image of success" and "Recognize 

the importance of time - to study, to set their ()wn pace and 

extension of deadlines", in which a significant point of 

agreement was attained in three instances of comparison. The 

three occurrences for both the suggested competencies 

involved the expert panel as the element of commonality. 

For both of these competencies the panel of experts demon-· 

strated a higher mean rating than did the total panel of 

teachers, the sub-group of prison-system teachers, or the 

other teachers of learning disabled adults. 

Recommendations 

On the basis of the findings of this study' the follo-c;v--

ing recommendations are made: 

f t re investigations which utilize 
1. There should be u u . 

. disabled adults -vrho 
the opinions of teachers of learn~ng 

represent other areas of the nation. 
·nvestigations which utilize 

2. There should be future ~ · 

h Panel of experts. 
practitioners themselves as t e 
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3. There should be future investigations which focus 

on the differences of opinion re_ zard1."ng t h 
~ eac er competencies 

as perceived by learning disabled adult students~ and com-

pared to the perceptions of practicing teachers of these 

students. 

4. There should be future investigations which utilize 

a larger population of experts and teachers with expertise 

in the area of education of learning disabled adults. 

5. There should be future investigations which focus 

on the differences of opinion regarding competencies when 

comparing those perceptions of teachers of learning disabled 

adults and those of the supervisors of these teachers. 

6. There should be future investigations which utilize 

a larger sample of special situations teachers, such as those 

who are employed by the various states' prison systems. 

Summary 

Tnrough the utilization of a modified Delphi technique, 

this study identified competency training needs of educators 

of learning disabled adults. The procedure involved the 

submission of three broad-based questions to a panel of 

knowl edge and experience in the field 
experts with extensive 

Based upon the information 
of learning disabled adults. 

. offered by a panel of 
collected and those further suggest~ons 

f learning disabled 
teachers who are currently educators 0 
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adults, a competency list was compiled and submitted to both 

panels for their ratings of each competency according to the 

participant·' s perception of each item's importance. Subse

quently, these responses were analyzed through the computer. 

A computer analysis was conducted to ascertain which 

items were considered of greatest importance as compared to 

the ratings of the two panels and sub-groups within the 

teacher panel. Data were analyzed through use of the t test 

for comparisons. 

The results of this investigation appear to indicate 

disagreement on a larger number of the competency listings 

when responses of the panel of experts and the sub-group of 

prison-system teachers are compared. The smallest amount 

of statistically significant disagreement (one competency 

listing) occurred between the panel of experts and the sub

group of other teachers of learning disabled adults. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 111 

1. ~lhat are the competency training needs for educators of 

learning disabled adults? 

2. What emphasis should be placed upon the emotional needs 

of the learning disabled adult? 

3. What teaching strategies \vould you recommend for learning 

disabled adults, eg. compensatory techniques needed? 

4. wnat characteristics of the adult's performance identify 

him as being learning disabled? (Please respond in a 

brief paragraph of 3-4 sentences.) 
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First, allow me to express my gratitude to you for 
your ~·rillingness to participate in this dissertation study. 
I value your opinion and vie~vs, and believe they will pro
vide an interesting and necessary component to the study. 

Please do not feel limited by the space allowed on the 
enclosed questionnaire. Feel free to expound and wax 
philosophic to your heart's des ire. 

Should you have any questions or need for clarification, 
please call me collect at (512) 892-1817. 

Sirtcerely, 

~~arj orie Peake 

HP/s 

Enclosure 
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QUESTIONNAIRE #2 

Please prior~ty rank the items in each sub-group (A,B, c, etc.) according 
to their 1mportance as you perceive them. The number "1" should be 
given the item you feel most important. Then, number each remaining 
item successively as to importance. 

I. Competency training needs for educators of Learning 
Disabled Adults 

A. 1. Training in principles of adult education. 
2. Background, certification and/or graduate studies 

in learning disabilities of all kinds. 
3. A clear and practical understanding of what a 

learning disability is and is not. 
4. Knowledge of methods in career education - job 

counseling, social competencies in the work 
setting and vocational assessment. 

5. As much field experience as possible with learning 
disabled students of all ages. 

6. Background in the intent, theory and interpretation 
of administration policies and procedures required 
for eligibility and placement of handicapped 
students of all ages. 

1. Knowledge of community resources that can be 
helpful to learning disabled adults. 

8. Knowledge of the practicalities of the LDA'ds 
existence and how to educate them for every ay 
life as opposed to academic life. 

FURntER SUGGESTIONS: 

RANK 
ORDER 



B. 1. Extensive knowledge of appropriate materials 
available, as well as compensatory 
strategies. 

2. Preparation and experience in remedial techniques 
in teaching both academic and non-academic subjects. 

3. Training in multi-sensory techniques including 
language skills. 

4. Training in elementary education to give clear 
understanding of the sequence of skills. 

5. Comprehensive course in individual differences 
with emphasis on differences in specific learning 
styles. 

6. Knowledge of the acquisition of language skills 
and linguistic differences (cYltural). 

1. Ability to assess the learning style of the 
student accentuating primary strengths in 
auditory, visual and/or motor learning. 

8. Training in the use of a prescriptive diagnostic 
tool specifically designed for adults. 

9. Understanding of alternate forms of testing. 
10. Ability as a multi-skilled adaptive teacher. 

FURTiiER SUGGESTIO~S: 
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ORDER 



n. Emphasis to be placed upon emotional needs of Learning 
Disabled Adults: 

c. 1. Possess sensitivity and awareness of life experiences 
and frustrations of living as a learning disabled 
adult. 

2. Develop empathy, demonstrate patience, and express 
genuine praise. 

3. Maintain respect for the learners' needs, responsi
bilities, and abilities. 

4. Ability to assist LDA's in understanding the reason 
for their difficulty. 

5. Possess a conceptual framework which includes an 
understanding of etiology factors, e.g. neurological 
inadequacies, and have ability to express such to 
the student. 

6. Ability to create ~ithin the student an image of 
success. 

FURTHER SUGGESTIONS: 

· 1 d·ng their family, D. 1. ~eed a strong support group :Lnc u :L 
d t r and friends. ecployer, teachers, oc o . . ate in 

2 Should have an opportunity to part:Lc:Lp d 
• self-concept-building activities, classes an 

workshops. ld be developed~ 
3. Individual education plans sho~d ration emotional 

the student - taking into cons e 
and academic needs. , a regular basis 

4. Need to meet with other LDA s ani s and assistance 
for "self-help" counseling sess on 
in holistic development. 
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' 5. Heavy emphasis sho ld b 
therapy" kinds u e placed upon "reality 

of approaches - to equip the LDA 
to handle hurt and t 1 o p ace trauma in manageable perspective. 

FURTHER SUGGESTIONS: 

III. Teaching strategies for Learning Disabled Adults: 

E. I. Be flexible and have a mixed "bag of tricks". 
2. Be aware of levels of teaching (concrete, 

representative, abstract). 
3. Compensation should be taught as a systematic 

strategy. 
4. Teach how to identify and capitalize on their own 

strengths, as ways to overcome weaknesses. 
5. Teach job-related vocabulary and survival words. 
6. Use multi-sensory training dealing in concrete 

illustrations with emphasis on self-discovery. 
7. Offer four to five hours a week of individualized 

ins true t ion. 
8. Recognize importance of time - to study, to set 

their own pace and extension of deadlines. 
9. Make use of compensatory tools - talking books, 

dictaphone, hand calculator, headphones, taped 
lessons, audio-visuals. 

10. Give opportunity to practice oral reading, verbal 
expression, thought organization, and graphic 
expression with guidance. 

FURTHER SUGGESTIO!-lS: 
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F. 1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 
7. 

8. 
9. 

Have clear objectives, give small assignments, 
and work part to whole. 
Stay physically close to the student. 
Use of creative thinking techniques such as 
open-ended questions. 
Start from a very basic level working with 
symbolization skills. · 
Use of fine and gross motor training to improve 
handwriting and coordination. 
Developmental bypass technique. 
Decoding skills and the development of a sight 
vocabulary. 
Overemphasize and make productive use of repetition. 
Use phonics-in-pattern technique. 

FURTiiER SUGGESTIONS: 
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RANK 
ORDER 
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4908 Wing Road 
Austin, Texas 78749 
July 5, 1982 

Allow me to begin this.lett~r by expressing my thanks 
for your responses to Quest~onna~re :ffl of my dissertation 
study. I have been most pleased with the depth of under
standing and knowledge demonstrated by each member of the 
expert pane 1. If we placed all 15 of you in the same room 
together, we '\vould have a dynamite force for all Learning 
Disabled Adults . 

In this next stage the respones of the panel were clas
sified as to similarity of idea and intent. These ideas 
are listed in Questionnaire 1!2. If in our classification 
and condensing, we omitted any of your questions or fail.ed 
to correctly convey your thought or position, please re
state the idea in the space allotted for "Further Sugges~ 
tions". And, of course, please feel free to add others as 
you prioritize the items in the questionnaire. 

If at all possible, would you return the ~ompleted 
questionnaire by July 15. This would help m·~ ~nnnensely in 
the meeting of my deadlines. And than~s agc;~n for the 
wonderful responses to the first quest~onna~re · 

Sincerely, 

Majorie Peake 
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4908 Wing Road 
Austin, Texas 78749 
July 2, 1982 

As a uay of introduction, let me tell you that I am a doctoral 
student in ~dult/~ontinuing Educ~t~on. For my dissertation I am doing 
a.study ent1tlc~ Competency Tra1n1ng_Needs of Educators of Learning 
Dtsabled Adults . Your n~tmc was subm1tted to me as an effective and 
highly competent teacher of special needs students who might be willing 
to participate in t:ay study. 

So, let ~c t~ive you some background information regarding the 
study. A p~ncl of 11• experts on the teaching of learning disabled 
adults has respond(~d tv the first stage of this Delphi study. On the 
basis of their knowledge, the panel has identified a number of teaching 
strategies rcl3ted to e:tch of three broad-based questions. There
sponses of the p:.nel hnvc been classified into sub groups under each 
question '-Jhich indicate conpctcncics and understandings needed by 

teachers of lc.1rnin~ di!;:~blcd adults. 

I possc~s :1 very hir,h regard for the teachers of LDA's th~mselves 
and their perception~ of their competencies, as well as of the

1
r 

~tudcnts' ncc<lr.. So, the i nit i., 1 tas~ I w<;mld like for ~ou t~ co:~lete 
ts a priorit~; r.1tinr, of the competenc1es l1sted on Quest 1onna

1
re ~ · 

Th 
·' · 'k f t list other suggested 

en, most trnp0rt.1nt ly. T \"ould lt c or you o 
strategies for inC'lusion in Questionnaire #3. 

'-• . . f t e importance to my study; 
aour optntonr. ."lnd co~l.lt~nts :~rc 0 ex rem . t · naires 

therefore shou 1 d vnu h ·1v c .1n'-' nu cs t ions regard lng the Ques 
100

I . d ' 
' ~ · • ' J ., (512) 892-1817 nc~ en-

please do not hc~i t.1t.- to c:tll me collect at : · e 
11 d n the quest1onna1r · 

tally, don't f.-~el linited by the space a ote 
0 

h 
Expound to your he.Jrt 's content. And, thanks ever so muc · 

Sincerely, 

Narjorie Peake 

. nur vacation extends until July 
lncidcnt.1ll·: T .1r. ,,\.,.,,r(~ th:tt Y 1 26 · t would help me 

but if j"OIJ co,Jlc( c!r,p thi:; in the m:~il by Ju Y ' 
1 

::>eeting ~y dc.1r1lir...-.r;. Th:1nks ,,~,,in. M.P. 

21, 
in 
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QUESTIONNAIRE #3 

Please assess each item as to its rel t · . 
ki h 

a lVe lmportan,.. 
it, by mar ng t e appropriate number . _e' as you perceive 

i f 
space Wlth an "X" Th 

indicates an tem o mast importance. th • e number "1" 
11 

, e number "5" · d" 
importance. Numbers 2, 3, and 4" are 11 ln 1cates least 
''m • " d " equa Y spaced g d · ost l!Dportant an least important". ra at1ons between 

u • ~ 

ltJ 0. :0 • 

~~ ~ ~ 
......:..= 

1 2 3 4 5 

L 

I 
l 

~ I 

I. Competency training needs for educators of 
Learning Disabled Adults 

1 

1. Training in the principles of adult education. 

2. Background, certification, and/or graduate 
studies in learning disabilities of all kinds. 

3. A clear and practical understanding of what a 
learning disability is and is not. 

4. Knowledge of methods in career education- job 
counseling, social competencies in the work 
setting and vocational assessment. 

5. As much field experience as possible with 
learning disabled students of all ages. 

6. Background in the intent, theory and interpreta
tion of administration policies and procedures 
required for eligibility and placement of handi-
capped students of all ages. 

7. Knowledge of community resources that can be 
helpful to learning disabled adults. 

a. Knowledge of the practicalities of the LDA'ds 
existence and how to educate them for every ay 
life as opposed to academic life. 

Of the techniques involving advocacy. 
9. Knowledge 

Extensive knowledge of appropriate materia:s 
Q. available, as well as compensatory strateg~es. 

hl 
i remedial tech-

. Preparation and experience n . ~ d -
niques in teaching both academ~c an non 

L_ I I I academic subjects. 
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12. Training in m lt" u 1-sensory t h · 
language skills. ec n1ques including 

13. Training in elementary educatJ."on d to give clear 
un erstanding of the sequence of skills. 

course ln individual differences 14. Comprehensive · 
with emphasis on differences in specific 
learning styles. 

15. Knowl:dge of_the acquisition of language skills 
and l~nguist1c differences (cultural). 

16. Ability to assess the learning styles of the 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

student accentuating primary strengths in 
auditory, visual and/or motor learning. 

7. Training in the use of a prescriptive diagnos
.tic tool specifically designed for adults. 

8. Understanding of the alternate forms of testing. 

9. Ability as a multi-skilled adaptive teacher. 

0. Development and maintenance of a network of 
professional contacts who serve as a resource 
for advice and for the exchange of ideas • 

1. Willingness to keep abreast of new developments 
in the LDA field through membership in profes-

sional organizations. 

be Place
d upon the emotional needs 

II. Emphasis to 
of Learning Disabled Adults: 

1. Demonstrate sensitivity and aw;r~~e:s of s l;fe 
experiences and frustrations o J.vmg a ... 

learning disabled adult • 

h demonstrate patience, and 
2. ~~nifest empat y, 

express genuine praise. 
learners' needs, 

3. ~taintain respect for thbe "l"tJ."es 
ibilities and a l. l. • 

rcspons ' 
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4. Ability to assist LDA's in understand' 
re f th · l.llg the ason or e1r difficulty. 

5. Demonstrate a conceptual framework which 
includes an understanding of etiology fact 
e g n 1 . 1 . ors, .. , euro oglca 1nadequacies, and have 
ability to express such to student. 

6. Ability to create within the student an image of 
success. 

7. Ability to help the LDA understand that the 
reason he didn't learn is not because he can't 
learn. 

8. Expect the most the student can give since 
people generally perform to an expected level. 

9. !-tanifest an endless quantity of patience, a 
strong sense of fair play, and a good ~ense of 

humor. 

10. Ability to teach the LDA to recognize the avail
able alternatives for solving their problems. 

III. Teaching strategies for Learning Disabled Adults 

1. Be flexible and have a mixed "bag of tricks" • 

2. Be aware of levels of teaching (concrete, repre

sentative, abstract). 

3. Compensation should be taught as a systematic 

strategy. 

4. Teach how to identify and capitalize on their own 
t overcome weaknesses. 

strengths, as ways o 

vocabulary and survival words. 
5. Teach job-related 

.. ·n dealing in concrete 
6. Cse multi-sensory tra~l ~ of self-discovery. 

illustrations with emp as~s 
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7. Recognize the importance of time: to study, 
to set their own pace and extension of 
deadlines. 

8. Vse highly structured approaches with outcomes 
that leave no doubt. 
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4908 Wing Road 
Austin, Texas 78749 
August 17, 1982 

.F~rst, ~ word ~f appre~iation for your willingness to 
part1.c1pate 1n my d1.s sertat1.on study. I have received such 
excellent responses from those of you who are involved on a 
daily basis \.Jith Learning Disabled Adults 0 I am convinced 
that you really kno\.J' what you're doing and why. 

The third and final questionnaire is enclosedo Also, 
I need to ask you to complete the demographic data sheet., 
This will help formulate a composite picture of the educator 
of the Learning Disabled Adult 0 

Since I am getting close to the wire on my deadlin7s, 
I would appreciate it if you would return the demograph1.c 
data sheet and Questionnaire 1f3 to me by August ~1. And, 
once again, if you have any questions. do not hes1.tate to 
call me co 11 e c t at ( 5 12) 8 9 2 -181 7 ., 

Thanks again for your help. Your efforts are deeply 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Marjorie Peake 
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4908 Wing Road 
Austin, Texas 78749 
August 17, 1982 

. First, allow me_to express my appreciation for your 
ass1stance \t~ith my d~ssertation study., I have been 
particularly pleased with the comments offered by the ex
pert panel on the second questionnaire. 

You will probably note a few wording changes on 
Questionnaire 113. I have at tempted to retain the exact 
wo~ding offered by the expert and teacher panels; however, 
t~ls was not always possible., Nevertheless, the in·forma
tlon gained is extremely helpful and has certainly created 
thoughts on further research and study needing attention., 

Since I have encountered some unanticipated delays in 
receiving the responses on the second questionnai:e, I 
find myself getting close to the wire on my deadl~nes., 
Therefore, I would appreciate it if you could return 
Questionnaire 03 to me by August 31. And, once again, if 
you have any quest ions, do not hesitate to call me collect 
at (512) 892-1817. 

Thanks a~ain for your help" Yo_ ur efforts, your concern, 
d n L Disabled Adults are 

~ your contributions to the earn~ng 
deeply apprcc ia ted. 

Sincerely, 

Marjorie Peake 
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II. 

III. 

IV. 

v. 

Demographic Data 

~~at is the highest degree w~;ch 
L~..~... you hold? 

Bache lor' s Bac, 1 ' ne or s + additional hours 
Haster's Haster's +additional hours 

Doctorate Doctorate + additional hour-s----~ 

tfuat certification or endorsements do you hold? 

Total number of years you have taught 
Total number of years teaching adults 
Total number of years teaching Learni~g Disabled 

adults 

Total number of years in current position ----

105 

Is your current position full-time or part-time? ---
a ow many hours per \-leek do you teach? -----
How many hours per week are individual instruction? __ 

Total number of students you teach currently? _______ _ 

Total number of LDA's you currently teach? ________ __ 

How many college credits or courses have you had in 

tests and measurements? -------
H0\-1 many of those tested could be identified as LDA? 

VI •. How many hours of inservice or professional meetings 

VII. 

VIII. 

have you attended in the past month in the past 

year ___ ? 

How many of these hours have dealt specifically with 

LDA' s ? 

l .k t see offered 
~~at courses or seminars would you ~ e 0 

which deal specifically with the LD adult? 

d lt's performance identify 
lrfnat: characteristics of an a. u d briefly 

. d. bled? (Please respon 
hiw as being learn~ng ~sa · 

- 3 to 4 sentences.) 
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Problems. Position Statement, 1980. 
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