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Abstract

Considerable debate continues in the field of educator preparation regarding how to
ensure candidates possess critical teaching dispositions upon program completion. Despite
considerable evidence that teachers who do not possess dispositions towards social justice do not
provide equitable instruction to all students, there is still no consensus on how educator
preparation programs should address dispositions assessment and development into their
programs. Considering the recent attention of the impact of intersectionality of different types of
diversity, there is a considerable lack of research on preparing special educators to work with
learners who identify with other diverse groups. This paper presents details regarding an
investigation into a course at one institution that is required of all special education majors who
are seeking initial certification. This particular course was designed to address standards related
to diversity. The purpose of the study was to determine if completing the course caused changes
in participant attitudes and self-efficacy regarding teaching learners who are diverse. The
Multicultural Efficacy Scale (Guyton & Wesche, 2005) along with the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) were administered at the beginning of the course
and at the end. Pre- and post-test data were analyzed using paired sample t-tests and the non-
parametric Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test. Results indicated no significant difference in participant
attitudes after completing the course. However, significant differences in participant self-efficacy
were achieved.

Keywords: special education, educator preparation, educator candidates, social justice,

dispositions, intersectionality, dual diversity
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Kindergarten through twelfth grade learners in the United States are increasing in
multiple characteristics related to diversity, whereas the pool of educators continues to be
primarily comprised of White, monolingual, middle-class females (Edwards, 2011; Sauer &
Sauer, 2010; Ukpokodu, 2011; Vazquez-Montilla, Just, & Triscari, 2014). Given the nationally
recognized achievement gaps demonstrated by learners from diverse groups, considerable
attention has been given to the dispositions of educators regarding diverse learners and the
impact of those dispositions on student achievement. Learners with disabilities often represent
another diverse group in addition to disability. Although not highly researched, there is some
evidence that suggests learners who represent mutiple categories of diversity experience
additional barriers to equitable educational experiences (Blanchett, Klingner, & Harry, 2009;
Crenshaw, 1991; Garcia & Ortiz, 2013, Pugach, Blanton, & Florian, 2012).

Accrediting bodies for educator preparation programs have attempted to create standards
that increase equitable instruction for all learners (Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation [CAEP], 2013; Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium
[InTASC], 1992). Educator preparation programs are tasked with designing and revising
programs to meet these standards. Current standards for educator preparation programs include
standards that relate to diverse learners for all educators. Special education preparation programs
have an additional responsibility of preparing teaching candidates to address the ways multiple
types of diversity interact and impact educational opportunities for learners with disabilities.

Statement of Problem
Educator preparation programs are responsible for ensuring their candidates meet all

standards delineated by accrediting bodies, including standards related to being prepared to work
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with learners who are diverse. Educator preparation programs must not only comply with
standards from accrediting bodies, but also with regulations from state certification offices and
institutional credit hour and length of program guidelines. In addition to these standards and
regulations, programs often have standards from professional organizations to meet in order to be
recognized or accredited by their professional organizations. As standards and regulations are
updated, programs are tasked with ensuring all standards are met. This frequently requires
redesigning programs and courses and attaching standards to specific courses for coverage.

Attaching standards to certain courses is only the first step. Next, programs must design
and include assessments that are intended to measure whether candidates have met these
standards by the completion of the course. This is frequently done through designing
assignments and assessments that include the content from the selected standards. This process
can be somewhat subjective and can leave programs wondering if candidates have actually
acquired the content intended to meet the required standards. In the field of special education,
there is a noticeable lack of research related to dispositions towards diversity other than
disability. This leaves special education preparation programs to their own devices to determine
if their programs effectively prepare their candidates to work with learners who represent other
diverse groups (Keen & Bustamante, 2017; McHatton, Smith, Brown, & Curtis, 2013;
Robertson, Garcia, McFarland, & Rieth, 2012).

An additional challenge of measuring dispositions towards diverse learners is the lack of
a universally accepted measure for dispositions related to diversity. While several measures
exist, none have a substantial presence in the literature. This makes identifying a reliable and
valid measure difficult and frequently leads professionals to design their own or revise existing

measures (Jensen, Whiting, & Chapman, 2018).
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Purpose of Study

The purpose of the current study was to examine how one educator preparation program
was working to prepare future special educators to work with learners who represent diversity
other than disability. Specifically, the study examined the effects of one course that included
standards related to teaching learners who are diverse using the Multicultural Efficacy Scale
(MES) developed by Guyton & Wesche (2005). Candidates’ attitudes and self-efficacy towards
learners who are diverse were measured prior to and at the conclusion of the course. Pre- and
post-test data were compared to examine any changes that occurred after successfully completing
the course. The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSD) developed by Crowne &
Marlowe (1960) was administered along with the MES during both the pre- and post-tests. The
MCSD was included in order to provide additional information to consider regarding participant
responses to the MES.

Research Questions

This study investigated two research questions related to special education candidates’
dispositions towards learners who are diverse.

1. To what extent does participation in a required course designed to address diversity-
related standards impact change in the attitudes of special education candidates towards
teaching learners who are diverse (e.g., ethnicity, race, geographical origin, language,
religion, socioeconomic status, gender, sexual identification)?

2. To what extent does participation in a required course designed to address diversity-
related standards impact change in the self-efficacy of special education candidates
towards teaching learners who are diverse (e.g., ethnicity, race, geographical origin,

language, religion, socioeconomic status, gender, sexual identification)?
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Overview of Research Design

The purpose of this study was to investigate changes in special education candidate
attitudes and self-efficacy following completion of a course that included standards related to
diverse learners. A non-experimental, pre/post evaluation using the MES survey was conducted.
Descriptive and statistical analyses were performed. Paired sample t-tests were performed to
determine if a statistically significant difference existed for pre- and post-test data using MES
subsection total scores. Results from the MCSD were used to provide descriptive information
about the results from the MES.

Significance of the Study

A review of the literature revealed that there is a significant shortage of research
pertaining to the dispositions of special education candidates towards learners who represent
diverse groups other than disability. This shortage is problematic as these dually diverse learners
with disabilities likely experience additional barriers to equitable education. In order to prepare
special education candidates who will provide effective instruction and services to these learners,
educator preparation programs must examine course and program effectiveness. A common
practice is for educator preparation programs to design their own studies to evaluate program and
course effectiveness (Freking, 2000; Kidd, Sanchez, & Thorp, 2007; McHatton et al., 2013;
Mills & Ballantyne, 2010; Prater, Wilder, & Dyches, 2008; Robertson et al., 2012; Robertson,
McFarland, Sciuchetti, & Garcia, 2017; Thompson, 2013).

Limitations of the Study

There are several limitations to consider when interpreting the results of this proposed

study. One limitation is the small sample size. This limitation is frequently present in studies

involving special education candidates as the quantity of special education candidates enrolled in
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educator programs is significantly lower than candidates in general education programs (Cowan,
Goldhaber, Hayes, & Theobald, 2015; McLeskey, Tyler, & Flippin, 2004; Will, 2018). However,
this was unavoidable as the purpose of the study was to examine the dispositions of special
education candidates towards learners who identify with diverse groups other than disability.
Similarly, the participants in this study were homogeneous in nature. All participants reported
themselves as White, hetersosexual females aged 19-23. Although this is somewhat consistent
with data on nationwide educator demographic information, a larger, more representative sample
would be preferred.

Another limitation is that this study only included candidates from one university in one
educator preparation program. Because the purpose was to examine effects of a particular
course’s impact on candidate dispositions towards diversity, there was no way to prevent this
limitation. However, the course was offered two times during an academic year. In an effort to
increase the usefulness of the findings, this study was administered during both course offerings.

Although direct administration of surveys is ideal for high rates of participation
(Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012), a potential threat to internal validity could arise from the
location of survey administration being the classroom where participants are taking the course in
question. This potential location threat could introduce social desirability bias to participant
responses. Social desirability threats may also be present due to the fact that participants in this
study are educator candidates and may feel the need to respond in ways that they do not actually
feel.

Summary
This study was an initial investigation into educator candidate attitudes and self-efficacy

regarding learners who are diverse. Specifically, the study included candidates enrolled in a
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special educator preparation program and examined their attitudes and self-efficacy towards
learners who are diverse. The purpose of the study was to determine if candidate pre- and post-
measures indicated that a course designed to include standards related to such learners did, in
fact, impact candidate attitudes and self-efficacy in regard to learners who are diverse. Ideally,
the results of this study would provide information that could inform course and program design

for candidates in this special educator preparation program.
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction

In recent years, educator preparation programs have been including more content and
experiences related to learner diversity largely due to the inclusion of professional standards
related to diversity recommended by accrediting bodies. These standards are tied to diversity in
terms of ethnicity, race, geographical origin, language, religion, socioeconomic status, gender,
sexual identification, and disability (CAEP, 2013). There is a growing body of research on how
educators’ dispositions towards diversity impact outcomes for learners. The impact of the
intersectionality between disability and other types of diversity has received increasing attention
in the literature in recent years as well. Given that impact, one area where research seems to be
lacking is on the dispositions of special education candidates towards learners with disabilities
who also identify with other diverse groups (Herndndez-Saca, Kahn, & Cannon, 2018).

This chapter begins with a summary of important legislation that has impacted learners
who are diverse as well as concerns related to the achievement of diverse learners. Next, a
history of the development of the term dispositions in the field of education and research related
to the impact of educator dispositions on learner achievement is presented. Then, research related
to how education preparation programs have addressed dispositions in their program is
summarized. Finally, considerations regarding the intersectionality of disability and other types
of diversity as well as methods to prepare special educators who are prepared to provide
effective instruction to learners who are diverse are offered.

For the purpose of this paper, learner, refers to children who are eligible for early
childhood and K-12 education. Educator(s) refers to teachers of early childhood and K-12

learners. Diverse learners refers to early childhood and K-12 learners who differ from the
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cultural majority in the United States on the basis of ethnicity, race, geographical origin,
language, religion, socioeconomic status, gender, sexual identification, and/or disability.
Educator candidate(s) and candidate(s) refers to individuals enrolled in educator preparation
programs. Dispositions refers to the attitudes and beliefs of educators and educator candidates
that are observed through their teaching practices through instruction, discipline procedures, and
interactions.

Laws Pertaining To Protecting The Rights Of Learners Who Are Diverse Including

Those With Disabilities

Legislation that protects the rights of individuals considered to be minorites, including
those with disabilities, is largely in place due to the efforts of advocacy groups who were
responding to the exclusion of such individuals. Despite state compulsory eduation laws passed
in the mid 1850s and early 1900s, children with disabilities were still permitted to be excluded
from education. The White House Conference of 1910 addressed education programs for
learners with disabilites and began a shift towards educating learners with disabilities in public
schools instead of utilizing institutionalization as the primary method (Yell, 2016). A few states
began adopting laws that required public schools to provide an education to learners with
disabilities between 1911 and 1920, but the states had difficulty enforcing the laws. Additionally,
learners with disabilities in regular classrooms were still largely unidentified and struggled to
succeed. By the 1930s, there was a decrease in the number of special education programs, and
the ones that remained were still highly restrictive and custodial in nature, similar to the
institutional placements they were meant to replace (Yell, 2016). In the 1940s and 1950s, World
War II veterans who had returned home with acquired disabilities were struggling to succeed in a

society full of barriers and brought disability-related issues to the attention of the nation (Martin,
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2001). Legislation from the 1920s through the 1950s for individuals with disabilities pertained
more to vocational rehabilitation for veterans rather than rights for the general public with
disabilities. During this time, parent and professional organizations and advocacy groups began
forming and fighting for the rights of learners with disabilities and were instrumental in the
sweeping changes that occurred from the 1950s through the 1970s (Martin, 2001; Yell, 2016).

The movement to protect the rights of individuals with disabilities was heavily influenced
by the civil rights movement. In the 1950s, the civil rights movement began as an effort to end
racial segregation and discrimination. The 1954 Supreme Court determined in Brown v. Board of
Education that segregation of racial minorities in schools denied learners equal opportunities in
education and was unconstitutional. Ten years later, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was
enacted and prohibited discrimination on the basis of race, color, and national origin in programs
and activities that received federal funding (U.S. Department of Justice [DOJ], 2016). Brown v.
Board, The Civil Rights Act of 1964, and The Voting Rights Act of 1965 which prohibited racial
discrimination in voting set the stage for disability advocacy groups who began a movement to
prohibit discrimination on the basis of disability.

The 1960s and 1970s contained many efforts to improve the circumstances of learners,
including those who were diverse. The 1965 Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), which was initially enacted to provide federal funding to states in an
effort to support learners from economically disadvantaged backgrounds. Learners with
disabilities who attended state schools were included in this act. The ESEA was critical to the
disability rights movement because it set a precedent for federal funding to support the education
of a specific group of learners, which eventually led to federal funding to support learners with

disabilities in education. The 1966 amendments to ESEA, Title VI, added grant funding to
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encourage the development of programs for learners with disabilities (Yell, 2016). Two years
later, the 1968 amendments included, among other things, the Bilingual Education Act (BEA),
which originally included financial incentives to states to create effective educational programs
for learners who had limited English proficiency as well as additional grant programs to serve
learners with disabilities. That same year, the 1968 Architectural Barriers Act (ABA) was
passed. ABA was the first federal legislation regarding accessibility for individuals with
disabilities and required all federally funded buildings and transportation facilities to be
accessible to individuals with disabilities. The ABA set the stage for future civil rights legislation
for individuals with disabilities. Two years later, in 1970, Title VI of the ESEA was replaced
with the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA). The EHA provided additional funding to
states for creating, expanding, or improving programs for learners with disabilities; grants to
higher education institutions to train educators for learners with disabilities; and funding to
create and maintain regional resource centers. In 1972, Title IX of the Education Amendments
added that discrimination on the basis of sex or blindness was prohibited in any program or
activity receiving federal funding (DOJ, 2015).

Early stages of the disability rights movement included a series of equal opportunity
lawsuits for learners with disabilities (Wright, 2010; Yell, 2016). The Pennsylvania Association
for Retarded Citizens (PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania resulted in a federal court
decision in 1972 that learners with mental retardation between the ages of 6 and 21 must receive
a free public education in a program as similar to those of their peers without disabilities as
possible. Following the PARC decision, another class action suit was filed in the Federal District
Court for the District of Columbia. Mills v. Board of Education of District of Columbia resulted

in a court decision in 1972 that learners who had been expelled and excluded from public schools
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based on the severity of their disabilities must receive public education, and the district must
include procedural safeguards including: (1) the right to a hearing with representation and an
impartial hearing officer, (2) the right to appeal, (3) access to records, and (4) required written
notice for all components of the process. The Mills v. Board of Education of District of Columbia
decision also provided due process procedures for identification, placement, and exclusion of
learners with disabilities. These safeguards and procedures later became the basis for the due
process piece of The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA) in 1975 (Yell). The
1974 amendments to the EHA responded to the PARC and Mills cases. These Education
Amendments of 1974 authorized a National Advisory Council and required each state receiving
federal funding to provide equal educational opportunities for learners with disabilities. While
impactful for learners with disabilities and learners who were gifted and talented, the
amendments of 1974 still had room for improvement (Yell, 2016).

As educational law was being developed, laws to protect civil rights were also being
formulated. In 1973, Congress passed the Rehabilitation Act. Section 504 of The Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 was the first federal civil rights law protecting individuals with disabilities from
discrimination in any activity receiving federal financial assistance and was similar to previously
enacted civil rights laws (e.g., Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Title IX of the
Education Amendments of 1972). Both of these acts prohibited discrimination on the basis of
race or sex. One area where Section 504 applies is public schools. Although there are no funds
available, schools are required to make reasonable accommodations to ensure that discrimination
on the basis of disability does not occur (Yell, 2016). Section 504 was enacted as a civil rights
law and contained broad definitions and requirements that are still in place today. Although

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was landmark legislation for people with
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disabilities, a need remained for increased legislation for learners with disabilities in public
schools.

Despite previous legislation, alarming amounts of learners with disabilities were still
being excluded from public education, segregated from their peers, or not receiving an education
that met their unique needs in the public schools. In 1975, President Ford enacted legislation that
significantly increased the role of the federal government in education for learners with
disabilities. This legislation, P.L. 94-142 or The Education for All Handicapped Children Act
(EAHCA) of 1975, created stricter guidelines for federal funding for services for learners with
disabilities. In order to receive federal assistance states and local education agencies (LEAs)
were required to develop and implement policies that ensured learners with disabilities received
a free and appropriate public education (FAPE). States were required to provide FAPE to
learners with disabilities ages 3-18 by September 1, 1978, and to learners with disabilities ages
3-21 by September 1, 1980. The EAHCA declared that learners with disabilities had the right to
receive FAPE, which included non-discriminatory testing, evaluation, and placement procedures;
education in the least restrictive environment; procedural due process that ensured parental
involvement opportunities; and an individualized education program (IEP) that was reviewed
and revised annually by a group of people including the parents. In 1986, The Handicapped
Children’s Protection Act (HCPA) was created as an amendment to the EAHCA that allowed
parents to recover attorney’s fees if they won a suit against school districts for violating the
EAHCA. That same year the Education of the Handicapped Amendments of 1986 (P.L. 99-457)
were passed. These amendments were focused on early intervention for infants and toddlers with
disabilities. They provided federal incentives to states for providing early intervention services to

infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families and required that each eligible child and
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his or her family have an individualized family service plan developed by a multidisciplinary and
interagency team that included the family, a case manager, and service providers. The
Amendments of 1986 also established procedural safeguards similar to those established in
EAHCA and increased financial incentives for states to provide services to children ages 3 to 5
(Yell, 2016).

The 1990s contained several instances of landmark legislation. In 1990, EAHCA was
amended again and renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), P.L. 101-
476. IDEA replaced the term “handicap” with “disability” and used person first language. It also
added traumatic brain injury and autism as two new disability eligibility categories and redefined
related services, assistive technology, and rehabilitation services. In addition, IDEA included
requirements for the inclusion of individualized transition services in learners’ IEPs beginning no
later than age 16. The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) was also passed in 1990. ADA is
comprehensive civil rights legislation that prohibits discrimination against individuals with
disabilities in all areas of life including employment, transportation, communication, all state and
local government services and programs, and access to public accommodations. In 1994, Goals
2000 Educate America Act, P.L. 103-227, and the reauthorization and amendments to ESEA
P.L. 103-382, titled Improving America’s Schools Act, were passed. Both were efforts to create
national education standards and provide additional resources to help all students meet the
standards by the year 2000 (Paul, 2016). Improving America’s Schools Act required consistent
standards and assessment for all students, assessment results that were broken down
demographically in order to identify achievement gaps present for certain groups, as well as an
improvement plan for all schools not achieving adequate yearly progress. In 1997, IDEA was

reauthorized and amended as P.L. 105-17. The 1997 reauthorization of IDEA added additional
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IEP requirements with the goal of improving instruction and outcomes for learners. It also added
discipline procedures, additional opportunities for parent participation, and limits on private
school services and reimbursements. Additionally, the reauthorization modified procedures for
evaluation and eligibility determination, required states to offer mediation prior to due process
proceedings, and reorganized the structure of IDEA (Yell, 2016).

To date, the 2000s have reflected continued concern for the achievement of all learners.
The 2001 reauthorization of ESEA, titled The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) further
increased accountability in public education by requiring more frequent assessment in reading
and math achievement for all students and required schools to ensure that all learners, regardless
of demographics, were meeting the same standards in an effort to close the achievement gap
demonstrated by diverse learners (Yell, 2016). NCLB required schools to provide intervention to
learners who were not making sufficient progress and to ensure that their educators were highly
qualified in their subject areas. In 2002, The President’s Commission on Excellence in Special
Education made recommendations to reform special education in order to align special education
services with NCLB. These recommendations included utilizing research-based teaching
methods, focusing on achievement, and moving to a model of prevention by focusing on early
identification of learners with special needs (Yell, 2016). Two years later, The Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA 2004), P.L. 108-446, was enacted.
IDETIA further emphasized increased accountability for learner performance and achievement.
Significant changes were made to eligibility requirements for learners with learning disabilities,
IEP components and process, guidelines for addressing discipline for learners with disabilities,
and certification requirements for special educators. Most recently, the 2015 Every Student

Succeeds Act (ESSA) reauthorized ESEA and replaced and updated NCLB. ESSA allowed
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greater flexibility for schools to implement plans to increase equity of instruction for all learners

and close the achievement gap. Clearly, there have been many developments in efforts to protect

the rights of individuals in the United States who are considered diverse. The following table

serves to summarize major civil rights and disability court decisions that impacted these

legislative developments and the societal and educational experiences of diverse learners.

Table 1.

Significant Court Decisions Impacting Legislation Pertaining to Diverse Learners

Year Title Significant Findings/Most Recent Components
Brown vs. Board of Segregation of racial minorities in schools is
1954 . o
Education unconstitutional
Tracking systems being used were culturally biased and
1967 Hobsen v. Hansen resulted in placements made by race and class rather than
ability and therefore unconstitutional.
1970 Diana v. CA State Board | Eligibility testing for special education must be in the
of Education learner’s native language and not be culturally biased
Mills v. Board of
1972 | Education of District of | Segregation on the basis of disability is unconstitutional.
Columbia
Pennsylvania

Association for Retarded

Free and appropriate public education must be provided to

1972 (élél;;z;n(ijzg(; learners with intellectual disabilities.
Pennsylvania
Culturally biased IQ tests were unconstitutional and
: contributed to overrepresentation of African American

1979 Larry P. v. Riles students in what were then called educably mentally

retarded (EMR) classes.
Board of Education of _ S .
Hendrick Hudson FAPE is met when personalized instruction and support
1982 | Central School District services provides “some educational benefit”. FAPE does
v. Rowley not mean instruction and support to maximize potential to

a greater degree than provided to other learners.
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School systems cannot suspend students for more than 10

1989 Honig v. Doe days without an IEP meeting and parental consent.

Cypress-Fairbanks ISD Educational benefit means that the educational

1997 v. Michael F. programming for learners with disabilities must produce
meaningful progress.
Endrew F. v. Douelas Educational benefit standard increased. IEPs must be
2017 o & designed to provide measurable benefit given learner

County School District

capabilities instead of “some” benefit.

Achievement Gap

Despite over 60 years of legislation intended to protect the rights of learners from diverse
backgrounds, there is still significant evidence that all learners are not receiving equitable access
to education. Statistics show that learners from diverse backgrounds with respect to ethnicity,
race, gender, primary spoken language, disability, and income status demonstrate considerable
differences in education outcomes (National Education Association [NEA], 2017). This
discrepancy in outcomes is commonly referred to as the achievement gap (Howard, 2010).
Literature in education is replete with statistics illustrating achievement gaps for lear