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ABSTRACT 

DISSERTATION: School Administrator Perceptions and the Participation Rates of Special 

Education Students in Indiana’s Secondary Career and Technical Education Programs 

STUDENT: Patrick A. Biggerstaff 

DEGREE: Doctor of Educational Leadership 

COLLEGE: Ball State University, Teachers College 

DATE: May 2020 

PAGES: 158 

Research has found that Career and Technical Education (CTE) participation benefits 

students with disabilities (Benz, Lindstron, & Yovanoff, 2000; Cobb & Alwell, 2009; Division 

of Career Development and Transition, 2012; Wagner, Newman, & Javitz, 2016), yet some 

people believe that CTE enrollment is not always appropriate for special populations (Smith & 

Bell, 2015).  This incongruity begs the question of whether school administrators limit the 

opportunities afforded to students with disabilities.  One purpose of this study was to document 

the perceptions of high school administrators regarding special education placements within CTE 

programs as compared to the participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in 

advanced-level CTE programs.  Another purpose of this study is to determine whether 

differences exist among enrollment rates given school administrators’ demographic 

characteristics, such as age, gender, community type, and school location.   
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The theoretical framework for this study was developed primarily based on the work of 

McKenzie and Scheurich (2004), and to a lesser degree, Schoener and McKenzie (2006) and 

Bragg (2017).  This study employed the Equity Trap construct within the theoretical framework 

of Equity Gaps in education.  Descriptive and inferential analyses were performed using data 

collected from a researcher-created five-point, Likert-type scale survey and state-level student 

enrollment data in Indiana.  A stratified sample population among seven Indiana Council of 

Administrators of Special Education (ICASE) districts was utilized consisting of CTE Directors 

and Assistant CTE Directors, grade 9-12 Special Education Administrators, and high school 

Guidance Directors. Inferential statistical analyses were performed to test the relationships 

between administrator characteristics and perceptions and special education participation rates.  

This research showed that administrators agree that advanced-level CTE programs provide 

meaningful and appropriate opportunities for students with disabilities. However, students with 

disabilities are consistently enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs at a lower rate than their 

general education peers. These findings may serve as a catalyst for secondary school 

administrators to consider, and address as necessary, the factors affecting the access that students 

with disabilities have to advanced-level CTE programming. 

 

Keywords: special education, career and technical education, school administrators’ 

perceptions, Indiana, inclusion of students with disabilities 
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CHAPTER ONE 

 Creating opportunities for all P-12 students to be college and career ready upon leaving 

high school is an important goal of today’s public schools (American School Counselor 

Association, 2004; Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015; Indiana Department of Education, 2018; 

National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2018).  However, as of May 2017, only 

20.6% of Americans with disabilities (ages 16+) were employed, compared to 68.6% of the non-

disabled population (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018).  This is an unexpected statistic given 

that, except in extreme cases where offering access to a program would be considered unsafe or 

too expensive, U.S. and Indiana state laws mandate that students with disabilities be provided the 

same access to developmentally appropriate academic and workforce training programs as are 

offered to non-disabled peers (20 U.S.C. § 2301 Sec. 203, 2006; IC § 20-35-4-1.5).  Career and 

Technical Education (CTE) programs, formerly known as vocational programs, may offer a 

solution to close the gap in performance outcomes between students with and without disabilities 

by providing employment-related training to students of diverse abilities and interests.  As an 

area-district Director of Career and Technical Education and a licensed educator in Special 

Education: Mild Interventions, this topic is of great interest to me.  

Problem Statement 

 Research indicates that CTE participation benefits students with disabilities (Benz, 

Lindstron, & Yovanoff, 2000; Cobb & Alwell, 2009; Division of Career Development and 

Transition [DCDT], 2012; Wagner, Newman, & Javitz, 2016), yet some people believe that CTE 

enrollment is not always appropriate for special populations (Smith & Bell, 2015).  This 

incongruity begs the question of whether an administrator’s perceptions regarding CTE and 

special education have the power to limit the opportunities afforded to students.  Research has 
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also discovered that students with disabilities, defined as students receiving services through an 

Individualized Education Plan, are overrepresented in traditional trade classes, but they 

sometimes struggle to gain access to advanced-level CTE programs (Haber & Sutherland, 2008).  

For the purpose of this study, advanced-level CTE programs referred to career-specific programs 

recommended for the junior or senior levels of high school, those classified by the Indiana 

Department of Workforce Development as high-value, moderate-value, or less than moderate 

value (Appendix A), and CTE courses that the Indiana Department of Education has identified as 

being aligned with college-level courses.  

 For the purpose of this study, “participation rates” were defined as the percentage that 

one population group makes up of a larger group.  At the start of this study, we did not yet know 

the participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in Indiana’s advanced-level CTE 

programs.  Furthermore, we had not measured the demographic characteristics and perceptions 

of Indiana administrators regarding the appropriateness of special education enrollments in CTE.  

Thus, there was a gap in the literature examining potential relationships between administrators’ 

perceptions and the participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in Indiana’s CTE 

programs.  The study proposed in this chapter was designed to help identify any such 

relationships that exist.  Even though school administrators are often thought of as school 

principals, for the purpose of this study, the term administrator referred to CTE Directors and 

Assistant CTE Directors, Guidance Directors, and the Grade 9-12 Administrators responsible for 

special education programming.  This definition was appropriate for this study because 

individuals serving in these positions of employment have the ability to influence special 

education enrollment decisions.  
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Background 

 School accountability guidelines, such as No Child Left Behind (2011), signaled a public 

schools' obligation to strengthen the academic achievement of all students (Easley, 2014).  At the 

same time, schools were asked to improve the work-readiness of graduates (Mehta, 2013; 

Paulson, 2010).  These dual-purpose goals could be seen as conflicting mandates.  Given that 

there are limited hours in a school day, any instructional time that is shifted toward college 

preparatory activities results in less time available for career exploration.  School administrators 

have been faced with the challenge of prioritizing programs while also being asked to 

individualize instruction in such a way that all students reach identified learning outcomes.  

 This study centers on student enrollments in advanced-level CTE programs that are 

designed to help students become both college and career ready.  Administrator perceptions 

regarding CTE and special education were evaluated to determine what influence, if any, school 

personnel had on the enrollment rates of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE 

programs.  For the purpose of this study, the term “perception” referred to one's beliefs, attitudes, 

outlook toward, and knowledge of CTE and special education.  Administrators’ perceptions and 

demographic characteristics could factor into whether schools increase or limit student 

opportunities.     

 Nelson and Guerra (2014) noted that many educators hold deficit beliefs about 

nontraditional and diverse student populations which means that educators may have negative 

perceptions of these students’ abilities, regardless of their actual abilities.  This finding is 

important because school administrators have been found to influence school funding, staffing, 

course offerings, and curriculum decisions based on their personal and professional values 

(Bloom & Owens, 2011).  This study examined administrators’ perceptions of students with 
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disabilities and CTE programming.  The findings may help to inform conversations about access 

and equity for students as well as the resource and professional development needs of influential 

school personnel.  

Purpose Statement 

 This study had multiple purposes.  One purpose of this study was to document the 

perceptions of high school administrators regarding special education placements within CTE 

programs and the participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs.  This information was sought to explore for statistically significant relationships 

between administrators’ beliefs in specific areas and the percentage of special education students 

participating in CTE programs in their schools.  

The second purpose of this study was to determine whether differences existed among 

dependent variable outcomes given the demographic characteristics of school administrators.  

Data collected in this study include the administrator’s role, gender, age, years in current role, 

community type, prior training in CTE, prior training in special education, perceptions regarding 

CTE, and perceptions regarding special education. The dependent variables were administrators’ 

perception responses regarding CTE and special education.  The independent demographic 

variables (age, gender, community type, prior training, and years in current role) were selected 

because they could be useful in identifying any patterns that might exist.  For example, these data 

could show that administrators in certain roles tended to support inclusion at higher or lower 

levels than other administrators.  Additionally, demographic data might show that administrators 

based in rural environments were more or less open to inclusive practices than their peers in 

urban centers.  Such findings could provide useful information to the field and lead to the 
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planning of targeted professional development designed to address equity issues involving 

students with disabilities in CTE programs.  

Research Questions 

 The two research questions below guided my inquiry.    

1. What are school administrators’ perceptions regarding students with disabilities 

participating in CTE programs as compared to the statewide participation rates of 

students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs? 

2. Are there relationships between the participation rates of students with disabilities 

enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs based on administrators’ roles and geographic 

locations? 

Significance of the Study 

 In recent years, the Indiana Department of Education, Department of Workforce 

Development, and the State Board of Education have placed increased focus on CTE (Kelly, 

2016; Orr, 2016).  The state legislature has supported these organizations in working to 

strengthen the academic and employability skills of all high school graduates (I.C. § 20-19-2-

14.5).  The Indiana state legislature approved new Graduation Pathway plans which, beginning 

with the graduating class of 2023, will require all graduates to earn a high school diploma while 

also demonstrating employability skills and post-secondary readiness (Indiana State Board of 

Education, 2017).  

 These expanded standards have been criticized by both parents and educators because 

many of the rigorous academic and technical requirements are considered to be out of reach for 

students with significant learning challenges (Cavazos, 2017).  Per Indiana Code § 20-32-4-14 

(2017), 99% of each cohort’s high school graduates — all but those with the most significant 
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cognitive disabilities — will be held to these graduation pathway requirements established by the 

Indiana State Board of Education.  Moving forward, it will be important that Indiana educators, 

and school administrators, in particular, are prepared to meet state expectations while also 

supporting individual student needs like those of students who are eligible for special education 

services.  

 CTE programs offer experiential learning that is designed to help students meet both 

employer demands and State Board of Education expectations regarding college and career 

readiness.  Still, one must be given access to quality programs in order to realize such benefits.   

Thus far, the participation rates of students with disabilities in CTE programs, and the 

perceptions of school administrators regarding such participation, has been a sparsely studied 

topic.  The few studies that have examined this area have focused on either participation rates or 

student outcomes.  The findings of this study may help to establish a need for further research 

around the relationship between administrator demographic characteristics and special education 

inclusion in CTE.  This study might also shed light on how administrator perceptions could 

affect the participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in CTE programming.  This 

information is essential because our government has become increasingly focused on equitable 

access to educational opportunities and the work-based learning outcomes of all students.  This 

research may contribute to the field by documenting current enrollment data and factors that may 

affect student access.  In addition, this study may prompt further research to help define 

appropriate fit and adequate resources for students with disabilities in CTE programs.  

 Ultimately, the author hopes that research findings will serve as a catalyst for secondary 

school administrators to consider and address, as necessary, potential factors affecting the 

success of students with disabilities in CTE programs (e.g., barriers to student access, the 
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adequacy of local educational resources).  By working to ensure that all students are afforded 

opportunities that are appropriate to their unique needs, interests, and abilities, schools can help 

to promote student outcomes while at the same time accomplishing Indiana's desire for more 

work-ready graduates.  

Theoretical Framework 

 McKenzie and Scheurich (2004) found that educators frequently reinforce negative 

perceptions of student groups through their communications, assumptions, and beliefs.  As a 

result of lowered expectations, some student groups have been afforded fewer educational 

opportunities than their peers (Callahan & Shifrer, 2016; Lee, 2002).  In 2017, Bragg suggested 

that student-level data could be used to identify equity gaps in outcomes among underserved 

student groups, and that such data could also be used to identify problems or challenges that 

impede the success of affected groups.  To this point, much of the existing research regarding 

equity gaps has centered on racial, language, or gender-based inequities (Callahan & Shifrer, 

2016; McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004; Schoener & McKenzie, 2016).  However, given the long 

history of students with disabilities being siloed and underserved (Esteves & Rao, 2008; Hicks-

Monroe, 2011; Yell, Rogers, & Rogers, 1998), it is also appropriate to use the theory of equity 

gaps as a framework for analyzing relationships between the rates of educational inclusion 

among students with disabilities and the respective perceptions and demographic characteristics 

of their school administrators.    

 In an effort to ensure that all students are afforded developmentally appropriate learning 

opportunities, McKenzie and Scheurich (2004) developed a four-part, research-based construct 

that identified four “Equity Traps” that commonly lead to educational inequities.  They defined 

these traps as “conscious and unconscious thinking patterns and behaviors that trap teachers, 
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school administrators, and others, preventing them from creating schools that are equitable, 

particularly for students of color” (McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004, p.601).  In 2016, Schoener and 

McKenzie added a fifth Equity Trap that addresses Organizational Constraints.  The five Equity 

Traps are listed and described below: 

Figure 1. Five Equity Traps 

Deficit 

View 

Racial 

Erasure 

Employment and 

Avoidance of the 

Gaze 

Paralogic Beliefs 

and Behaviors 

Organizational 

Constraints 

Figure 1: Five Equity Traps (McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004; Schoener & McKenzie, 2016) 

 Deficit View - The idea that students struggle, not because of lack of opportunity or resources, 

but because of internal deficiencies such as a low intelligence or a lack of motivation (McKenzie 

& Scheurich, 2004).         

Racial Erasure - Refusing to consider that one’s race may be a factor in their life and instead 

suggesting that other factors are more relevant or impactful (McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004).         

Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze - The idea that teachers in unprestigious 

environments receive less supervision from other adults and are thus more likely to exhibit 

unprofessional behaviors (e.g., yelling, lowering standards) (McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004).         

Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors - This term refers to individuals who draw a conclusion from a 

false pretense.  For example, a teacher might publicly criticize a student after assuming that he 

has been socially conditioned to respect “tough love” (McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004).         
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Organizational Constraints - These are structural obstacles that perpetuate negative perceptions 

such as those resulting from student grouping and educational tracking (Schoener & McKenzie, 

2016). 

 In spite of the fact that several researchers have written on the benefits of including 

students with disabilities in CTE programming (Benz et al., 2000; Cobb & Alwell, 2009; DCDT, 

2012; Rabren, Carpenter, Dunn, & Carney, 2014), some educators have been found to 

deliberately restrict student opportunities because they believe that it is unrealistic to assume that 

CTE can effectively meet the needs of all learners (Smith & Bell, 2015).  This research 

employed the Equity Trap construct within the theoretical framework of Equity Gaps in 

Education.  A slight modification was made to the category of Racial Erasure to reflect a focus 

on special education diagnosis rather than student race.  The study explored to what extent the 

independent variables of administrator perceptions and demographic characteristics explained 

the dependent variable of the participation rates of students with disabilities in advanced-level 

CTE programs.  It was hypothesized that, as a product of administrator perceptions and resulting 

equity gaps, students with identified behavioral and cognitive challenges (students with 

disabilities) would have limited access to CTE programs that lead to high wage, high demand 

careers and greater access to lower-value pathways.  

Assumptions 

 Going into this study, it was assumed that administrator perceptions would affect 

enrollment decisions.  This assumption was based on the work of Bloom & Owens (2011) who 

found that school administrators often influence school funding, staffing, course offerings, and 

curriculum decisions based on their personal and professional values.     
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Delimitations 

 Surveys soliciting quantitative responses were used to collect the perceptions and 

demographic characteristics of 2018-2019 school personnel.  The population included in this 

study consisted of district-wide and high school personnel who were involved in special 

education or CTE leadership and who had some effect on advanced-level CTE program 

enrollments in their respective districts.    

 Because of the state’s unique approach to determining the college and career readiness of 

students, the author’s home state of Indiana was the focus of this study.  Indiana’s state 

legislature recently approved new high school graduation requirements that must be met by 99% 

of each cohort’s high school graduates, regardless of their disability status (IC § 20-32-4-14).   

These new Graduation Pathways recognize students who earn six or more high school credits in 

an approved CTE pathway as being “postsecondary ready” (Indiana State Board of Education, 

2017).  Conveniently, most advanced-level CTE programs offer six high school credits per 

school year.    

 An analysis of 2017-2018 CTE enrollments was used to calculate the participation rates 

of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs.  This year was selected because it 

was the first full school year since Indiana's new Graduation Pathways were announced.  CTE 

enrollment data for the 2017-2018 school year was collected by the Indiana Department of 

Education using the Indiana Technical Education Reporting System (INTERS) and was 

organized by Indiana's 50 CTE area districts (www.IACTED.org/directors, 2018).  Limiting 

enrollment data collection and survey collection to the most recent full school year improved the 

likelihood that any school personnel included in the study remained in the same position of 

employment as they were when student enrollment decisions were made.  
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Definitions 

 The key terms in this dissertation are defined as follows within the context of the study: 

Academic Integration. Academic integration is defined as embedding core academic content and 

skills (e.g., math and English literacy) into technical education programming (Prosser Career 

Education Center, n.d.). 

Accommodation. An accommodation is any service or support provided to help a student engage 

in the general education curriculum without modifying the curriculum or expectations (e.g., 

extended time on assignments, exams, or activities) (Ferry, 2011).   

Adaptation. An adaptation refers to any change that is necessary to help a student achieve his/her 

goals and objectives and may involve modifying practices or curricula (e.g., eliminating test 

questions that are considered too rigorous).  Adaptations allow the student to obtain access to 

curricula and instruction that is appropriate given his/her unique needs (Wright, 2005). 

Advanced-Level CTE Programs. Advanced-level CTE programs refers to programs 

recommended for students in their junior or senior levels of high school, those classified by the 

Indiana Department of Workforce Development as high-value, moderate-value, or less than 

moderate value, and may be aligned with college-level courses per the Indiana Department of 

Education.  advanced-level CTE programs focus on career-specific skill development and often 

serve as a capstone assessment of prior related coursework (West Virginia CTE, n.d.) 

Career and Technical Education (CTE). CTE programs are designed to develop skills that are 

transferable to a career and to serve as preparation for continued career training (Dieterich & 

Smith, 2015). 
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Career Cluster. A career cluster is a collection of jobs that are related by skill.  Within each 

cluster are many specific training pathways that relate to cluster-area careers (Advance CTE, 

n.d.).   

Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Improvement Act of 2006. The Carl D. 

Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006 is a primary federal funding source that 

supports secondary and post-secondary CTE programs (20 U.S.C. § 2301, 2006). 

Case Conference Committee. A Case Conference Committee is a group that develops, reviews, 

and revises the educational programming and services of students with disabilities (Indiana IEP 

Resource Center, n.d.). 

Community Type. Community type is defined using the classifications of rural (up to 4,999 

residents), small urban or suburban (5,000 - 49,999 residents), and urban (50,000 or more 

residents) (Indiana Department of Transportation, n.d.). 

Developmentally Appropriate. The term developmentally appropriate refers to experiences that 

are suitable for a learner given his/her age and stage of development (NAEYC, n.d.).   

Differentiation. Differentiation occurs when a change is made to support the unique needs of an 

individual.  In a classroom, a teacher may differentiate instruction by having a student read texts 

with a higher or lower Lexile score (i.e., reading level).   

Disabled. A disabled person is defined as one having a mental or physical condition that limits 

his/her movement, senses, or activities. 

Employability Skills. Employability skills refer to job-readiness skills that are needed for 

employment in most positions (e.g., problem-solving) 

Experiential Learning. Experiential learning refers to learning by doing; it often involves hands-

on activities. 
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General Education. General education refers to a basic course of study that requires little 

modification to be accessible to most students. 

Inclusion. Inclusion is the act of allowing full access and participation within a group or 

structure. 

Indiana Technical Education Reporting System (INTERS). The Indiana Technical Education 

Reporting System (INTERS) is a state-managed database that houses data related to workforce 

training enrollments and outcomes. 

Individualized Education Plan (IEP). An Individualized Education Plan is a legal document 

that defines the unique needs and developmental goals of an identified student with special 

needs.  As students age, the IEP will also include transition plans and related goals.  

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act is a U.S. federal law that provides rights and protections for students with 

disabilities and their families. 

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE). The Least Restrictive Environment standard is included 

in IDEA legislation.  LRE posits that, whenever possible, students with disabilities should be 

educated alongside peers who do not receive special education services. 

Modification. A modification is an individualized change made to the content and performance 

expectations for a student (Ferry, 2011). 

Opportunity Structures. Opportunity structures refer to societal factors that empower or limit 

groups of people, such as how proximity to a library might empower an individual to access and 

benefit from its resources (Roberts, 2009). 

Overrepresented. Overrepresentation occurs when a disproportionately large percentage of 

members of one subgroup is found within a sample population. 
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Pathway. A pathway is a small group of occupations that share many skills, knowledge, and 

interests. 

Perceptions regarding CTE and Special Education. Perceptions regarding CTE and special 

education refer to one's beliefs, attitudes, outlook toward, and knowledge of current CTE and/or 

special education programs.   

Post-secondary Readiness. Post-secondary readiness is defined as having the knowledge and 

skills necessary to succeed in post-secondary studies or employment.   

Prior Training in CTE. Prior training in CTE refers to one's experience, or the formal training 

one has received related to CTE. 

Prior Training in Special Education. Prior training in special education refers to one's 

experience, or the formal training one has received related to Special Education.    

Secondary. In the field of education, the term secondary typically refers to students attending 

grades 7 - 12. 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act is a civil rights law 

that protects individuals with special needs from discrimination.  A 504 plan may be developed 

for a student under this law to ensure access to school programs.  

Special Education. Special education is defined as instruction specially designed to meet the 

unique needs of a child with an identified disability (IC § 20-35-1-7). 

Underserved. Underserved populations receive inadequate support, services, or access to 

resources. 

Work-Based Learning. Work-Based learning refers to employment/training activities that afford 

students the opportunity to practice academic, technical, and employability skills in a workplace 

environment. 
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Summary 

 Even in an environment where legislation requires schools to provide students with 

disabilities with equal access to CTE programming, the employment of adults with special needs 

lags far behind that of the general population.  Prior research suggests that this disparity may 

exist, in part, because some believe that students with disabilities are not always suited to enroll 

in CTE programs.  The purpose of this study was to analyze the relationships between the 

perceptions and demographic characteristics of school administrators and the participation rates 

of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs.  The resulting research findings 

can help school administrators, and others, identify any factors that may limit special education 

student access to CTE programming and also motivate school administrators to address potential 

barriers.      

 Chapter Two reports the findings of prior research and highlights several topics related to 

the benefits and challenges of including students with disabilities in CTE programs.  Then, 

Chapter 3 presents research methods used to describe students with disabilities’ CTE 

participation rates in Indiana as well as the perceptions of school personnel regarding CTE 

program quality and accessibility.  In Chapter 4, detailed analysis of the results of this 

quantitative study are shared.  Finally, Chapter 5 provides a summary and discussion of the 

research findings. 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In recent years, the Indiana Department of Education, Department of Workforce 

Development, and the State Board of Education have placed an increased focus on career and 

technical education (CTE) (Kelly, 2016; Orr, 2016).  The state legislature has supported these 

organizations in working to strengthen the academic and employability skills of all high school 

graduates (Indiana Code § 20-19-2-14.5, 2017).  The Indiana state legislature approved new 

Graduation Pathway Plans that, beginning with the graduating class of 2023, will require all 

graduates to earn a high school diploma while also demonstrating employability skills and post-

secondary readiness (Indiana State Board of Education, 2017). 

Parents and educators alike have criticized these expanded standards because many of the 

rigorous academic and technical requirements are considered to be out of reach for students with 

special learning needs (Cavazos, 2017).  Still, Indiana’s State Board of Education now requires 

99% of each cohort’s high school graduates to meet new graduation pathway requirements that 

include college and career readiness outcomes (Indiana Code § 20-32-4-14, 2017).  School 

leaders must be prepared to educate all students within developmentally appropriate courses and 

educational pathways. 

CTE programming offers experiential learning that is designed to help students meet both 

employer demands and State Board of Education expectations regarding college and career 

readiness.  In order to receive state and federal funding, these CTE programs must provide equal 

access to the general population and students with disabilities (20 U.S.C. § 2301 Sec. 203, 2006).  

This literature review highlights prior research regarding how administrators’ demographics and 

perceptions may relate to the participation rates of students with disabilities in CTE programs. 
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The purpose of a literature review is to identify “general and specific conclusions about 

work done to date on the topic” (Hart, 2008, p.187).  This chapter introduces several topics 

related to the inclusion of students with disabilities in CTE programs.  It begins with an overview 

of the theoretical framework.  This chapter also includes a definition and overview of CTE as 

well as a definition and overview of special education.  After comparing and contrasting these 

two areas of educational programming, this literature review then discusses the current state of 

special education inclusion in CTE programs.  Within this section, several issues are addressed 

including related laws and policies, CTE inclusion models, as well as the benefits and challenges 

of offering quality, inclusive CTE.  Finally, this chapter concludes with an analysis of available 

information regarding the participation rates of students with disabilities in CTE programs and a 

discussion of prior research regarding the relationships between administrator perceptions and 

demographics and student enrollment in educational programs. 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework for this study, Equity Traps, was developed primarily based 

on the work of McKenzie and Scheurich (2004), and to a lesser degree, Schoener and McKenzie 

(2006) and Bragg (2017).  McKenzie and Scheurich (2004) found that educators frequently 

reinforce negative perceptions of student groups through their communication, assumptions, and 

beliefs.  As a result of lowered expectations, some student groups have been afforded fewer 

educational opportunities than their peers (Callahan & Shifrer, 2016; Lee, 2002).  Roberts (2009) 

posited that any Opportunity Structure that limits student access to quality work-readiness 

training is likely to produce negative effects in the local community (e.g. delinquency).  He 

concluded that employment success among underserved populations had more to do with access 

to meaningful educational opportunities than it did with student choice, and both capacity and 
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motivation can be developed if communities provide students with quality educational 

experiences. 

In 2017, Bragg suggested that student-level data could be used to identify equity gaps in 

outcomes among underserved student groups, and such data could also be used to identify 

problems or challenges that impede the success of affected groups.  To this point, much of the 

existing research regarding equity gaps has centered on racial, language, or gender-based 

inequities (Callahan & Shifrer, 2016; McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004; Schoener & McKenzie, 

2016).  It is also appropriate to use the theory of equity gaps as a framework for exploring 

relationships between administrators’ perceptions and demographics and the participation rates 

of students with disabilities in advanced-level career and technical education programs.  After 

all, students with disabilities have also been historically underserved by America’s educational 

institutions (Esteves & Rao, 2008; Hicks-Monroe, 2011; Yell, Rogers & Rogers, 1998). 

In an effort to ensure that all students are afforded developmentally appropriate learning 

opportunities, McKenzie and Scheurich (2004) developed a four-part, research-based construct 

that identified four “Equity Traps” that commonly lead to educational inequities.  They defined 

these traps as “conscious and unconscious thinking patterns and behaviors that trap teachers, 

school leaders, and others, preventing them from creating schools that are equitable, particularly 

for students of color” (p. 601).  For example, one might incorrectly associate poverty with a 

student’s race and then not invite the student to join a school field trip because of an assumption 

that the student’s family cannot afford to cover related transportation fees.  In 2016, Schoener 

and McKenzie added a fifth Equity Trap to address any Organizational Constraints that reinforce 

negative perceptions.  Sadly, these equity traps exist within many schools and among 
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experienced, inexperienced, and even pre-service teachers (McKenzie & Phillips, 2016).  The 

five Equity Traps are listed and described in Figure 2. 

  

Figure 2. Five Equity Traps 
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Figure 2: Five Equity Traps (McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004; Schoener & McKenzie, 2016) 

  

Deficit View - The idea that students struggle not because of lack of opportunity or resources 

but because of internal deficiencies such as low intelligence or a lack of motivation 

(McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004).         

Racial Erasure - Refusing to consider that race may be a factor in one’s life and instead 

suggesting that other factors are more relevant or impactful (McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004).         

Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze - The idea that teachers in unprestigious 

environments receive less supervision from other adults and are thus more likely to exhibit 

unprofessional behaviors (e.g. yelling, lowering standards) (McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004).         

Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors - This term refers to individuals who draw a conclusion 

from a false pretense.  For example, a teacher might publicly criticize a student after 

assuming that he has been socially conditioned to respect “tough love” (McKenzie & 

Scheurich, 2004).         
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Organizational Constraints - These are structural obstacles that perpetuate negative beliefs 

such as those resulting from student grouping and educational tracking (Schoener & 

McKenzie, 2016). 

Equity gaps negatively affect educational opportunities among underserved populations, 

but increasingly legislation and local policies have become more equity-focused (Malcom-

Piqueux & Bensimon, 2017).  Educators now have the professional responsibility to identify and 

address inequalities that exist within their local environment (Felix, Bensimon, Hanson, Gray, & 

Klingsmith, 2015).  This responsibility applies to all licensed educators and extends protections 

to all students in their care.  Klonski, Barker, and Edghill-Walden (2017) asserted that the goal of 

equity-minded school leaders should be to create a culture that embraces all forms of diversity 

and serves all students equally.  Possessing an awareness of the root causes of inequity and 

underachievement is paramount to ensuring that educational institutions meet the needs of all 

students.   

In spite of the fact that several researchers have written on the benefits of including 

students with disabilities in CTE programming (Benz et al., 2000; Cobb & Alwell, 2009; 

Division of Career Development and Transition, 2012; Rabren et al., 2014), some educators have 

been found to deliberately restrict student opportunities because they believe that it is unrealistic 

to assume that CTE can effectively meet the needs of all learners (Smith & Bell, 2015).  My 

research employed the Equity Trap construct within the theoretical framework of Equity Gaps in 

Education.  A slight modification was made to the category of Racial Erasure to reflect a focus 

on special education eligibility rather than student race.  The independent variables of 

administrators’ perceptions and demographics were expected to explain the dependent variable 

of the participation rates of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs.  As a 



ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENTS IN CTE 21 

byproduct of administrator perceptions and potential resulting equity gaps, it was hypothesized 

that students with identified behavioral and cognitive challenges will have had limited access to 

those CTE programs that lead to high wage, high demand careers and greater access to lower-

value pathways. 

Overview of Career and Technical Education 

CTE, formerly known as vocational education, contributes to the preparation of the 

United States’ workforce.  The following paragraphs outline the definition and benefits of quality 

CTE programs.  Additionally, information is presented regarding the recently renewed focus that 

business and government entities have placed on CTE.    

Definition of CTE 

Several researchers have recognized that CTE programs are designed to develop skills 

that are transferable to a career and to serve as preparation for continued career training (Baer, 

Daviso, Flexer, Queen, & Meindl, 2011; Dieterich & Smith, 2015).  Today's CTE programs 

provide academic and occupational training related to many career clusters (e.g., healthcare, 

transportation, and manufacturing).  Career clusters and educational pathways may be defined by 

a state Board of Education or state Department of Education.  These programs are generally 

elective programs wherein students may choose to take one class or a sequence of related 

courses.  While this study focused on secondary (high school) enrollments, many CTE programs 

are offered nationwide at the secondary and post-secondary levels.  A significant number of high 

school CTE programs offer college credit, work-based learning experiences, and industry-

recognized credentials.  Regardless of the school environment, there is an expectation that 

school-community partnerships will work together to support student growth and purposeful 

learning activities (Jocson, 2016). 
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Goals of CTE 

Gray and Walter (2002) noted various delivery models that could help to prepare students 

for future success.  The authors posited that CTE could be designed to prepare students to 

transition directly to full-time employment, to provide an applied context for teaching academics, 

or to prepare students for postsecondary pre-baccalaureate technical education or full-time 

employment.  While academic integration in CTE is vital to the future success of students 

(Roberson, Flowers, & Moore, 2000; Threeton, 2007), the latter definition best fits with 

Indiana’s goal to provide meaningful opportunities for postsecondary training and employment 

(Indiana State Board of Education, 2017).   

CTE programs should assist students in becoming both college and career ready.  

Furthermore, in addition to providing academic and technical instruction, CTE programs should 

incorporate career awareness and career counseling activities (Gray & Herr, 1998; Carl D. 

Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006 [20 U.S.C. § 2301], 2006).  The following 

section highlights several of the documented benefits of CTE participation.     

Benefits of CTE 

Jacob (2017) shared that participating in CTE programs can improve student attendance, 

engagement, and core academic skills.  Shernoff (2014) also posited that CTE has the potential 

to increase student engagement via relevant curricula, effective pedagogy, and activities that 

develop technical skills.  In a study of Arkansas’ high school graduates, researcher Shaun 

Dougherty (2016) calculated that the average graduate took 4.9 CTE classes during his or her 

high school experience.  Dougherty found that students who took one CTE course above the 

norm graduated at a 3.2% higher rate, were 1.5% more likely to be employed one year after high 

school, and earned 3% higher wages on average.  
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In a study of community college enrollees, students who had participated in a high school 

CTE program had significantly greater odds of earning an industry-recognized certificate or an 

associate degree (Dietrich, Lichtenberger, & Kamalludeen, 2016).  The determination that CTE 

participants often fare better than non-CTE students has been shown to be true in many states 

across the country.  In 2017, the Indiana Department of Workforce Development (IDWD) 

reported that 241,337 students were enrolled in CTE programming and that the high school 

graduation rate of seniors with CTE experience reached 94.55%, compared to an overall state 

graduation rate of 87.2%.   

While most findings have been positive, researchers from Georgetown University 

(Carnevale & Smith, 2013) shared a mixed review asserting that participation in high school 

CTE offered more in the way of academic preparation than it did in producing long-lasting 

economic benefit for students.  The contrast between Carnevale’s and Smith’s (2013) findings 

and the more enthusiastic endorsements presented elsewhere in this chapter (Jacob, 2017; 

Roberson, Flowers, & Moore, 2000; Shernoff, 2014; Threeton, 2007) illustrates the need for 

more research into CTE program access, resources, and student outcomes.      

Increased Focus on CTE 

In recent years, the United States has experienced an employer and government-led 

movement toward ensuring college and career readiness outcomes for students (Wagner, 

Newman, & Javitz, 2016).  Patterson (2018) noted that CTE funding concerns are overcoming 

political challenges because employers who seek to hire a well-trained workforce have begun to 

advocate for effective CTE programs.  Researchers have found that student enrollments in CTE 

programs have increased in recent years (Dalton, Lauff, Henke, Alt, & Li, 2013).  This may be 

because traditional CTE programs have shifted their focus away from training for specific entry-
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level jobs and toward challenging experiences and high wage, high demand career pathways that 

offer advancement opportunities (Cease-Cook, Fowler, & Test, 2015).  Notably, Aliaga, 

Kotamraju, and Stone (2014) reported that the population of students taking CTE courses has 

expanded from mostly low-income and special population students to include high-ability and 

higher-income students.  Placklé, Könings, Jacquet, Struyven, Libotton, van Merriënboer, & 

Engels (2014) reported that CTE students are becoming increasingly diverse with respect to 

academic readiness, culture, language, and a host of other characteristics.       

Section summary.  CTE has proven to be a viable platform for growing career awareness and 

developing work readiness among learners.  Regardless of program structure, secondary CTE 

programs have been found to strengthen academic knowledge, technical skills, and 

professionalism (AdvanceCTE, 2019).  These programs help to prepare a diverse student 

population, including students with disabilities, for careers in high wage, high demand pathways.   

Overview of Special Education 

Societal views regarding individuals with disabilities have transitioned from disabilities 

being perceived as shortcomings to being seen as a uniqueness that society should seek to 

understand, accept, and support (Estevez & Rao, 2008; Rossa, 2017).  No matter one’s 

uniqueness, all citizens have value, have a right to learn, and have a right to participate in our 

society.  Educational and support services are now guaranteed to students who meet certain 

qualifying conditions (IDEA, 2004).   

For a special education diagnosis, the identification process may be initiated by an 

educator or a student’s parent/guardian (McKinney, 2012).  When a student is formally approved 

for special education, he/she becomes eligible to receive individualized developmental supports 

from the local public-school corporation.  The following sections provide a definition of special 



ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENTS IN CTE 25 

education as well as several documented benefits that special education programs provide.  

Special attention is given to qualifying eligible populations and disability categories.   

Definition of Special Education 

Indiana Code § 20-35-1-7 defines special education as “instruction specifically designed 

to meet the unique needs of a child with a disability” (2017).  Per code, this support may include 

extensive training supports as well as transportation if such resources are necessary to help the 

child benefit from program instruction.  Along with this definition, the state defines a student 

with a disability as one who is between three and twenty-two years of age; and who because of a 

physical or mental disability is incapable of being educated properly and efficiently through 

normal classroom instruction, but who, with the advantage of a special educational program, may 

be expected to benefit from instruction in surroundings designed to further the educational, 

social, or economic status of the student (I.C. § 20-35-1-8, 2017).   

Goals of Special Education 

“Parents and professionals have long recognized that preparing individuals with 

disabilities for life beyond high school is a primary function of special education” (Bennett, 

2013, p. 67).  Special education programming should strengthen the skills and knowledge of 

participants while also engendering a spirit of confidence and an ability to self-advocate (Kamil, 

Shantini, & Sardin, 2015).  Special education is meant to prepare students with identified special 

needs to live and learn in the least restrictive environment that is appropriate given each 

individual's unique needs.  Legal documents such as Individualized Education Plans (IEP) are 

written for each qualifying special education student and must be reviewed at least once per year 

while services are in place.  Plans are established with the involvement of the student as well as 

the student’s teachers, school administration, and the student’s parent(s) or guardian(s).  These 
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personalized documents detail student interests, then-current performance, future-oriented goals, 

and necessary supports for engagement in the student’s least restrictive environment.        

Benefits of Special Education 

Researchers Aron and Loprest (2012) expressed their dismay at the fact that, despite 

significant financial investment in special education programs, the academic progress and 

postsecondary outcomes of students with disabilities continue to lag behind that of their non-

disabled peers.  Hocutt (1996) also shared a somewhat cynical view when reporting that no 

educational intervention has been effective at eliminating the effects of a student's disability.  

While these statements may have merit, others have acknowledged the fact that individualized 

special education supports often lead to documented behavioral improvements as well as 

academic growth (Kauffman & Badar, 2013).  Heckaman, Ernest, and Scheffler (2018) found 

that using evidence-based interventions to support students with disabilities helped students to 

realize improved academic gains.  Additionally, Lappalainen and Hotulainen (2012) reported 

that students with disabilities have higher ratings of global self-worth than students who do not 

receive special education services.    

Increased Focus on Special Education 

Samuels (2017) made note of a policy push for the inclusion of students with disabilities 

who are interested in CTE.  The world is trending toward inclusive education and questions are 

being raised the world over regarding whether policies and programs effectively support students 

in inclusive environments (Abbas, Zafar, & Naz, 2016; National Association for State Boards of 

Education, 2012).  By proposing to earmark CTE funding for the recruitment of special 

populations, members of the United States Congress have moved to add special education 

guidance to any reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 
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2006 (Association for Career and Technical Education & Advance CTE, 2018).  Therefore, the 

time is ripe for research regarding administrators’ perceptions of students with disabilities in 

CTE programs. 

Disability Classifications Included in this Research 

When conducting this research, the categories of student disability were classified using 

the 13 conditions covered under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 20 

U.S.C. Ch 33, 2004).  IDEA categories include Specific Learning Disability (e.g., dyslexia), 

Other Health Impairment (e.g., deficient energy), Autism Spectrum Disorder, Emotional 

Disturbance, Speech or Language Impairment, Visual Impairment, Deafness, Hearing 

Impairment (i.e., hearing loss not covered under the definition of deafness), Deaf-blindness, 

Orthopedic Impairment, Intellectual Disability, Traumatic Brain Injury, and Multiple 

Disabilities.  Andrew Lee, J.D. (n.d.), suggested that the category of Other Health Impairment 

may cover Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD).    

Section summary.  Many exceptional learners fall under one of the thirteen IDEA (2004) 

disability classifications.  Once evaluated and approved for special education programming, 

these students are guaranteed by law to receive necessary developmental supports.  Formal 

education plans and resources must be organized to help students progress toward their unique 

educational and professional goals, in the least restrictive environment possible.  While some 

researchers have questioned the effectiveness of special education programming, the legal 

requirement to provide qualifying students with services must not be ignored. 

Similarities and Differences between CTE and Special Education 

While special education programming is specifically intended to support the development 

of those learners who meet specific disability classifications, both CTE and special education 
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aim to promote the academic, technical, and emotional strengths of students.  CTE pathways 

align well with special education transition plans because both are generally designed to help 

program graduates move toward successful employment.  When existing CTE programs are 

unable to meet the needs of a student with special needs, the program may be modified to allow 

for full or partial engagement as deemed appropriate given program resources and the 

determination of the student's Case Conference Committee.  Another option is for the student to 

be placed in a related program that more effectively supports the needs of the student.  Whereas 

most general education students would be required to complete their current semester before 

being permitted to withdraw from a CTE program, students with disabilities may be permitted 

some leeway to transition at the discretion of their Case Conference Committee. 

Special Education Inclusion in CTE 

CTE inclusion benefits students with disabilities.  Gilson, Carter, and Biggs (2017) argue 

that effective CTE is a pathway to competitive employment and a crucial factor in preparing 

learners with developmental and intellectual challenges for future employment.  Recently, in a 

longitudinal study of high school students in Washington State titled Career and Technical 

Education, Inclusion, and Postsecondary Outcomes for Students with Disabilities, Theobald, 

Goldhaber, Gratz, and Holden (2017) found that students with disabilities were more likely to 

graduate on time and become employed if they completed four or more CTE courses in high 

school, compared to peers who with similar characteristics who took fewer CTE courses. 

However, as high-quality CTE programs have begun to attract high ability students, many 

students with disabilities are unable to compete for enrollment slots in competitive programs of 

interest (Aliaga, Kotamraju, & Stone, 2014).  In other cases, CTE programs have increased rigor 

without building in the supports necessary to help students with disabilities succeed (National 
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Center for Special Education Research [NCSER], National Center for Education Research 

[NCER], & Institute of Education Sciences [IES], 2017).  The following paragraphs provide 

further analysis of the benefits and challenges of CTE inclusion as well as several laws and 

policies that relate to CTE inclusion. 

Laws and Policies Regarding CTE Inclusion 

Love (2013) asserted that it is essential to have an understanding of laws regarding 

students with disabilities because students with special education rights are afforded a legal duty 

of care.  The United States Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Improvement Act of 

2006 (20 U.S.C. § 2301, 2006) defines responsibilities for states, districts, and programs offering 

federally funded CTE.  Several sections of the law highlight the expectation that schools support 

special populations in accessing CTE programming that is appropriate and centered on 

employment in high wage, high demand industries.  For example, Sec 203 (c)(6) requires CTE 

providers to provide equal access to all CTE programming. 

Additionally, Section 124 (b)(1) mandates that CTE programs be designed to help 

students with disabilities meet state-adjusted levels of performance while preparing said students 

for further training toward employment in high skill, high wage, or high demand occupations.  

Special education laws, such as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C Ch. 33 

§ 1400 (c) (1), 2004) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C. § 794, 1973), also 

suggest that schools have a duty to ensure equal opportunity for students with disabilities as they 

work toward educational goals and economic independence.  In addition to education law, 

federal laws such as the Americans with Disabilities Act (42 U.S.C. § 12101-et seq.) also define 

responsibilities regarding accessibility to buildings and programs.   
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On the state level, Indiana has communicated this expectation to both school corporations 

and charter schools through Indiana Code § 20-35-4-1.5.  Dieterich and Smith (2015) affirmed 

that both teachers and administrators are bound by federal and state law when providing 

educational services to students with disabilities.   

CTE Inclusion Models and Supports 

CTE programs are offered in lecture rooms, lab settings, online, and within local 

businesses.  Carver and Kosloski (2015) reported that students believe online learning offers 

greater autonomy, scheduling flexibility, and active learning experiences, whereas face-to-face 

instruction offers more significant benefits in terms of collaboration and social interaction.  The 

authors also acknowledged that hands-on learning in a laboratory environment is a critical 

component of many CTE pathway programs.  Larson, Jusczak, and Engel (2016) found that 

computer-assisted instruction is capable of producing the same learning outcomes for students 

with mild or moderate learning disabilities as working one-on-one with a tutor but posited that 

the design qualities of the online delivery system were essential to student success.  Majid and 

Razzak (2015) also noted that well designed online programs offer students the flexibility to self-

pace and to access vocational training from remote locations.  Bennett (2013) asserted that, in 

any environment, special education could benefit from receiving immediate coaching and 

feedback via common tools such as Bluetooth earbuds and walkie-talkies.  Some programs are 

also fortunate to staff effective co-teaching teams of general education and special education 

professionals (Casale-Giannola, 2012).  Others, seeking to provide more authentic learning 

experiences, avoid the high school setting altogether and organize community-based training in 

local business settings (Pickens & Dymond, 2015).  Smit, de Brabander, and Martens (2014) 

indicated that special attention should be paid to the balance of autonomy and structured supports 



ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENTS IN CTE 31 

provided for students.  They suggested that while autonomy can increase student enjoyment and 

motivation, some students require more direction and a gradual increase in responsibility.  

Benefits of CTE Inclusion for Students with Disabilities 

In their study of youth with learning disabilities, Wagner, Newman, and Javitz (2016) 

proposed that the inclusion of students with disabilities in CTE programs could increase student 

engagement and help to discourage early school dropout.  Additionally, workforce training and 

related career counseling services have been found to be associated with better employment 

outcomes for students with disabilities (Benz et al., 2000; Cobb & Alwell, 2009; DCDT, 2012; 

Harvey, 2002; Rabren et al., 2014).  Thus, secondary CTE inclusion, if properly designed to do 

so, can help prepare students with disabilities to transition successfully into a more independent, 

developmentally appropriate, and economically viable adulthood (NCSER, NCER, & IES, 

2017).  This is important because, as of May 2017, only 20.6% of disabled Americans (ages 16+) 

were employed, compared to 68.6% of the non-disabled population (U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, 2018).  Students with disabilities who learn employment skills through hands-on 

activities may be better prepared to transition successfully into inclusive employment 

environments (Gilson, Carter, & Biggs, 2017; Majid & Razzak, 2015).   

Challenges of CTE Inclusion for Students with Disabilities 

To the extent possible, children with disabilities should be co-educated in inclusive 

environments that also support students without disabilities (Zvoleyko, Kalashnikova, & 

Klimenko, 2016).  However, Smith and Bell (2015) cautioned that it is unrealistic to assume that 

CTE programs can effectively meet the needs of all learners.  McKinney (2012) noted that when 

determining whether a student with special needs is appropriately placed, state and federal laws 

consider student readiness as well as whether or not a student's needs or behaviors are so 
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significant that they would adversely affect the progress of other students.  He argued that 

current law would not consider a highly disruptive student to be placed in his/her least restrictive 

environment.  The Office of Vocational and Adult Education (2012) suggested that career and 

technical education required transformation so that students with disabilities would no longer 

experience barriers related to access, quality, performance, or participation in these programs.  It 

is vital that all enrolled students can engage successfully in the academic and technical aspects of 

the program (Casale-Giannola, 2012).  Such a balanced skillset is necessary for students to fully 

engage in the learning process and to progress toward program completion.  Bennett (2013) 

noted that, when enrolled in CTE programs, students with disabilities may require more attention 

and assistance when preparing for the world of work.  Additionally, Casale-Giannola (2012) 

suggested a need for increased support in the areas of basic skill development, reteaching 

strategies, and community building. 

It is essential for school leaders, and legislators for that matter, to understand the 

additional challenges that come with accommodating students with disabilities in CTE programs.  

For example, additional supports might be needed in the areas of funding, logistics, and teacher 

training.  Fullerton, Ruben, McBride, and Bert (2011) acknowledged that teachers benefit from 

pre-service training before working among inclusive populations, and others have suggested that 

this training should include strategies for building school-home partnerships (Mereoiu, 

Abercrombie, & Murray, 2016).  The challenges mentioned above affect implementation and 

program management.  These issues and others are discussed in the following sections of this 

review. 

Costs of services and adaptations.  There are many costs involved in implementing and 

managing a successful CTE program.  For example, schools must take care to ensure that 
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facilities are appropriately planned and designed so that they do not have a shortage of 

workspace or inadequate equipment (Jocson, 2016; West & Motz, 2017).  Additional costs and 

efforts are often required to support learners with special needs.  For example, these students 

may require modified transportation or equipment, increased reporting, instructional assistants, 

and funds for substitute teachers when classroom instructors are asked to participate in special 

education case conferences.  When preparing to support the inclusion of special education, it is 

vital that school leaders plan for such additional investments. 

Inadequately trained CTE staffing.  In 2017, roughly two-thirds of states faced a shortage of 

CTE teachers (Quinton, 2017).  Furthermore, a report from Advance CTE (2016) found that 

schools faced several challenges when working to recruit industry experts into the classroom, 

such as low awareness of CTE instructor positions, program geography, the inability to pay 

wages that are competitive to industry, and teacher licensing restrictions.  As with any other 

content area, an inability to hire CTE teachers can lead to program reduction or elimination.   

In addition to facing a teacher shortage, some CTE programs employ inadequately 

trained personnel (Casale-Giannola, 2012; Haber & Sutherland, 2008; NCSER, NCER, & IES, 

2017).  Stephens (2015) noted that the U.S. state of Michigan permits industry professionals to 

teach federally funded CTE programs before becoming trained and certified as teachers.  In 

Michigan, this program is known as the Annual Occupational Authorization (AOA) program.  

While Stephens acknowledged that AOA teachers offer extensive industry experience, she did 

point out that these instructors seem to lack authentic differentiation and assessment strategies.  

Stephens' work is relevant to this study because Indiana offers a similar path to teacher 

employment through its Workplace Specialist licensure program for CTE instructors.     



ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENTS IN CTE 34 

Regardless of one’s pathway to teacher licensure, the IDEA (20 U.S.C Ch. 33 §§ 

1400(c)(5)(E) & 1454(b), 2004) requires programs that receive federal special education grant 

funding to ensure that any teachers working with exceptional students be appropriately informed 

and trained to address the needs of said students to the maximum extent possible.  In a study of 

191 secondary instructors, Washburn-Moses (2005) found that 22% of instructors believed that 

their teacher licensure program did not provide an adequate understanding of legal issues.  As far 

back as 1992, the National Association for State Boards of Education recommended that states 

revise teacher licensure rules so that all teachers would be adequately prepared to support 

students with disabilities.  Advance CTE (2018) suggested that initiatives such as instructor 

badging requirements and the act of connecting new teachers to experienced mentors could help 

industry experts to become stronger in professional practice and classroom pedagogy.   

Casale-Giannola (2016) recommended that administrators arrange for additional training 

in special education law as well as strategies for differentiation and classroom management.  

Placklé et al. (2014) remarked that students prefer to solve authentic learning problems in 

collaboration with their peers, so it is crucial for teachers to develop and manage a class culture 

wherein students are respectful of one another.  CTE teachers must be encouraged to find 

solutions that allow each student to reach his/her full potential within a cooperative training 

environment.  Yazzie-Mintz (2007) found that program instructors tend to lower expectations for 

students who are not visibly engaged in class activities.  Given that knowledge gained through 

new teacher training is unlikely to remain applicable throughout a teacher's career (Washburn-

Moses, 2005) and that teacher motivation sometimes wanes, instructional workshops should be 

held regularly on topics such as due process, student engagement, and instructional best 

practices. 
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Participation Rates of Special Education Inclusion in CTE 

There have been few studies on the inclusion rates of students with disabilities in CTE.  

Researchers have suggested that students with disabilities are likely over-represented in CTE 

programs (Gray, 2002; NCSER, NCER, & IES, 2017).  Haber and Sutherland (2008) concluded 

that students with disabilities were most commonly overrepresented in traditional trade-oriented 

CTE programs (e.g., construction trades).  In a more recent study, Daugherty (2016) found that, 

on average, students with disabilities in Arkansas enroll in half a class more than students 

without an identified disability.  Conversely, Carter, Trainor, Cakiroglu, Swedeen, and Owens 

(2010) found that, regardless of the availability of career development opportunities, CTE 

participation among students with disabilities was limited.  They surmised that this may be due 

to a lack of professional development opportunities for educators and the distinct, disability-

related needs of students.  While not specific to CTE, Brock and Schaefer (2015) concluded that 

Ohio's students with disabilities who live in urban environments were more likely than their 

peers in suburban and rural environments to be educated in dedicated special education 

classrooms.  The authors hypothesized that this may be because larger urban districts often enroll 

a higher concentration of students with disabilities, so it is easier for these districts to dedicate a 

teacher to a segregated room full of students with disabilities. 

Recommended participation rates of special education inclusion in CTE.  While not 

specifying a recommended special education student participation rate for CTE inclusion, Haber 

and Sutherland (2008) outlined four strategies for ensuring successful special education 

placements: (a) have CTE educators assist in placement decisions, (b) train staff to know and 

provide accommodations as mandated by the student’s Individualized Education Plan (IEP), (c) 

continue to assess the appropriateness of the IEP and recommend modifications as necessary, 
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and (d) encourage all involved parties to advocate for students with disabilities.  In summary, in 

today’s schools, every special education student who can benefit from a CTE program should 

receive full consideration.   

Section summary.  It is inarguable that schools face some challenges when supporting special 

education inclusion in CTE programs.  Inclusion often requires additional training, planning, and 

reporting, among other investments.  Still, public high schools have a legal and ethical 

responsibility to provide all students equal access to educational programs and to provide 

students with disabilities individualized supports deemed necessary to help them progress toward 

their learning objectives.  Importantly, CTE inclusion has been found to help students with 

disabilities realize developmental and academic gains.  For the benefit of all students, teachers 

and administrators must invest in regular training that promotes understanding and best practices 

concerning special education inclusion. 

Research Regarding School Administrators’ Perceptions and Practices 

Labaree (1997) highlighted three, sometimes conflicting, goals that exist for the 

American education system: (a) preparing good citizens, (b) training a competent workforce, and 

(c) providing learning and credentials that allow individuals to distinguish themselves in a 

competitive social and economic environment.  In the late 20th century, there was a strong push 

for increased work readiness among students and accountability measures for American schools 

while at the same time insistence that schools continue to offer a liberal arts education that 

prepared students to engage as well-informed citizens (Kirst & Wirt, 2009; National Commission 

on Excellence in Education, 1983; National Educational Goals Panel, 1995; United States-Goals 

2000 Report, 1994).   
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The struggle to prioritize educational goals at the national level is often seen at the state 

and local levels as well.  Representatives from secondary public schools, community colleges, 

the Commission for Higher Education, charter school representatives, and various other entities 

sit on Indiana's State Board of Education.  On some level, each of these entities competes for 

resources and respect.  The same is true for departments within local schools and school districts.  

Except in areas where specific programs receive directed funding (e.g., English Language 

Acquisition, special education), departments must lobby for support.  Unlike the State Board of 

Education, where most board members have an equal voice, local school districts are often 

hegemonic organizations where those at the top of the organizational hierarchy have the power to 

determine priorities and assign resources.  Kirst and Wirt (2009) posited that schools allocate 

resources and values when choosing which demands to favor or reject.  When it comes to school 

policy, district officials control the structure and function but not necessarily the implementation 

and compliance of subordinate staff (Easley, 2014). 

Regardless of staff members’ beliefs or perceptions, students should be provided with 

access to programs that help them reach their fullest potential.  Whether district officials, school-

level leaders, or classroom teachers, educators must be careful not to fall into an equity trap of 

failing to provide students with adequate resources and access to quality training opportunities.  

McKenzie and Scheurich (2004) found that educators accept lower standards for students when 

they perceive them to have one or more learning deficits, regardless of whether or not the 

students’ challenges relate to the learning at hand.  For example, in the case of an English 

Language Learner, an educator might unnecessarily restrict access to an advanced math 

curriculum after noticing that the student struggles to speak fluently using the English language 

(Callahan & Shifrer, 2016).  Therefore, educators must work to recognize and build upon the 
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strengths of students through learning experiences that are genuinely developmentally 

appropriate.  Shields (2010) suggested that school leaders promote equitable access through 

transformative discussions about the needs and goals of students.      

Perceptions of School Leaders and Staff   

In a 2015 study, Pickens and Dymond remarked that special education directors 

uniformly supported community-based employment for students with disabilities because they 

felt that the development of job skills would improve students' postsecondary opportunities.  

Such administrative support is crucial to program staff who hope to garner necessary funding and 

permissions.  Unfortunately, perceptions of CTE programs, opportunities, and instructor 

readiness are not always accurate.  For example, school leaders may believe that their staff  

members are better prepared to support students with disabilities than they are.  Harvey (2000) 

found that many CTE teachers felt less prepared to provide adequate accommodations than their 

administrators believed them to be.  Such assumptions could lead administrators to reduce much 

needed professional development opportunities for program instructors.  Given these examples, 

it is clear that student supports and opportunities can be affected by school leaders’ perceptions 

about CTE inclusion.    

CTE advocates have been promoting the value of vocational training for many years.  In 

the late 1800s, Booker T. Washington celebrated CTE as a means of developing self-sufficiency 

and economic opportunity (Lewis, 2014).  Unfortunately, he was met by stiff resistance from 

those who believed that CTE would restrict participants to a life of manual labor and servile 

work.  This discussion is still being had today, even though there are more than thirty million 

jobs available that do not require a bachelor's degree and pay a healthy median annual salary of 

$55,000 (Carnevale, Strohl, & Ridley, 2017).   
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Those involved in school leadership or career counseling are advised to openly consider 

the value of available training programs and the potential of developing quality systems that 

scaffold the transition trajectories of students (Yamamoto, Stodden, & Folk, 2014).  As required 

by law, schools must work to provide appropriate access to underserved populations.  Schools 

must also work to promote employee understanding and positive perceptions regarding the 

appropriateness of special education inclusion.  Harvey, Cotton, and Koch (2005) expressed a 

real concern that Indiana CTE instructors often believe that students with disabilities are less 

capable of achieving social fit, academic attainment, and occupational skill competencies.  The 

authors suggested that local and regional trainings be provided to prepare teachers to serve all 

students.   

Section summary.  The perceptions of school administrators regarding CTE and the inclusion of 

students with disabilities in CTE has been a sparsely studied topic.  Still, the research outlined 

above shows that biases and misperceptions regarding CTE and special education do exist.  

Furthermore, research has shown that school leaders have the power to shift resources toward 

students and initiatives that they value (Kirst & Wirt, 2009).  As an area-district Director of 

Career and Technical Education and a licensed educator in Special Education: Mild 

Interventions, the topic of special education inclusion in CTE is of great interest to me.  A study 

that explores administrators’ perceptions regarding CTE and special education inclusion in CTE 

could result in the identification of any potential equity gaps that may exist and, furthermore, 

may inspire future actions that reduce or eliminate barriers to the effective participation of 

students with disabilities.  
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Chapter Summary 

CTE improves college and career readiness outcomes among high school students 

(NCSER, NCER, & IES, 2017; Rabren et al., 2014).  As legislators, employers, and members of 

the general public become increasingly focused on student completion of Indiana’s Graduation 

Pathways, it likewise becomes increasingly important that Indiana’s school leaders provide 

developmentally appropriate student access to high-quality workplace readiness training.  

Research has shown that administrators’ perceptions often drive the initiatives that they fund and 

support (Kirst & Wirt, 2009).  In addition to considering the laws and policies that govern special 

education inclusion, educators must make decisions regarding how best to implement effective 

CTE inclusion models and how to address common challenges such as the limited availability of 

resources.  District leaders must advocate for developmentally appropriate programming, 

organize necessary resources, and invest in the ongoing education and training of inclusion 

teachers.  However, there is currently a gap in the research regarding administrators’ perceptions 

of students with disabilities in regard to CTE programming and issues of inclusion.  This study 

was designed to explore this topic in Indiana.  Chapter 3 will present the research methods for 

this inquiry.  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

As discussed in Chapter 2, a review of the literature revealed that there are legal 

standards that govern special education enrollments and access to opportunities.  However, in 

some cases, these standards are not being met (Troyna & Blatchford, 1993).  Findings from this 

study can be used to help inform conversations about access and equity for students in CTE 

programs as well as the resource and professional development needs of influential school 

administrators.  This work may also lead district leadership to consider and support the interests, 

aptitudes, and legal rights of students with disabilities to access CTE opportunities. 

This chapter begins with a review of the purpose of the study and the research questions. 

Then, an overview of the research design and population sample is provided.  Finally, methods 

of data collection and analysis are introduced.  

Purpose of the Study 

 This study had multiple purposes.  One purpose of this study was to document the 

perceptions of high school administrators regarding special education placements within CTE 

programs and the participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs.  This information was sought to explore for statistically significant relationships 

between administrators’ beliefs in specific areas and the percentage of special education students 

participating in CTE programs in their schools.  

The second purpose of this study was to determine whether differences existed among 

dependent variable outcomes given the demographic characteristics of school administrators.  

Data collected in this study include the administrator’s role, gender, age, years in current role, 

community type, prior training in CTE, prior training in special education, perceptions regarding 

CTE, and perceptions regarding special education. The dependent variables were administrators’ 
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perception responses regarding CTE and special education.  The independent demographic 

variables (age, gender, community type, prior training, and years in current role) were selected 

because they could be useful in identifying any patterns that might exist.  For example, these data 

could show that administrators in certain roles tended to support inclusion at higher or lower 

levels than other administrators.  Additionally, demographic data might show that administrators 

based in rural environments were more or less open to inclusive practices than their peers in 

urban centers.  Such findings could provide useful information to the field and lead to the 

planning of targeted professional development designed to address equity issues involving 

students with disabilities in CTE programs.  

Research Questions 

The two research questions below guided my inquiry.  

1. What are school administrators’ perceptions regarding students with disabilities 

participating in CTE programs as compared to the statewide participation rates of 

students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs? 

2. Are there relationships between the participation rates of students with disabilities 

enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs based on administrators’ roles and 

geographic locations? 

Research Design 

 In an effort to identify if any equity gaps exist, and to explore why potential gaps exist, 

this study included an evaluation of statewide enrollment data and the results of targeted surveys.  

State-level enrollment data were deemed appropriate to collect from the Indiana Department of 

Education’s Indiana Technical Education Reporting System (INTERS).  Only one year of 2017-

2018 cross-sectional enrollment data was collected (Creswell, 2014) because, at the time of this 
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study, this was the first and only full school year since the Indiana State Board of Education 

began drafting new Graduation Pathway requirements.   

Because quantitative surveys can be used to quantify the attitudinal responses of many 

survey participants, this study employed a researcher-created quantitative survey using a five-

point Likert-type scale (“1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” 

and “5=do not know”) (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).  The survey collected school administrators’ 

perceptions and their demographic information.  The survey tool was tested for validity and 

reliability before use, which is discussed in a later section.   

To administer this survey, stratified sampling of school administrators across geographic 

area districts in Indiana, as described in the next section, was used to study the perceptions and 

demographics of those school leaders who influence special education inclusion rates (Tipton, 

2012).  Then, to analyze the collected data, which included the survey results and statewide 

enrollment data, descriptive and inferential analyses were performed using IBM’s SPSS 

statistical analysis software.  These analyses are discussed further in the data analysis section.    

Description of Sample 

The survey population included Indiana CTE Directors and Assistant CTE Directors, 

Guidance Directors, and Grade 9-12 Administrators responsible for special education 

programming.  These populations were selected because individuals serving in these seats often 

play a role in directing student placement and programming decisions.  At the time of survey 

administration, Indiana school districts employed approximately 75 CTE Directors and Assistant 

CTE Directors, 290 Guidance Directors, and 290 Administrators responsible for 9-12 Special 

Education programming.  A clustering procedure was used to target professional groups before 

sampling from within said groups.  Individuals were identified using the Indiana Association of 
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Career and Technical Education Districts (IACTED) website, the Indiana Department of 

Education website, and the Indiana IEP Resource Center Directory.  An "all-call" survey 

invitation was emailed to individuals serving in the specified positions of employment described 

above (Appendix B).  To aid in identifying geographic trends, the population studied was 

organized according to Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE) 

Roundtable Regions.  Each Roundtable Region supports special education administrators and 

students within a defined geographic area (Figure 3). 

Stratified sampling is a form of random sampling in which a population is divided into 

groups based on one or more shared characteristics (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).  In this study, 

stratified sampling was necessary to identify trends among individuals working in different 

geographic regions and in different professional roles.  Because there are far more Guidance 

Directors and 9-12 Special Education Administrators than there are CTE Directors and Assistant 

CTE Directors in Indiana, some data had to be pruned from the analysis so that data could be 

analyzed with similar sample sizes per comparison group (Kianre Eouanzoui, personal 

communication, 2018).  Given the fact that there are only 75 area-district CTE Directors and 

Assistant CTE Directors in Indiana, and that information was organized within geographic 

regions, participant identities were known to the researcher.  However, the confidentiality of 

participants was maintained and no identities were shared outside the research team, which 

included the primary investigator, the university statistician, and the doctoral committee 

chairperson.  Quantitative data were shared using the outputs of descriptive and inferential 

statistics.  There were no apparent risks to study participants.   

 

 



ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENTS IN CTE 45 

Instruments 

A researcher-designed survey instrument was created and then administered using the 

Qualtrics electronic survey tool (www.bsu.qualtrics.com).  The Qualtrics online survey platform 

offered several benefits including the ability to collect and export electronic data, 24-hour 

accessibility for participants, and the avoidance of costs associated with face-to-face or mailed 

surveys.  Researchers have concluded that email surveys are effective because of their speed, 

convenience, and simplicity (Muijs, 2010; Sue & Ritter, 2012).  This survey included Likert-type 

scale questions.  All survey questions were related to the study's research questions and were 

organized into focus area domains regarding Administrator Perceptions and Administrator 

Demographics.  In total, the survey was organized into eight sections: (a) Section I. Deficit 

View, (b) Section II. Special Education Diagnosis Erasure, (c) Section III. Employment and 

Avoidance of the Gaze, (d) Section IV. Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors, (e) Section V. 

Organizational Constraints, (f) Section VI. Perceptions of CTE, and (g) Section VII. 

Administrator Demographics.  Survey items included questions requiring a direct response as 

well as response choices rated on a five-point Likert scale. 

The survey instrument was field tested for face and content validity by a committee of 14 

experts from the field, and revisions were made to the arrangement and wording of several 

questions before pilot testing the survey.  The secondary educators who participated in the pilot 

testing were not included in the study sample.  In addition to completing the survey, these 

educators were asked to share the approximate amount of time it took them to complete the 

survey (approximately 10 minutes).  Reliability was tested and retested, and the instrument was 

determined to be reliable.  Cronbach's alpha coefficient for internal consistency reliability was 

79%, which indicated good internal consistency reliability (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 
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After completing the pilot test and receiving final approval from my dissertation 

committee and the IRB, the survey was distributed via email.  Participants acknowledged 

informed consent (Appendix C) before beginning the survey (Appendix D), but they were 

granted the autonomy to discontinue participation at any time during the survey by simply 

exiting out of the Qualtrics survey tool.  The consent form provided information regarding 

inclusion/exclusion criteria, risks, benefits, intent, data confidentiality, and data storage.  

Twenty-six respondents signed their consent but did not submit a completed survey, whereas 136 

individuals submitted additional responses.  Ninety-nine participants completed the survey in its 

entirety.  The survey was sent to 501 emails that were provided by the Indiana Department of 

Education and the I-CASE organizations.  Thus, approximately 20% of survey invitees (99/501) 

completed the survey in its entirety.  Unfortunately, it is not possible to define the true response 

rate for this study because it is not possible to know if, or how often, survey invitees may have 

shared the survey with others. 

Data Collection 

 Survey data was collected using the Qualtrics online research platform, and findings from 

the literature review drove survey questions.  The research opportunity was announced via email 

in April of 2019, and bi-weekly reminders were sent over the following four weeks.  To ensure 

confidentiality, survey data were reported by groups or regions, but not by individual school 

districts or CTE area districts.  Cross-sectional CTE enrollment data, including the special 

education eligibility of students, were requested from the Indiana Department of Education and 

produced using information housed in the Indiana Technical Education Reporting System 

(INTERS) database.  All collected data were encrypted and stored in the cloud using a secured 

professional Dropbox account.  
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Data Analysis 

 Descriptive statistics were analyzed using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS, 

Version 24.0) to run frequencies and distributions (e.g., number, mean, standard deviation), and 

the findings were used to organize and summarize data.  Data included responses related to the 

administrator’s role, gender, age, prior training in CTE, prior training in special education, 

perceptions regarding CTE, perceptions regarding special education, community type, and how 

many years a person had served in their current role.  The analyses were limited to the subjects 

of this study: CTE Directors and Assistant CTE Directors, Guidance Directors, and Special 

Education Administrators responsible for grade 9-12 programming.   

Inferential statistical analyses were performed using SPSS software.  Bivariate 

correlations were performed to explore any relationships that existed among the participation 

rates of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs and demographic variations 

such as administrator roles and geographic location.  A p = .05 level of significance was used to 

determine if there were any significant differences between groups.  Additionally, odds ratios 

were used to identify how likely a general education student was to be enrolled in an advanced-

level CTE program compared to a student with disabilities.  Also, Pearson's correlation 

coefficients (Pearson r) were calculated to measure the strength of association between variables.  

For example, Pearson r was used to measure the strength of association between respondents’ 

demographic attributes and their mean responses on the perception questions.  Further, these data 

were analyzed in an effort to learn if one independent variable, or a combination of independent 

variables, were correlated with special education enrollments in advanced-level CTE programs.  

Finally, cross-tabulations were used to compare administrator perceptions among the roles of 
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CTE Director and Assistant CTE Director, Guidance Director, and Special Education 

Administrator. 

In summary, after collecting student enrollment data from the state of Indiana, and after 

receiving results from the online Qualtrics survey, all data were entered into a spreadsheet and 

uploaded to IBM's SPSS statistical software.  The primary researcher, in consultation with a Ball 

State University statistician, used SPSS software to conduct both descriptive and appropriate 

inferential statistical analyses to address the study’s research questions.       

Limitations 

 There were five notable limitations to this study.  First, less than 100% of the targeted 

population opted to participate in this study.  This could have been due to factors such as lack of 

interest in the topic, a feeling among participants that they were too busy to participate, or the 

possibility that survey invitations were caught in email spam filters.  Second, there was an 

imbalance of participants in that survey participation was much greater among some 

administrator groups than others and in some geographic regions than others.  As a result of 

having small and imbalanced sample sizes, it was not possible to perform inferential analysis on 

many survey responses.  Third, some bias is inherent in survey research in that only the most 

motivated tend to respond (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).  In addition, although every attempt was 

made to eliminate bias from each question on the survey instrument, there may have been 

questions that unintendedly elicited biased responses.  Fourth, survey questions did not allow 

respondents to differentiate answers based on a given student’s level of disability or functioning.  

For example, one prompt asked the survey respondent to broadly consider whether “students 

with disabilities can be successful in advanced-level CTE programs.”  The researcher decided to 

focus on general perceptions of respondents rather than individualized scenarios.  Fifth, it was 
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not possible to know how the local context may have affected each respondent’s attitude at the 

time of the survey.  Included in this latter point was the possibility that survey respondents might 

have answered dishonestly out of fear that their true feelings might affect their relationships or 

their employment.  

Summary 

 This chapter outlined the research design and methodology used in this study.  The study 

explored possible relationships between the CTE integration of Indiana’s high school students 

with disabilities and independent variables related to administrators’ perceptions and 

demographics.  Following a field test for validity and reliability, a researcher-designed survey 

instrument was distributed to Indiana CTE Directors and Assistant CTE Directors, Guidance 

Directors, and Grade 9-12 Special Education Administrators who typically determine high 

school students’ CTE placements.  Following a pilot review by an expert panel, Qualtrics 

electronic survey software was used to collect quantitative data using Likert-type survey 

questions, and CTE enrollment data was collected from the Indiana Department of Education.  

Statistical analyses of descriptive and inferential data were performed using SPSS software.  

Analyses of data are outlined in Chapter Four, and conclusions and implications are provided in 

Chapter Five.   
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 

 This chapter provides an analysis of my research study on relationships that may exist 

between school administrators’ demographics, their perceptions, and the participation rates of 

students with disabilities enrolled in advanced career and technical education programs.  This 

chapter begins with a review of the study's purpose as well as the driving research questions.  

Data collected from thirty-three Likert-type survey questions will be presented.  These questions 

were intended to gauge high school administrators’ perceptions.  Administrators included 

Guidance Directors, Special Education Directors, and CTE Directors.  An overview of the 

study’s participant demographic characteristics has also been included.  A review of special 

education enrollments in advanced CTE programs, as well as an analysis of data findings, will be 

presented before the chapter concludes with a summary of the study results.    

Purpose of the Study 

This study had multiple purposes.  One purpose of this study was to document the 

perceptions of high school administrators regarding special education placements within CTE 

programs and the participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs.  This information was sought to explore for statistically significant relationships 

between administrators’ beliefs in specific areas and the percentage of special education students 

participating in CTE programs in their schools.  

A second purpose of this study was to determine whether differences existed among 

dependent variable outcomes given the demographic characteristics of school administrators.  

Data collected in this study include the administrator’s role, gender, age, years in current role, 

community type, prior training in CTE, prior training in special education, perceptions regarding 

CTE, and perceptions regarding special education. The dependent variables were administrators’ 
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perception responses regarding CTE and special education.  The independent demographic 

variables (age, gender, community type, prior training, and years in current role) were selected 

because they could be useful in identifying any patterns that might exist.  For example, these data 

could show that administrators in certain roles tended to support inclusion at higher or lower 

levels than other administrators.  Additionally, demographic data might show that administrators 

based in rural environments were more or less open to inclusive practices than their peers in 

urban centers.  Such findings could provide useful information to the field and lead to the 

planning of targeted professional development designed to address equity issues involving 

students with disabilities in CTE programs.  

Research Questions 

The two research questions below guided my inquiry.    

1. What are school administrator’s perceptions regarding students with 

disabilities participating in CTE programs as compared to the statewide 

participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs? 

2. Are there relationships between the participation rates of students with 

disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs based on administrators’ 

roles and geographic locations? 

Participants’ Demographic Data 

 The Qualtrics survey instrument was initially distributed to approximately 500 school 

administrators across the state of Indiana.  The participants in this study, by position held, 

included secondary CTE Directors (n = 43), Guidance Directors (n = 21), and Special Education 

Directors (n = 35).  In total, 99 participants completed the survey in its entirety, giving an overall 
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response rate of 20%.  An overview of participants and their general demographic information is 

presented in Table 4.1.  Additional demographic information regarding participant location is 

presented in Table 4.2; and information regarding educator licensing and professional 

development hours are presented in Table 4.3.  

Participants’ Positions, Years of Experience, Gender, and Age   

 Career and Technical Education Directors represented 43.4% of survey participants (n = 

43).  The majority of respondents in this position were over 45 years of age (65.1%, n = 28), and 

almost two-thirds of this population were male (64.3%, n = 27).  While 60.5% (n = 26) of CTE 

Directors had served in their current position for five years or less, 58.1% of them (n = 25) had 

worked for more than twenty years in the education field.  

 Guidance Directors represented 21.2% of survey participants (n = 21) and made up the 

most experienced administrator group.  The majority of respondents in this position were over 

fifty years of age (57.1%, n = 12), and two-thirds of this population were female (66.6%, n = 14).  

Participating Guidance Directors, while the smallest group, represented the group with the most 

experience in their current position.  More than one-third of respondents (38.1%, n = 8) had 

worked in their current position for more than fifteen years, and a full 81.0% (n = 17) had served 

as educators for more than twenty years.    

Special Education Directors represented 35.4% of survey participants (n = 35).  This 

made up the youngest and least experienced group of the three administrator roles surveyed, 

though some outliers were present.  Roughly fifty-one percent (51.4%) of the respondents (n = 

17) were under the age of 45 years, and 14.3% (n = 5) had served in education for less than ten 

years.  When asked about tenure in their current position, 74.3% (n = 26) of these individuals had 

served ten or fewer years in their current role.  The overwhelming majority of survey participants 
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employed as Special Education Directors were female (94.3%, n = 33).  Table 4.1 presents these 

results. 

Table 4.1 

Participant Demographics and Biographical Information 

 CTE Directors  

(n = 43) 

Guidance Directors  

(n = 21) 

SPED Directors  

(n = 35) 

 n % n % n % 

       

Years in Position       

1-2 years 7 16.3 3 14.3 11 31.4 

3-5 years 19 44.2 3 14.3 8 22.9 

6-10 years 7 16.3 4 9.3 7 20.0 

11-15 years 6 14.0 3 7.0 4 11.4 

16-20 years 1 2.3 7 33.3 0 0.0 

More than 20 years 3 7.0 1 4.8 5 14.3 

Total 43 100 21 100 35 35 

       

Years in Education       

1-2 years 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

3-5 years 0 0.0 1 4.8 1 2.9 

6-10 years 3 7.0 0 0.0 4 11.4 

11-15 years 7 16.3 0 0.0 5 14.3 

16-20 years 8 18.6 3 14.3 5 14.3 

More than 20 years 25 58.1 17 81.0 20 57.1 

Total 43 100 21 100 35 100 

       

Gender       

Male 27 64.3 7 33.3 2 5.7 

Female 15 35.7 14 66.6 33 94.3 

Open Response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 42 100 21 100 35 100 

       

Age       

22-25 years 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

26-30 years 2 4.7 1 4.8 0 0.0 

31-35 years 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 12.1 

36-40 years 8 18.6 0 0.0 3 9.0 

41-45 years 5 11.6 2 9.5 10 30.3 

46-50 years 11 25.6 6 28.6 4 12.1 

More than 50 years 17 39.5 12 57.1 12 36.4 

Total 43 100 21 100 33 100 
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Participants’ Communities and I-CASE Regions 

 

 The majority of survey participants (51.5%, n = 51) served professionally in suburban or 

small urban settings (5,000 - 49,999 residents).  While the work environments of CTE Directors 

were in more urban settings (34.9%, n = 15), Guidance Directors and Special Education 

Directors represented more rural communities (32.3%, n = 18).  These data are presented in 

Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2 

Participant Location 

 

 CTE Directors  

(n = 43) 

Guidance Directors  

(n = 21) 

SPED Directors  

(n = 35) 

 n % n % n % 

       

Community Size       

Rural 6 14.0 5 23.8 13 38.2 

Small Urban/Suburban 22 51.2 12 57.1 17 50.0 

Urban 15 34.9 4 19.0 4 11.8 

Total 43 100 21 100 34 100 

       

I-CASE Region       

I (Northwest) 3 7.0 2 9.5 7 20.0 

II (Northeast) 11 25.6 1 4.8 6 17.1 

III (North Central) 5 11.6 0 0.0 2 9.5 

IV (East) 6 14.0 1 4.8 3 14.3 

V (Central) 11 25.6 13 30.2 13 37.1 

VI (Southwest) 2 4.7 1 4.8 1 2.9 

VII (Southeast) 5 11.6 3 14.3 3 8.6 

Statewide Total 43 100 21 100 35 100 

 

The Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (I-CASE) has organized 

Indiana school districts into seven geographically-based roundtables for the purpose of 

organizing to address regional challenges and opportunities (Figure 3).  Indiana’s Central 

Region, represented by I-CASE Region V, is the state’s largest population center with highly 

populated urban and suburban communities.  More than one-third of survey respondents reported 
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working in this territory (37.4%, n = 37).  The Northeast Region had the next highest 

representation with eighteen participants (18.1%), followed by the Northwest Region (12.1%, n 

= 12), the Southeast Region (11.1%, n = 11), the East Region (10.1%, n = 10), and the North 

Central Region (7.0%, n = 7).  The Southwest I-CASE Region had the lowest number of 

participants (4.0%, n = 4).  Figure 3 shows Indiana’s I-CASE Regions. 

Figure 3  

Indiana I-CASE Regions 
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Participants’ Licensure and Professional Development Information 

 Educator licensure programs and targeted professional development activities are 

available to educators in the state of Indiana, either via online curricula or through a face-to-face 

format.  These training activities are often provided through local school districts or professional 

agencies such as the Indiana Association for Career and Technical Education and the Indiana 

Department of Education.  Four survey questions were meant to collect information regarding 

the training that administrators have received specific to special education or career and technical 

education programming.  More than sixty-seven percent (67.4%) of CTE Directors (n = 29) have 

held a CTE license and 14.0% of respondents in this role (n = 6) have also held a special 

education license during their careers.  More than nine out of ten (91.4%) of Special Education 

Directors (n = 32) have held a special education license, while zero have held a license in career 

and technical education.  One Guidance Director (4.8%) reported earning a license in career and 

technical education, but none of the respondents in this group have held a special education 

license.     

Special Education Directors have received far more professional development around 

special education topics than other administrator groups, whereas CTE Directors reported having 

received many more hours of professional development related to career and technical education.  

The majority of Special Education Directors (60.0%, n = 21) reported engaging in more than 

forty hours of special education training over the past five years.  Likewise, the majority of CTE 

Directors (69.8%, n = 30) shared that they had participated in more than forty hours of CTE 

specific training over the past five years.  Conversely, 48.8% of CTE Directors (n = 21) had 

received ten or fewer hours of training in special education and 80.0% of Special Education 

Directors (n = 28) had received ten or fewer hours of training regarding career and technical 
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education.  More than three-fourths of Guidance Directors reported receiving fewer than twenty 

hours of professional development over the last five years that related to either career and 

technical education (85.7%, n = 18) or special education programming (76.2%, n = 16).   The 

licensure information of survey participants is provided in Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3 

Participant Licensing and Professional Development Information 

 

 CTE Directors  

(n = 43) 

Guidance Directors  

(n = 21) 

SPED Directors  

(n = 35) 

 n % n % n % 

       

SPED License       

Yes 6 14.0 0 0.0 32 91.4 

No 37 86.0 21 100.0 3 8.6 

Total 43 100 21 100 35 100 

       

5yr SPED Prof. Develop.       

0-10 Hours 21 48.8 11 52.4 2 5.7 

11-20 Hours 12 27.9 5 23.8 5 14.3 

21-30 Hours 5 11.6 2 9.5 4 11.4 

31-40 Hours 1 2.3 1 4.8 3 8.6 

More than 40 Hours 4 9.3 2 9.5 21 60.0 

Total 43 100 21 100 35 100 

       

CTE License       

Yes 29 67.4 1 4.8 0 0.0 

No 14 32.6 20 95.2 35 100.0 

Total 43 100 21 100 35 100 

       

5yr CTE Prof. Develop.       

0-10 Hours 0 0.0 11 52.4 28 80.0 

11-20 Hours 1 2.3 7 33.3 3 8.6 

21-30 Hours 5 11.6 0 0.0 4 11.4 

31-40 Hours 7 16.3 2 9.5 0 0.0 

More than 40 Hours 30 69.8 1 4.8 0 0.0 

Total 43 100 21 100 35 100 

 

 



ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENTS IN CTE 58 

Data Analyses to Address Research Questions 

 Using survey-based methodology employing Qualtrics software, this study gathered data 

regarding school administrator perceptions and demographics.  Additional data regarding the 

rates of students with disabilities participating in advanced-level CTE programs were provided 

by the Indiana Department of Education.  Descriptive statistics and inferential techniques were 

managed using SPSS.  In the coming paragraphs, the outcomes of these analyses will be 

presented by the relevant research question.  

Research Question 1 

The first research question was “What are school administrators’ perceptions regarding 

students with disabilities participating in CTE programs as compared to the statewide 

participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs?”  To 

address this research question effectively, it was first divided into two parts: 1) what are school 

administrators’ perceptions regarding students with disabilities participating in CTE programs, 

and 2) what are the statewide participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in 

advanced-level CTE programs?  Both of these questions are addressed below with 

administrators’ perceptions being considered in section RQ1: Part 1.  The participation rates of 

students with disabilities are considered in section RQ1: Part 2.  

RQ1: Part 1 

As discussed in chapter two, this study employed the Equity Trap construct within the 

theoretical framework of Equity Gaps in education.  In order to identify school administrators’ 

perceptions, Likert-type survey questions were designed to assess administrators’ perceptions 

according to several common Equity Traps.  The following scale was used for the Likert-type 

questions: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree, and 5 = do not 
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know.  “Do not know” responses (5 on the Likert-type scale) were removed before the mean 

response for each survey item was computed.  An overview of the survey questions and survey 

responses are presented according to each Equity Trap.  Per the Likert-type scale employed, for 

each Equity Trap category, a mean score of 3.50 and above suggested “strong agreement,” 

whereas a score of 2.50-3.49 indicated “agreement,” and a score below 2.50 suggested 

“disagreement.”  

Equity Trap “Deficit View.”  The first six questions of the survey, presented in Table 

4.4, were designed to address the topic of Deficit View.  A definition of this concept is provided 

below. 

Deficit view definition. The idea that students struggle, not because of lack of 

opportunity or resources but because of internal deficiencies such as low intelligence or a 

lack of motivation (McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004).   
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Table 4.4 

Deficit View 

Questions Assessing Deficit View 

1 Students with disabilities generally meet the employment and postsecondary readiness 

standards necessary to earn a high school diploma. 

2 Students with disabilities generally earn passing grades, and high school credits, when 

enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs. 

3 Students with disabilities are likely to earn dual credits and/or industry-recognized 

credentials when enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs. 

4 Advanced-level CTE programs are developmentally appropriate placements for students 

with disabilities. 

5 The inclusion of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs will 

positively affect the social skills of general education students enrolled in advanced-

level CTE programs.  

6 The inclusion of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs will 

positively affect the academic growth of general education students enrolled in 

advanced-level CTE programs.  

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 

 

To ensure participant confidentiality, survey responses were aggregated by I-CASE 

District and organized by administrator role.  The aggregated results for this section of questions 

are shown in Table 4.5 below. 
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Table 4.5 

Aggregated Results of Questions Regarding Deficit View 

Mean Scores for Questions Regarding Deficit View by I-Case Region 

I-CASE Region CTE Director Guidance Director SPED Director 

I (Northwest) 3.50 3.67 3.00 

II (Northeast) 3.03 2.50 3.19 

III (North Central) 3.17 n/a 3.33 

IV (East) 2.78 3.33 3.39 

V (Central) 3.11 3.04 2.94 

VI (Southwest) 2.67 3.33 3.83 

VII (Southeast) 2.77 3.56 3.30 

Statewide Mean 3.00 3.24 3.28 

 

On this survey, higher mean scores indicate stronger agreement or increased levels of 

support for the questions at hand.  Regarding the equity trap of deficit view mindset, a higher 

mean score would suggest a belief that all students, including students with disabilities, are 

capable of finding success in advanced-level CTE programs.  In Table 4.5, the data show that the 

statewide mean for responses concerning the equity trap of deficit view are lower for CTE 

Directors (M = 3.00) than they are for Guidance Directors (M = 3.24) or Special Education 

Directors (M = 3.28).  With that being said, it should be noted that participating CTE Directors in 

I-CASE Region V showed higher mean responses (M = 3.11) than did Guidance Directors (M = 

3.04) or Special Education Directors (M = 2.94) in the same region.  Regarding the deficit view 

equity trap mindset, the fact that all mean scores fell within the “agree” or “strongly agree” range 
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indicated that survey participants were in agreement that students with disabilities can be 

successful in advanced-level CTE programs.  

Equity Trap “Special Education Diagnosis Erasure.”   

Questions 7-10 of the survey, presented in Table 4.6, addressed the topic of Special 

Education Diagnosis Erasure.  A definition of this concept is provided below.  

(Modified to consider special education diagnoses) Racial Erasure definition. 

Refusing to consider that one’s race may be a factor in their life and instead suggesting that other 

factors are more relevant or impactful (McKenzie & Scheurich, 2004).    

Table 4.6 

Special Education Diagnosis Erasure 

Questions Assessing Special Education Diagnosis Erasure 

7 When interacting with students with disabilities, CTE teachers should search for 

indicators that the students might benefit from individualized social, emotional, or 

academic supports.  

8 It is appropriate to have a CTE program where students with disabilities are separated 

from general education students, as long as all students have equal opportunities.  

9 One of the most effective ways of ensuring that students with disabilities are welcomed 

into the general CTE population is to limit conversations about special needs. 

10 Students with disabilities should be offered supports beyond those afforded to general 

education students when they are enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs.  

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 

 

 

The aggregated results for this section of questions are shown in Table 4.7 below. 
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Table 4.7 

Aggregated Results of Questions Regarding Special Education Diagnosis Erasure 

Mean Scores for Questions Regarding SPED Diagnosis Erasure by I-Case Region 

I-CASE Region CTE Director Guidance Director SPED Director 

I (Northwest) 3.08 3.50 2.89 

II (Northeast) 2.82 3.00 2.58 

III (North Central) 3.10 n/a 2.50 

IV (East) 3.29 2.75 3.00 

V (Central) 2.77 2.96 3.04 

VI (Southwest) 2.75 2.75 2.75 

VII (Southeast) 3.40 3.17 2.42 

Statewide Mean 3.03 3.02 2.74 

 

Regarding responses to questions about the equity trap of special education diagnosis 

erasure, a higher mean score indicated agreement that students with disabilities should be 

regarded and treated differently by their teachers than a general education peers might be.  This 

requires an acknowledgement by administrators that students with disabilities may have different 

needs and preferences for engagement than their general education peers.  In this category, CTE 

Directors most strongly agreed with the idea that students with special needs should be engaged 

in different ways than their peers (M = 3.03).  In this Equity Trap category, the mean scores of 

CTE Directors were   followed closely by Guidance Directors (M = 3.02) and to a lesser extent 

by Special Education Directors (M = 2.74).  Region V was an outlier in that Special Education 

Directors in this region reported the highest mean score (M = 3.04) compared to lower mean 

scores for Guidance Directors (M = 2.96) and CTE Directors (M = 2.77).  Another area of note 
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involves the mean score responses of Special Education Directors in Region VII (M = 2.42).  

This is the only region in which a mean score response fell in the “disagree” range.  It could be 

that, with a strong knowledge of student exceptionalities, many administrators responded 

positively in support of their understanding that different students have different needs and 

preferences.  Alternatively, others working in the same roles may have reported lower levels of 

agreement because they worry that students with disabilities might feel ostracized when they are 

treated differently than others.  Both perspectives are worth considering, and more specific 

questioning could be designed to explore these topics moving forward.         

Equity Trap “Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze.”   

The following five questions of the survey, presented in Table 4.8, were designed to 

address the Equity Trap known as Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze.  A definition of this 

concept is provided below. 

Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze definition.  The idea that teachers in 

unprestigious environments receive less supervision from other adults and are thus more likely to 

exhibit unprofessional behaviors (e.g., yelling, lowering standards) (McKenzie & Scheurich, 

2004).  
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Table 4.8 

Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze 

Questions Assessing Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze 

11 CTE Teachers in your district are aware of the diagnoses of the students with disabilities 

they serve. 

12 CTE Teachers in your district comply with special education requirements. 

13 CTE Teachers in your district promote a peer culture of supporting students with 

disabilities. 

14 CTE Teachers in your district are likely to advocate for equal educational opportunities 

for students with disabilities. 

15 CTE Teachers in your district feel that people outside of their classroom - whether 

parents, school personnel, or governmental entities - are interested in their professional 

engagement and performance with regard to special education student development. 

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 

 

 

The aggregated results for this section of questions are shown in Table 4.9 below. 
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Table 4.9 

Aggregated Results of Questions regarding Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze 

Mean Scores for Questions regarding Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze by I-Case 

Region 

I-CASE Region CTE Director Guidance Director SPED Director 

I (Northwest) 3.47 3.50 3.23 

II (Northeast) 3.18 3.40 3.30 

III (North Central) 3.08 n/a 4.00 

IV (East) 3.40 3.00 3.33 

V (Central) 2.98 3.42 3.05 

VI (Southwest) 3.10 3.80 4.00 

VII (Southeast) 3.44 3.93 2.87 

Statewide Mean 3.24 3.51 3.40 

 

In this section, higher mean scores suggest that survey participants perceived that CTE 

teachers were engaged in identifying and supporting the needs of students with disabilities.  

Guidance Directors indicated the highest levels of agreement (M = 3.51).  Special Education 

Directors landed in the middle (M = 3.40), and CTE Directors reported a slightly lower mean, 

although still in the “agree” range (M = 3.24).  However, the mean for Guidance Directors (M = 

3.52) fell in the “strongly agree” range, which may indicate confidence that CTE teachers seek to 

support all students regardless of their needs and that advanced-level CTE programs offer an 

appropriate culture of support for students with disabilities.   

Equity Trap “Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors.”   

Questions 16-18 of the survey, presented in Table 4.10, were designed to address 

Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors.  A definition of this concept is provided below. 
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Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors definition. This term refers to individuals who draw a 

conclusion from a false pretense.  For example, a teacher might publicly criticize a student after 

assuming that he has been socially conditioned to respect “tough love” (McKenzie & Scheurich, 

2004).   

Table 4.10 

Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors 

Questions Assessing Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors 

16 Students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs require more structure than 

general education students.  

17 Students with disabilities should be removed from advanced-level CTE programming 

that is challenging.  

18 In order to be successful in advanced-level CTE programming, students with disabilities 

should be assigned a one-on-one paraprofessional or a peer mentor.  

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 

 

 

The aggregated results for this section of questions are shown in Table 4.11 below. 
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Table 4.11 

Aggregated Results of Questions regarding Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors 

Mean Scores for Questions regarding Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors by I-Case Region 

I-CASE Region CTE Director Guidance Director SPED Director 

I (Northwest) 2.44 2.50 2.29 

II (Northeast) 2.73 2.67 2.72 

III (North Central) 2.67 n/a 2.83 

IV (East) 2.78 1.67 2.56 

V (Central) 2.64 2.59 2.72 

VI (Southwest) 2.33 2.67 2.33 

VII (Southeast) 3.87 3.22 2.11 

Statewide Mean 2.78 2.55 2.51 

 

This section included questions regarding paralogic beliefs and behaviors.  A higher 

mean score suggested that students with disabilities require additional structure and supports than 

their general education peers.  The statewide mean for CTE Directors was the highest (M = 2.78) 

followed by Guidance Directors (M = 2.55) and Special Education Directors (M = 2.51).  The 

mean scores in the category of paralogic beliefs and behaviors were lower than those of any 

other equity trap category, which could imply that many of the administrators surveyed do not 

believe that students with disabilities require more support than their general education peers.  

However, the results presented in Table 4.11 show notable disagreement between some 

administrators working in I-CASE Region VII.  With a mean score of 3.87, the responses of 

participating CTE Directors from this region suggested a strong belief that CTE students require 

additional support in order to be successful in advanced-level CTE programming.  Conversely, 
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the responses of Special Education Directors from Region VII suggested much less agreement 

that additional supports are necessary for students with disabilities to succeed (M = 2.11).  The 

lowest mean score in this table (M = 1.67) was recorded for Guidance Directors in Region IV.  

This score, which was also the lowest of the entire survey, appeared to suggest that counselors in 

this region strongly disagree with the idea that students with special needs require more support 

than their general education peers.  However, it is important to note that only one Guidance 

Director (n = 1) from Region IV responded to this survey question.       

Equity Trap “Organizational Constraints.”   

Questions 19-26 of the survey, presented in Table 4.12, were meant to address 

Organizational Constraints. A definition of this concept is provided below.  

Organizational Constraints definition. These are structural obstacles that 

perpetuate negative perceptions such as those resulting from student grouping and 

educational tracking (Schoener & McKenzie, 2016). 
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Table 4.12 

Organizational Constraints 

Questions Assessing Organizational Constraints 

19 Advanced-level CTE programs are accessible to students with disabilities in my school 

district. 

20 My district has the resources necessary to help all students succeed in advanced-level 

CTE programs. 

21 In my district, general education students are encouraged to enroll in advanced-level 

CTE programs.  

22 In my district, students with disabilities are encouraged to enroll in advanced-level CTE 

programs. 

23 In my district, students with disabilities are welcomed into advanced-level CTE 

programs by their teachers. 

24 In my district, students with disabilities are welcomed into advanced-level CTE 

programs by their peers.  

25 The time spent in remedial courses makes it difficult for students with disabilities to 

access advanced-level CTE programs. 

26 The number of credits required for high school graduation makes it difficult for students 

with disabilities to access advanced-level CTE programs.  

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 

 

 

The aggregated results for this section of questions are shown in Table 4.13 below. 
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Table 4.13 

Aggregated Results of Questions regarding Organizational Constraints 

Mean Scores for Questions regarding Organizational Constraints by I-CASE Region 

I-CASE Region CTE Director Guidance Director SPED Director 

I (Northwest) 3.21 3.06 3.04 

II (Northeast) 3.03 2.88 3.21 

III (North Central) 3.03 n/a 4.00 

IV (East) 3.23 2.75 2.67 

V (Central) 3.00 3.09 2.97 

VI (Southwest) 3.13 2.75 2.88 

VII (Southeast) 3.15 3.08 2.88 

Statewide Mean 3.11 2.94 3.09 

 

The Equity Trap of organizational constraints explores whether local structures provide 

students with the access and supports necessary to succeed in local CTE pathways.  CTE 

Directors responded with the strongest agreement (M = 3.11) followed by those of Special 

Education Directors (M = 3.09) and then Guidance Directors (M = 2.94).  It is not surprising that 

CTE Directors generally agreed that students with disabilities are welcomed and supported in 

local CTE pathways, because those working in this role are tasked with pathway promotion, 

aligning resources to student needs, and ensuring that students with disabilities have appropriate 

access with adequate support to succeed.  It is worthy of note that mean survey response scores 

regarding the Equity Trap of organizational constraints fell in the “agree” or “strongly agree” 

range across all administrator roles and all I-CASE regions.  This suggested a general belief that 
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students with disabilities are properly informed about CTE opportunities and that they are 

welcomed into classrooms and provided with appropriate support.    

 Administrator Perceptions of CTE   

Questions 27-33 of the survey, presented in Table 4.14, were meant to address 

Administrator Perceptions of CTE.  These questions were included to assess the attitudes and 

beliefs of Guidance Directors, CTE Directors, and Special Education Directors about CTE 

programs and the level and type of inclusivity and support deemed appropriate for advanced-

level CTE programs. 

Table 4.14 

Administrator Perceptions of CTE 

Questions Assessing Administrator Perceptions of CTE 

27 Advanced-level CTE programs offer developmentally appropriate educational 

opportunities for advanced students. 

28 Advanced-level CTE programs offer developmentally appropriate educational 

opportunities for general education students. 

28 Advanced-level CTE programs offer developmentally appropriate educational 

opportunities for students with disabilities. 

30 Teachers of advanced-level CTE programs have the desire to support the developmental 

needs of students with disabilities. 

31 Teachers of advanced-level CTE programs are adequately trained to support the 

developmental needs of students with disabilities. 

32 Advanced-level CTE programs are effective at enhancing the college readiness of all 

students. 

33 Advanced-level CTE programs are effective at enhancing the career readiness of all 

students. 

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 

 

 

The aggregated results for this section of questions are shown in Table 4.15 below. 
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Table 4.15 

Aggregated Results of Questions regarding Administrator Perceptions of CTE 

Mean Scores for Questions regarding Administrator Perceptions of CTE by I-Case Region 

I-CASE Region CTE Director Guidance Director SPED Director 

I (Northwest) 3.57 3.14 3.08 

II (Northeast) 3.22 2.71 3.48 

III (North Central) 3.09 n/a 4.00 

IV (East) 3.31 3.29 3.38 

V (Central) 3.17 3.53 3.15 

VI (Southwest) 3.21 3.43 3.00 

VII (Southeast) 3.37 3.62 3.67 

Statewide Mean 3.28 3.29 3.39 

 

The equity trap category regarding administrator perceptions of CTE gauged the 

respondent’s belief that participation in advanced-level CTE programs can increase the college 

and career readiness of all students.  In this category, the statewide means revealed that Special 

Education Directors had the highest mean scores (M = 3.39) followed by Guidance Directors (M 

= 3.29) and then CTE Directors (M = 3.28).  Mean scores among all administrator groups 

indicated agreement that advanced-level CTE programs offer developmentally appropriate 

curriculum that prepares students for college and career engagement.  Results also suggested a 

shared belief that CTE teachers are adequately trained to support students with diverse needs and 

that they have a strong desire to do so.   
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Survey Questions With a “Do Not Know” Response 

Whether survey participants truly did not know the answers to specific questions, or 

whether they simply did not feel comfortable documenting their true beliefs and understandings, 

it is important to note that several individuals responded to questions with a response of “do not 

know.”  Below, I have highlighted the nine questions where twenty percent or more of at least 

one employment group responded “do not know.”  The questions remain categorized by Equity 

Trap.   

In the category of questions concerning Deficit View mindset, 29% of Guidance 

Directors (n = 6) answered “do not know” in response to question number six whereas only 11% 

of Special Education Directors (n = 4) and 9% of CTE Directors (n = 4) gave the same response.  

The text for question number six reads “The inclusion of students with disabilities in advanced-

level CTE programs will positively affect the academic growth of general education students 

enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs.”  It may be that Guidance Directors have lower 

knowledge of this topic because their high caseloads offer them little time to work directly with 

students and programs.   

In the category concerning Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze, one-third of 

Guidance Directors (n = 7) and 31% of Special Education Directors (n = 11) were unable to 

speak to the response “CTE Teachers in your district feel that people outside of their classroom - 

whether parents, school personnel, or governmental entities - are interested in their professional 

engagement and performance with regard to special education student development.”  Given 

their familiarity with CTE teachers and programming, a smaller percentage of 12% of CTE 

Directors (n = 5) were unwilling or unable to speak to this topic.   
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When assessing Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors, questions 16 and 18 both showed a 

difference in knowledge based on the respondent’s position of responsibility.  Prompt number 

sixteen reads “Students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs require more structure 

than general education students.”  Twenty-four percent of Guidance Directors (n = 5) gave a 

response of “did not know” compared to 14% of Special Education Directors (n = 5) and 5% of 

CTE Directors (n = 2).  The question 18 text stated “In order to be successful in advanced-level 

CTE programming, students with disabilities should be assigned a one-on-one paraprofessional 

or a peer mentor.”  Thirty-three percent of Guidance Directors (n = 7) responded “do not know” 

compared to 21% of CTE Directors (n = 9) and 9% of Special Education Directors (n = 3).   

   Questions 19-26 were designed to assess organizational constraints.  Question 23 reads 

“In my district, students with disabilities are welcomed into advanced-level CTE programs by 

their teachers.”  Twenty percent of Special Education Directors (n = 7) responded “do not know” 

whereas zero percent of CTE Directors (n = 0) and 5% of Guidance Directors (n = 1) did not 

have the understanding necessary to provide a different response.  Question 24 is similar to 

question 23, but it focuses on peers with the statement “In my district, students with disabilities 

are welcomed into advanced-level CTE programs by their peers.”  Five percent of CTE Directors 

were unable to answer this question (n = 2), but 20% of Guidance Directors (n = 4) and 19% of 

Special Education Directors (n = 7) responded that they did not know whether students with 

disabilities were welcomed into such programs by their classmates.   

The final section of Likert-type survey questions were designed to assess Administrator 

Perceptions of CTE, but not all respondents had the knowledge necessary to provide responses to 

all questions.  Question 30 asked whether “Teachers of advanced-level CTE programs have the 

desire to support the developmental needs of students with disabilities.”  Twenty-nine percent of 
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Guidance Directors (n = 6) responded “do not know” compared to 17% of Special Education 

Directors (n = 6) and 9% of CTE Directors (n = 4).  The 32nd prompt read “Advanced-level CTE 

programs are effective at enhancing the college readiness of all students.”  Thirty-one percent of 

Special Education Directors (n = 11) did not know the answer to this question compared to 14% 

of Guidance Directors (n = 3) and 2% of CTE Directors (n = 1).  Finally, Question 33 read 

“Advanced-level CTE programs are effective at enhancing the career readiness of all students.”  

When responding to this question, 20% of Special Education Directors (n = 7), 14% of Guidance 

Directors (n = 3), and 0% of CTE Directors (n = 0) responded “do not know.”  

The preponderance of “do not know” responses in categories dealing with the quality of 

CTE programming and the support provided by CTE teachers to students with disabilities 

suggested a lack of familiarity among those working in the roles of Guidance Directors and 

Special Education Directors.  This might suggest a need for increased information sharing and 

related training on CTE among these populations.   

Ranking of Statewide Mean Scores by Equity Trap and Administrator Role 

 Table 4.16 presents the 1-2-3 rankings of statewide mean scores according to each equity 

trap and administrator role.  A score of one is the highest ranking which signifies a higher mean 

score and indicates stronger agreement or support.  For example, when considering the Equity 

Trap of  Deficit View mindset, survey responses suggested that Special Education Directors 

(Rank = 1) most strongly agree that, in spite of any physical or intellectual barriers, students with 

disabilities can match or exceed the performance outcomes of their general education peers.  

This opinion was supported to a slightly lesser degree by Guidance Directors (Rank = 2) and 

CTE Directors (Rank = 3).  Conversely, the ranking order of statewide means was reversed for 

the Equity Trap of Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors; this category considers whether or not 
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students with disabilities require additional structures and supports to be successful (Rank 1 = 

CTE Directors; Rank 2 - Guidance Directors; Rank 3 = Special Education Directors).  These 

findings might suggest that CTE Directors, who are likely the most familiar with advanced-level 

CTE programming, believe that additional resources will be necessary to help students with 

disabilities reach expected program outcomes.   

Table 4.16 

Visual Summary Comparison of Statewide Mean Scores by Equity Trap and Administrator Role 

Ranking of Statewide Mean Scores by Equity Trap and Administrator Role 

Equity Trap CTE Director Guidance Director SPED Director 

1. Deficit View 3 2 1 

2. Special Ed. Diagnosis Erasure 1 2 3 

3. Employment of the Gaze 3 1 2 

4. Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors 1 2 3 

5. Organizational Constraints 1 3 2 

6. Perceptions of CTE 3 2 1 

Total 12 12 12 

 

Given that the mean score of almost all survey responses fell into the “agree” or “strongly 

agree” range, and that all administrator categories presented above have a sum total of 12 points, 

there appears to be some agreement among administrator roles that CTE personnel have avoided 

most Equity Traps.  While this is not a statistical analysis of survey responses, the general visual 

overview indicates that CTE teachers are generally regarded as advocates for students with 

disabilities, advanced-level CTE programs are considered to be accessible to all students,  and 

participation in advanced-level CTE programs is perceived to benefit all learners.    
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RQ1: Part 2 

To determine the regional participation rates of students with special needs enrolled in 

advanced-level CTE programs, a cross-tabulation was performed using three variables: CTE 

student location by I-CASE region, student IEP eligibility, and advanced-level CTE enrollment.  

An overview of findings can be found in Table 4.17.  

Table 4.17 

CTE Participation Rates of Students with Disabilities by I-CASE Region 

 

 

 

 

I-CASE   

REGION 

% of all 

CTE 

rosters: 

students 

with an 

IEP 

%  of  

Advanced 

CTE 

rosters: 

students 

with an 

IEP 

% of 

GenEd 

students 

who 

enroll in 

any CTE 

%  of 

students 

with an 

IEP who 

enroll in 

any CTE 

%  of 

GenEd 

students 

who 

enroll in 

Advanced 

CTE 

% of 

students 

with an 

IEP who 

enroll in 

Advanced 

CTE 

I (Northwest) 12% 10% 57% 49% 27% 20% 

II (Northeast) 12% 10% 56% 49% 27% 20% 

III (North Central) 15% 13% 60% 59% 31% 27% 

IV (East) 14% 14% 57% 53% 26% 24% 

V (Central) 12% 11% 50% 44% 25% 19% 

VI (Southwest) 15% 14% 63% 62% 31% 29% 

VII (Southeast) 15% 15% 57% 57% 30% 29% 

Statewide 13% 12% 55% 51% 28% 23% 
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These findings suggested that students with disabilities (with IEPs) made up 12-15% of 

CTE rosters in each I-CASE Region, but most regions showed that IEP-eligible students had less 

representation in advanced-level CTE programs.  When visually evaluating these descriptive data 

in terms of the percentage of total general education students enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs versus the percentage of students with special needs enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs, as seen in the last two columns of Table 4.17, it is clear that differences exist among 

the participation rates in each I-CASE Region.  For example, in the southern I-CASE Regions 

there is no more than a two percentage point difference between the participation rates of general 

education students and students with disabilities.  This suggested relatively equal access among 

student groups.  Conversely, the two northernmost I-CASE regions enrolled students with special 

needs at a percentage that was seven points lower than the enrollment percentage of their general 

education peers.  This could suggest a disparity in access among student groups.  In the northern 

and southern regions, these descriptive differences also held true for students enrolled in lower-

level CTE programs.  The Central I-CASE Region (IV), which also had a disparity between the 

enrollment rates of general education students and students with special needs, showed the 

lowest CTE participation rates among both groups of students.   

Summary of Findings Related to Research Question 1 

 The information presented in Table 4.18 is arranged by I-CASE region and administrator 

role.  It provides a summary of mean survey response scores, provided by school administrators, 

within each Equity Trap category.  This data helped to answer the first part of Research Question 

1; What are school administrator’s perceptions regarding students with disabilities participating 

in CTE programs?  Table 4.18 also details the percentage of students with an IEP who were 

enrolled in advanced-level CTE classes during the 2017-2018 school year.  This information 
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effectively answers the second part of Research Question 1; What are the statewide participation 

rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs? 

Table 4.18 

Mean Scores by Equity Trap, Administrator Role, and I-CASE Region with the Percentage of 

Students with an IEP who Enroll in Advanced-Level CTE Programs 

 

Equity Trap Scores and the Percentage of Students with Disabilities in Advanced-CTE 

I-CASE Region 
Admin.  

Role 

Equity  

Trap 1: 

Deficit 

View 

Equity  

Trap 2: 

SPED 

Diagnosis 

Erasure 

Equity  

Trap 3: 

Employment 

of the Gaze 

Equity 

Trap 4: 

Paralogic 

Beliefs 

and 

Behaviors 

Equity  

Trap 5: 

Organizational 

Constraints 

Equity  

Trap 6: 

Perceptions 

of CTE 

% of 

Students 

with an 

IEP who 

Enroll in 

Advanced 

CTE 

I (Northwest) CTE 3.50 3.08 3.47 2.44 3.21 3.57 20% 

I (Northwest) Guid. 3.67 3.50 3.50 2.50 3.06 3.14 20% 

I (Northwest) SPED 3.00 2.89 3.23 2.29 3.04 3.08 20% 

II (Northeast) CTE 3.03 2.82 3.18 2.73 3.03 3.22 20% 

II (Northeast) Guid. 2.50 3.00 3.40 2.67 2.88 2.71 20% 

II (Northeast) SPED 3.19 2.58 3.30 2.72 3.21 3.48 20% 

III (N. Central) CTE 3.17 3.10 3.08 2.67 3.03 3.09 27% 

III (N. Central) Guid. n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 27% 

III (N. Central) SPED 3.33 2.50 4.00 2.83 4.00 4.00 27% 

IV (East) CTE 2.78 3.29 3.40 2.78 3.23 3.31 24% 

IV (East) Guid. 3.33 2.75 3.00 1.67 2.75 3.29 24% 

IV (East) SPED 3.39 3.00 3.33 2.56 2.67 3.38 24% 

V (Central) CTE 3.11 2.77 2.98 2.64 3.00 3.17 19% 

V (Central) Guid. 3.04 2.96 3.42 2.59 3.09 3.53 19% 

V (Central) SPED 2.94 3.04 3.05 2.72 2.97 3.15 19% 

VI (Southwest) CTE 2.67 2.75 3.10 2.33 3.13 3.21 29% 

VI (Southwest) Guid. 3.33 2.75 3.80 2.67 2.75 3.43 29% 
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VI (Southwest) SPED 3.83 2.75 4.00 2.33 2.88 3.00 29% 

VII (Southeast) CTE 2.77 3.40 3.44 3.87 3.15 3.37 29% 

VII (Southeast) Guid. 3.56 3.17 3.93 3.22 3.08 3.62 29% 

VII (Southeast) SPED 3.30 2.42 2.87 2.11 2.88 3.67 29% 

Statewide CTE 3.00 3.03 3.24 2.78 3.11 3.28 23% 

Statewide Guid. 3.24 3.02 3.51 2.55 2.94 3.29 23% 

Statewide SPED 3.28 2.74 3.40 2.51 3.09 3.39 23% 

 

The information in Table 4.18 was presented for visual inspection rather than 

inferentially analyzed at the recommendation of BSU Statistician Kianre Eouanzoui (Personal 

Communication, October 9, 2019).  Because there is only one CTE Director per geographic area 

district in Indiana, and the survey designer wanted participants to be able to respond 

confidentially, respondents were not required to provide identifiable information about the 

specific high schools that they served.  As a result, it was only possible to organize responses and 

CTE enrollment data by broader geographic I-CASE regions.  While the information presented 

does allow the reader to review the enrollment percentages of students with disabilities in 

advanced-level CTE and the general levels of administrator agreement with perception-based 

survey questions by administrator role and geographic region, it does not help in identifying any 

relationships that exist between administrator perceptions and enrollment percentages.  Mr. 

Eouanzoi shared that it was not mathematically possible to identify relationships between mean 

survey scores and the participation rates of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE 

programs because the percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in each I-CASE region is 

the same for every administrator group.  For example, though mean scores varied by 

administrator role, every administrator in I-CASE Region I showed a regional enrollment 
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percentage of twenty percent (20%).  Likewise, every administrator in I-CASE Region VII, 

regardless of their individual role, showed an enrollment percentage of twenty-nine percent 

(29%).  Another barrier was that some administrator roles within I-CASE regions had limited 

data due to poor survey participation.  With small sample sizes and survey data that could only 

be organized by broad geographic regions, it was not possible to inferentially analyze the impact 

that the perceptions of school administrators may have on student enrollment percentages.  This 

is a limitation of the current study, but it also presents an opportunity for future research.  

Summary for Research Question 1 

With mean scores that almost exclusively fell in the “agree” or “strongly agree” range, 

survey responses suggested that Indiana’s school administrators value advanced-level CTE 

programs as a developmentally appropriate pathway for all students.  Participants agreed that 

students with disabilities were provided with the information and supports necessary to achieve 

successful outcomes at the same level as their general education peers.  Furthermore, they agreed 

that CTE educators are adequately trained to support the needs of diverse learners and that they 

welcomed and supported all students as they strove to meet program expectations.   

 During the 2017-2018 school year, the percentage of students with disabilities 

participating in a CTE program ranged from 44-62% across Indiana’s I-CASE regions.  These 

enrollments constituted 12-15% of all CTE enrollments.  Of these students, the percentage of 

students with an IEP who enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs ranged from 19-29% across 

all I-CASE regions.  Interestingly, the percentage of general education students who enrolled in 

advanced-level CTE programming during the same period ranged from 25-31%.  The disparity 

between the percentage of students with an IEP enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs and 

the percentage of general education students enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs was 
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greatest in the northwest and northeast I-CASE regions.  Here the difference was seven 

percentage points versus a difference of only one percentage point in the southeast I-CASE 

region.  Indiana’s largest I-CASE region, covering central Indiana, had the lowest CTE 

participation rates among students with disabilities (19%) and without disabilities (25%).  Low 

participation rates and disparities between the enrollment rates of students with disabilities 

versus the general population may indicate barriers to access. 

Research Question 2 

 The second research question asked if there were differences between the participation 

rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs based on the 

demographic characteristics of school administrators, specifically the administrator’s role and I-

CASE region.  In addition to the perception-based questions described above, and the 

demographic questions regarding administrator role and I-CASE region, several other 

demographic questions were asked and responses were collected.  An overview of these 

responses was presented in Table 4.1, Table 4.2, and Table 4.3, but it should be noted that many 

of the survey question responses were not included in the inferential statistical analysis because 

the questions produced results with extremely small sample sizes.  Only student enrollments, 

perception-based questions, administrators’ roles, and I-CASE regions had robust enough 

response sample sizes to inferentially analyze.  

 To explore research question two, odds ratio analyses were conducted for each I-CASE 

region to determine the likelihood that a student would be enrolled in an advanced-level CTE 

program.  This information is presented in Table 4.19.  
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Table 4.19 

Odds Ratio showing the Likelihood that a General Education Student will be Enrolled in 

Advanced CTE Compared to a Student with Disabilities.  

Advanced CTE Odds Ratio (General Education vs Special Education) 

I-CASE Region Factor of how much more likely GenEd is to be enrolled than SPED 

I (Northwest) 1.46 

II (Northeast) 1.47 

III (North Central) 1.24 

IV (East) 1.14 

V (Central) 1.43 

VI (Southwest) 1.13 

VII (Southeast) 1.04 

Statewide Mean 1.29 

 

The findings presented in Table 4.19 illustrate that across the state of Indiana students 

with disabilities were less likely to be enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs than their 

general education peers.  For example, in I-CASE Region I, general education students were 1.46 

times more likely to be enrolled in an advanced-level CTE class than were students with 

disabilities, whereas a general education student in Region VII was only 1.04 times more likely 

than a student with disabilities to be enrolled in such programming.  Indiana’s statewide odds 

ratio showed that general education students were 1.29 times more likely than students with 

disabilities to be enrolled in at least one advanced-level CTE program. 
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Bivariate Correlation Analyses by Equity Trap 

Next, bivariate correlation analyses were performed within each I-CASE region 

according to each administrator role.  The bivariate correlation analyses were used to determine 

if relationships existed between mean responses to each category of equity trap perception 

questions and the percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs.  These results are presented in Table 4.20. 

Table 4.20 

Bivariate Correlation Results for Equity Trap I: Deficit View 

Correlation (r) and significance (p-value) among regional mean survey results and the regional 

percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs 

Role r p-value 

CTE Director -0.647 0.083 

Guidance Director 0.441 0.321 

SPED Director 0.793 0.019 

 

  Table 4.20 shows correlation and significance outcomes based on mean responses to 

questions for Equity Trap I: Deficit View.  When considering the responses of those working in 

the role of a CTE Director, there was a non-significant negative relationship between the mean 

responses to deficit view questions (as measured via Likert-type data) and the percentage of 

students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE (r = -0.647, n = 43, p = 0.083).  Special 

Education Directors showed a strong and significant positive relationship (r = 0.793, n = 35, p = 

0.019), whereas Guidance Directors showed a non-significant positive relationship (r = 0.441, n 

= 21, p = 0.321).  These results revealed that the mean survey scores of Special Education 

Directors on questions involving Deficit View mindset were related to the placement percentages 
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of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs and the geographic region in which 

the students attend school.  This means that there was evidence of a statistical relationship 

whereby the higher mean response scores of Special Education Directors led to increased 

placement percentages in their respective I-CASE region.  An analysis of the responses of CTE 

Directors and Guidance Directors did not provide evidence of significant relationships between 

survey data and student placements.    

Next, bivariate correlation analyses were conducted for the equity trap of Special 

Education Diagnosis Erasure. These results are presented in Table 4.21. 

Table 4.21 

Bivariate Correlation Results for Equity Trap II: Special Education Diagnosis Erasure 

Correlation (r) and significance (p-value) among regional mean survey results and the regional 

percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs 

Role r p-value 

CTE Director .379 .354 

Guidance Director -.327 .474 

SPED Director -.570 .140 

 

Table 4.21 presents correlation outcomes based on mean responses to questions for 

Equity Trap II: Special Education Diagnosis Erasure. Results revealed a positive non-significant 

correlation for the responses of CTE Directors (r = .379) and negative correlation for the 

responses of Guidance Directors (r = -.327) and Special Education Directors (r = -.570).  No 

statistically significant relationships were found, indicating that the survey responses and 

administrator demographics analyzed do not relate to the CTE participation rates of students with 

disabilities.  
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Next, bivariate correlation analyses were conducted for the equity trap of Employment 

and Avoidance of the Gaze. These results are presented in Table 4.22. 

Table 4.22 

Bivariate Correlation Results for Equity Trap III: Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze 

Correlation (r) and significance (p-value) among regional mean survey results and the regional 

percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs 

Role r p-value 

CTE Director .083 .845 

Guidance Director .592 .162 

SPED Director .426 .292 

 

Table 4.22 shows correlation and significance outcomes based on mean responses to 

questions for Equity Trap III: Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze.  The results revealed a 

positive non-significant correlation for the responses of CTE Directors (r = .083), Guidance 

Directors (r = .592), and Special Education Directors (r = .426).  No statistically significant 

relationships were found, suggesting that the CTE enrollment of students with disabilities is not 

affected by the role or location of the students’ school administrators.  

Next, bivariate correlation analyses were conducted for the equity trap of Paralogic 

Beliefs and Behaviors.  These results are presented in Table 4.23. 
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Table 4.23 

Bivariate Correlation Results for Equity Trap IV: Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors 

Correlation (r) and significance (p-value) among regional mean survey results and the regional 

percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs 

Role r p-value 

CTE Director .382 .350 

Guidance Director .302 .510 

SPED Director -.414 .307 

 

Table 4.23 illustrates correlation analyses outcomes based on mean responses to 

questions for Equity Trap IV: Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors.  Results showed a positive 

correlation for the responses of CTE Directors (r = .382) and Guidance Directors (r = .302) and a 

negative correlation for the responses of Special Education Directors (r = -.414).  Again, no 

statistically significant relationships were found, so it cannot be determined that the regional 

placement of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE classes is related to regional mean 

survey results.  

Next, bivariate correlation analyses were conducted for the equity trap of Organizational 

Constraints.  These results are presented in Table 4.24. 
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Table 4.24 

Bivariate Correlation Results for Equity Trap V: Organizational Constraints 

Correlation (r) and significance (p-value) among regional mean survey results and the regional 

percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs 

Role r p-value 

CTE Director .217 .606 

Guidance Director -.336 .461 

SPED Director .083 .845 

 

Table 4.24 presents correlation and significance outcomes based on mean responses to 

questions for Equity Trap V: Organizational Constraints. Results showed a positive correlation 

for the responses of CTE Directors (r = .217) and Special Education Directors (r = .083) and a 

negative correlation for the responses of Guidance Directors (r = -.336), but no statistically 

significant relationships were found.  These results suggest a correlation that is weak and likely 

unrelated to the factors of administrator location, perceptions, or role.  

Next, bivariate correlation analyses were conducted for the equity trap of Perceptions of 

CTE.  These results are presented in Table 4.25. 

Table 4.25 

Bivariate Correlation Results for Equity Trap VI: Perceptions of CTE 

Correlation (r) and significance (p-value) among regional mean survey results and the regional 

percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs 

Role r p-value 

CTE Director -.201 .632 

Guidance Director .535 .216 

SPED Director .356 .387 
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Table 4.25 shows correlation and significance outcomes based on mean responses to 

questions for Equity Trap VI: Perceptions of CTE.  Results revealed a positive correlation for the 

responses of Guidance Directors (r = .535) and Special Education Directors (r = .356) and a 

negative correlation for the responses of CTE Directors (r = -.201).  However, again, no 

statistically significant relationships were found, suggesting that administrator location or 

perceptions regarding CTE did not significantly affect the placement of students with disabilities 

in advanced-level CTE programs. 

Summary for Research Question 2 

 Odds Ratio analysis showed that students with disabilities were less likely than their 

general education peers to be enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs.  However, when using 

Pearson’s Bivariate Correlation to analyze regional mean survey results against the regional CTE 

placement rates of students with disabilities, only one statistically significant relationship was 

found.  Special Education Directors showed a strong and significant positive relationship (r = 

0.793, n = 35, p = 0.019) between regional responses to questions involving the Deficit View 

mindset and the percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs.  All other relationships among the administrator roles, locations, and placement rates 

tested were found to be non-significant.  

Summary 

 Chapter four presented the results of a quantitative study based on the demographic 

characteristics and perceptions of CTE Directors, Guidance Directors, and Special Education 

Administrators.  Descriptive statistics were used to illustrate the responses of study participants 

on survey questions.  SPSS software was used to run frequencies and cross-tabulations that made 

the analysis of advanced-level CTE enrollment rates possible.  Additionally, odds ratios and 
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bivariate correlations were used to provide inferential statistics regarding geographic regions and 

the participation rates of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs.  The 

findings of this study, such as the fact that general education students in Indiana are 1.29 times 

more likely to be enrolled in advanced-level CTE programming than their peers with disabilities, 

is important information that can be used for several purposes, including to drive professional 

development on the topics of access and equity within schools and school districts.  The 

following chapter includes a discussion of implications and recommendations for future research.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS  

 This chapter presents an overview of the study, major findings organized by research 

questions, study limitations, findings related to existing literature, implications for school 

administrators, and next steps for future research.  

Purpose of the Study 

This study had multiple purposes.  One purpose of this study was to document the 

perceptions of high school administrators regarding special education placements within CTE 

programs and the participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs.  The second purpose of this study was to determine whether differences existed 

among dependent variable outcomes given the demographic characteristics of school 

administrators.   

Research Questions 

The two research questions below guided my inquiry.   

1. What are school administrators’ perceptions regarding students with 

disabilities participating in CTE programs as compared to the statewide 

participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs? 

2. Are there relationships between the participation rates of students with 

disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs based on administrators’ 

roles and geographic locations? 

Review of Research Methods 

This study included an evaluation of statewide enrollment data from the Indiana 

Department of Education and the results of a Likert-type, researcher-designed quantitative 
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survey.  Survey questions were categorized into questions related to respondent demographics 

and perceptions, and perception-based questions were organized according to the theoretical 

framework of Equity Traps in Education.  This survey was created and administered using 

Qualtrics software, and an open invitation was shared with Indiana’s high school-level CTE 

Directors, Guidance Directors, and Special Education Directors.  These populations were 

selected because they often influence student placement decisions.   

The student enrollment data provided by the Indiana Department of Education only 

considered cross-sectional 2017-2018 school year data because, at the time of this study, this was 

the first and only completed school year since the Indiana State Board of Education had created 

new Graduation Pathway requirements that specifically reward students for participation in 

advanced-level CTE programs.  IBM’s SPSS statistical software package was employed in the 

analysis of descriptive and inferential statistics.  

Major Findings Specific to the Literature  

Research Question 1  

The first research question was divided into two parts: What are school administrators’ 

perceptions regarding students with disabilities participating in CTE programs and what are the 

statewide participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs? 

Part I: School administrator perceptions.  The perceptions of school administrators 

regarding advanced-level CTE programs and students with disabilities were assessed using a 

quantitative survey tool that was designed using the Theory of Equity Traps (McKenzie & 

Scheurich, 2004) as its framework.  McKenzie and Scheurich, and other researchers including 

Callahan and Shifrer (2016), have found that negative perceptions among educators lead to 
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lowered expectations regarding some historically underrepresented student groups, and systemic 

barriers to access have resulted in restricted admission to programs and lesser educational 

opportunities among some students.  The perceptions of Indiana’s school administrators were 

surveyed in an effort to discover whether Equity Traps existed and if there were any 

relationships between administrators’ perceptions and the enrollment of students with disabilities 

in advanced-level CTE programs.    

While several researchers have written on the benefits of including students with 

disabilities in CTE programming (Benz et al., 2000; Cobb & Alwell, 2009; DCDT, 2012; 

Rabren, Carpenter, Dunn, & Carney, 2014), Cavazos (2017) posited that because of the rigorous 

academic and technical requirements of advanced-level CTE classes, many educators considered 

CTE pathways to be out of reach for students with disabilities.  Additionally, researchers have 

expressed concern that CTE staff are inadequately trained to support students with disabilities 

(Casale-Giannola, 2012).   

Interestingly, the results of survey respondents in this study found that Indiana’s school 

administrators consistently acknowledged the high standards of CTE, the welcoming and well-

trained teachers involved, and their belief that CTE is as appropriate for students with disabilities 

as it is for students in the general population.  In fact, the mean score of survey responses for all 

administrator roles fell consistently in the “agree” and “strongly agree” range.  These positive 

responses suggested a shared belief among participating school leaders that local programs are 

avoiding equity traps and finding ways to ensure that all students are properly informed and 

supported.  This is important because the world is trending toward inclusive education and 

questions are being raised regarding whether programs effectively support students in inclusive 

environments (Abbas, Zafar, & Naz, 2016).  Furthermore, Indiana State Code (Indiana Code § 
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20-35-4-135, 2017) and U.S. federal legislation (20 U.S.C. § 2301, 2006) have mandated access 

to career training programs.    

Part II: CTE enrollment data for students with disabilities.  Malcolm-Piqueux & 

Bensimon (2017) reported that legislation and local policies have become more equity-focused in 

recent years.  Whether or not perceptions of CTE and students with disabilities are positive, 

program data and outcomes should be considered.  After finding positive administrator 

perceptions regarding CTE enrollments through the lens of Equity Traps, the second part of 

Research Question 1 helped to document the participation rates of students with disabilities 

enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs and the participation rates of their general education 

peers.  In 2017, Bragg argued that student-level data could be used to identify equity gaps among 

student groups.  After performing a cross-tabulation using the variables of CTE student location 

by I-CASE region, student IEP eligibility, and advanced-level CTE enrollment data from the 

Indiana Department of Education, it became obvious that there was a disparity between the 

enrollment rates of students with disabilities and their general education peers.  Statewide, 28% 

of general education students were enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs whereas only 23% 

of students with disabilities were enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs.  In fact, in every 

geographic I-CASE region, students with disabilities were enrolled at lower rates than their 

general education peers in all levels of CTE programming; from the most basic through 

advanced-level classes.  This disparity may suggest that inequities do exist.  However, the 

underrepresentation of students with special needs in CTE programs is not consistent across the 

United States.  Many researchers have found that students with disabilities are over-represented 

in CTE programs across the country (Daugherty, 2016; Gray, 2002; Haber & Sutherland, 2008; 

NCSER, NCER, & IES, 2017).   
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Research Question 1 Summary.  Findings indicated that school administrators agreed that 

advanced-level CTE programs offer appropriate supports and programming to help students with 

disabilities reach successful outcomes.  However, enrollment data showed that students with 

disabilities were consistently enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs at a lower rate than that 

of Indiana’s general education student population.  In spite of the fact that teachers and school 

administrators are bound by federal and state law to provide educational services to students with 

disabilities (Dieterich & Smith, 2015), researchers have found that some people restrict student 

opportunities because they believe that it is unrealistic to assume that CTE can effectively meet 

the needs of all learners (Smith & Bell, 2015).  This finding could help to explain why students 

with disabilities are less likely to be enrolled in advanced-level CTE classes even while 

legislation requires equitable access and the Indiana school administrators responsible for student 

enrollments communicate a strong belief that advanced-level CTE is appropriate for students 

with disabilities.  More perspective regarding Research Question 1 is discussed in the 

Implications section below.  

Research Question 2  

The second research question asked if there were differences between the participation 

rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs based on the 

demographic characteristics of school administrators, specifically the administrator’s role and I-

CASE Region.  

Odds ratio analysis found that Indiana’s students with disabilities were 1.29 times less 

likely to be enrolled in at least one advanced-level CTE program than their general education 

peers. While the factors vary among each I-CASE geographic district, the fact that students with 

disabilities participated at a lower rate than their peers was constant.  This is concerning because 
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workforce training and related career counseling services have been found to be associated with 

better employment outcomes for students with disabilities (Benz et al., 2000; Cobb & Alwell, 

2009; DCDT, 2012; Harvey, 2002; Rabren et al., 2014). 

Bivariate correlation analyses were performed within each I-CASE region and according 

to each administrator role.  These analyses were used to determine if relationships existed 

between mean responses to each category of equity trap perception questions (as measured via 

Likert-type data) and the percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE 

programs.  When using Pearson’s bivariate correlation to analyze regional mean survey results 

against the regional CTE placement rates of students with disabilities, only one statistically 

significant relationship was found.  Special Education Directors showed a strong and significant 

positive relationship (r = 0.793, n = 35, p = 0.019) between regional responses to questions 

involving the Deficit View mindset and the percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in 

advanced-level CTE programs.  This indicates that the perceptions and demographics of Special 

Education Directors could be a factor that influences student enrollment rates.  All other 

relationships among the administrator roles, locations, and placement rates tested were found to 

be non-significant.  

Other Administrator Demographics 

 In addition to the questions involving administrator role and I-CASE region, other 

demographic questions about teacher preparation provided insights.  For example, survey results 

showed that school administrators were rarely cross-trained to understand the roles of other 

specialized administrator groups.  This could be one of the reasons why CTE Directors, who 

know their programs well, were more likely to suggest that students with disabilities benefited 

from additional supports in CTE classrooms than did Guidance Directors or Special Education 
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Directors.  School administrators responded that they received little professional development 

outside of topics centered on their specific areas of work.  Information regarding the professional 

development of teachers and school administrators is discussed further in the Implications 

section below. 

Limitations of the Study 

 This study had several limitations, which included limited participation, an imbalance of 

participants, survey bias, no detailed or individualized student functioning explanations on 

survey items, and unknown local contexts.  These limitations will be discussed in the following 

paragraphs. 

Limited Participation 

Less than 100% of the targeted population opted to participate in this study.  This could 

have been due to factors such as lack of interest in the topic, a feeling among participants that 

they were too busy to participate, or the possibility that survey invitations were caught in email 

spam filters.  This is important to note because the limited response rate of 20% only showed 

significant correlation between one administrator group’s perceptions, regarding one equity trap, 

and the enrollment of students with disabilities in advanced CTE whereas a larger population 

sample might change the significance of equity traps.  

Imbalance of Participants 

 A major limitation of this study was that survey participation was much greater among 

some administrator groups than others and in some geographic regions than others.  As a result 

of having small and imbalanced sample sizes, it was not possible to perform inferential analysis 

on many survey responses. In some cases, a sampling of participants was used for analysis, but 

few statistically significant results were found.    
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Survey Bias 

Some bias is built into survey research in that only the most motivated tend to 

respond.  In addition, although every attempt was made to eliminate bias from each question on 

the survey instrument, there may have been questions that unintendedly elicited biased 

responses.  

No Detailed or Individualized Student Functioning Explanations on Survey Items 

Survey questions did not allow respondents to differentiate answers based on a given 

student’s level of disability or functioning.  For example, one prompt asked the survey 

respondents to broadly consider whether “students with disabilities can be successful in 

advanced-level CTE programs.”  The researcher decided to focus on general perceptions of 

respondents rather than individualized scenarios.  The lack of respondents’ ability to differentiate 

based on individual student’s levels of functioning on some survey questions may have resulted 

in the large number of “do not know” responses provided by participants. 

Unknown Local Context 

It was not possible to know how the local context may have affected each respondent’s 

attitude at the time of the survey.  Included in this point is the possibility that survey respondents 

might have answered dishonestly out of fear that their true feelings might affect their 

relationships or their employment.  

Implications for Action 

Recommendations for Educational Practitioners 

Educators have a professional responsibility to identify and address inequalities that exist 

within their local environment (Felix, Bensimon, Hanson, Gray, & Klingsmith, 2016).  After 

identifying disparities between the participation rates of students with disabilities and the general 
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education population in advanced-level CTE programs, the author recommends that school 

leaders perform equity audits of their local environments.  Skrla, McKenzie, and Scheurich 

(2009) posited that the administration of an equity audit can allow for the systematic evaluation 

of local conditions and encourage a clear understanding of any inequities that exist within local 

schools.   While administrator responses regarding special education participation in CTE were 

largely positive, there is still a disparity in the participation rates of students with disabilities and 

their general education peers.  Equity audits may help to explain why differences exist.  Equity 

audits can be employed by considering factors such as teacher quality, educational programs, and 

student achievement and following the seven steps outlined by Skrla, Scheurich, Garcia, & Nolly 

(2004):  

1. Create a committee of relevant stakeholders. 

2. Present relevant data to the committee and have everyone graph the data. 

3. Discuss the meaning of the data, possible use of experts, led by a facilitator. 

4. Discuss potential solutions, possible use of experts, led by a facilitator. 

5. Implement solution(s). 

6. Monitor and evaluate results. 

7. Celebrate if successful; if not successful, return to step 3 and repeat the process.  

It is also important to consider the professional development needs of school personnel.  

While teachers require adequate training to develop a toolbox of pedagogical skills, including 

strategies for differentiation (Harvey, 2000), school administrators also require professional 

development so that they better understand all aspects of the educational environment.  Most of 

the school administrators who participated in this study responded that they had received limited 

professional development in the area of CTE.  This training is important because Indiana has 
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increased its focus on career training outcomes and because school leaders have the power to 

shift resources toward students and initiatives that they understand and value (Kirst & Wirt, 

2009).  Furthermore, the fact that only the mean perception scores of Special Education Directors 

were shown to have any significant correlation to student enrollments could suggest that CTE 

Directors and Guidance Directors would benefit from targeted professional development around 

the strengths and needs of students with disabilities.  It is important for school administrators to 

have a strong understanding of the environment in which they work and the students whom they 

serve.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 At the time of this study, there was a lack of research regarding the participation rates of 

students with disabilities in Indiana’s advanced-level CTE programs.  This study adds important 

information to the literature base on this topic because it produced emperical evidence linking 

perceptions to enrollments.  However, more research is needed to determine the true effects that 

school administrators have on the placement rates of students.   

With small sample sizes and survey data that could only be organized by broad 

geographic regions, it was not possible to inferentially analyze the impact that the perceptions of 

school administrators may have had on student enrollment percentages.  It is recommended that 

future researchers perform a larger scale, national or multi-state study to capture the 

demographic attributes of survey participants and their perceptions regarding enrolling students 

with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs.  As noted in the Limitations section of this 

document, a larger sample population may also affect the significance of equity traps.  

Future research could also include follow-up studies of IDOE enrollment data, using 

results from this study as a baseline, to see if any changes in placement rates take place over 
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time.  Another related opportunity could be to study whether relationships exist between school 

leader turnover and changes in local priorities, programming, or enrollments over time.  

 Additionally, future research could analyze student outcomes in greater detail to assess 

the effectiveness of advanced-level CTE programming.  For example, researchers might study 

whether the career placement or postsecondary attainment of students with disabilities is 

consistent with those realized by their general education peers.  This information could help to 

inform school stakeholders about whether factors like increased educational supports for students 

or targeted professional development for staff could help to improve student success after 

program completion.  

Summary  

The State of Indiana has set a goal of increasing the work-readiness of all high school 

graduates.  This study had dual purposes that related to the Career and Technical Education of 

students with disabilities.  One purpose of this study was to document the perceptions of high 

school administrators in Indiana regarding special education placements within CTE programs 

and the 2017-2018 participation rates of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level 

CTE programs.  Findings indicated that school administrators agreed that advanced-level CTE 

programs offer appropriate supports and programming to help students with disabilities reach 

successful outcomes.  There was strong agreement that CTE educators welcome, encourage, and 

work to meet the developmental needs of a diverse student population.  However, enrollment 

data from the Indiana Department of Education showed that students with disabilities were 

consistently enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs at a lower rate than that of Indiana’s 

general education student population.  This situation should be further researched to determine 

why this disparity exists.  
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A second purpose of this study was to determine whether differences existed among the 

CTE placement rates of students with disabilities given the demographic characteristics of local 

school administrators (e.g., administrator role and geographic location).  A statewide odds ratio 

analysis found that Indiana’s students with disabilities were 1.29 times less likely to be enrolled 

in at least one advanced-level CTE programs than their general education peers.  This topic is 

important given that federal legislation guarantees that students have appropriate and equitable 

access to educational opportunities in CTE.    

Additionally, Pearson’s bivariate Correlation was used to analyze regional mean survey 

results against the regional CTE placement rates of students with disabilities.  Only Special 

Education Directors showed a strong and significant positive relationship (r = 0.793, n = 8, p = 

0.019) between regional responses; and questions involving the Deficit View mindset and the 

percentage of students with disabilities enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs.  This finding 

indicates that the perceptions and demographics of Special Education Directors could be a factor 

in influencing student enrollment rates.  All other relationships among the administrator roles, 

equity traps, locations, and placement rates tested were found to be non-significant.  

In an effort to identify any inequities or equity traps that exist in the local environment, it 

is recommended that school leaders perform well-structured and routine equity audits. 

Stakeholders can then work together to ensure that all students are afforded the information and 

support necessary to succeed in their chosen educational pathway. Such collaborative initiatives 

could lead to systemic improvements in culture, programmatic offerings, teacher quality, and 

student outcomes.   

Ultimately, the author hopes that these research findings will serve as a catalyst for 

secondary school administrators to consider, and address as necessary, factors affecting the 
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success of students with disabilities in CTE programs (e.g., barriers to student access).  By 

working to ensure that students are afforded opportunities that are appropriate to their unique 

needs, interests, and abilities, schools can help to promote student outcomes while at the same 

time accomplishing Indiana's desire for more work-ready graduates. 
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Appendix B 

Emails Inviting Research Participants 

EMAIL #1: SURVEY EMAIL (INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE) 

  

Dear CTE Director/Asst. Director, Guidance Director, or Special Education Administrator, 

  

I am conducting a study that focuses on secondary students with disabilities enrolled in career 

and technical education programming.  I need your help. Please take a few minutes to complete 

this quick survey.  Your participation is completely confidential.  Nothing related to the survey 

will be linked back to you or your school.  Rather, response data will be reported by groups or by 

Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE) regions. 

  

As a practicing high school administrator, I know how busy you are.  I have tried to make this 

survey as efficient as possible.  It should take less than 20 minutes to complete. 

  

I am seeking your feedback on administrator perceptions regarding CTE and special education.  I 

will also be asking a few questions regarding demographic characteristics (e.g. age, role).  

Lastly, you will have the opportunity to share any additional thoughts that you might have 

regarding special education inclusion in CTE. 

  

Please consider participating in this survey.  This study will provide valuable information that 

will be used to identify any equity gaps that may exist among Indiana’s high school CTE 

programs.  This study has the endorsement of the Indiana Association of Career and Technical 

Education Districts (IACTED), the Indiana Association for Career and Technical Education 

(IACTE), and the Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE).  

  

Click on the link below to complete the survey by DATE, 2019. 
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Please feel free to contact me with any questions or if I can be of service to you. 

  

Respectfully, 

Patrick A. Biggerstaff, Ed.S., MBA 

Doctoral Student 

Department of Educational Leadership 

Ball State University 

Telephone: 317-625-8713 

pabiggerstaf@bsu.edu 

  

Follow this link to the Survey: 

{survey link here} 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 

EMAIL #2: FOLLOW-UP EMAIL 

Dear CTE Director/Asst. Director, Guidance Director, or Special Education Administrator, 

  

Two weeks ago, I emailed you about a study that I am conducting that focuses on special 

education enrollments.  I am examining administrator perceptions of special education inclusion 

in Indiana’s high school CTE programs. 

If you have already participated, thank you very much and please ignore this email.  If you have 

not yet participated, please take a few minutes to complete this confidential survey.  I guarantee 

your anonymity and that nothing related to the survey will be linked back to you or your school.  

As a practicing high school administrator, I know how busy you are.  This survey should take 

less than 20 minutes of your valuable time to complete.  

I am seeking your feedback on administrator perceptions regarding CTE and special education.  I 

will also be asking a few questions regarding demographic characteristics (e.g. age, role).  

Lastly, you will have the opportunity to share any additional thoughts that you might have 

regarding special education inclusion in CTE. 

  

Please consider participating in this survey.  This study will provide valuable information that 

will be used to identify any equity gaps that may exist among Indiana’s high school CTE 

programs.  This study has the endorsement of the Indiana Association of Career and Technical 

Education Districts (IACTED), the Indiana Association for Career and Technical Education 

(IACTE), and the Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE).  

  

Click on the link below to complete the survey by DATE, 2019. 

  

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or if I can be of service to you. 

  

Respectfully, 
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Patrick A. Biggerstaff, Ed.S., MBA 

Doctoral Student 

Department of Educational Leadership 

Ball State University 

Telephone: 317-625-8713 

pabiggerstaf@bsu.edu 

  

Follow this link to the Survey: 

{survey link here} 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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EMAIL #3: FINAL FOLLOW-UP EMAIL AND THANK YOU 

Dear CTE Director/Asst. Director, Guidance Director, or Special Education Administrator, 

  

I recently asked you to complete a survey regarding administrator perceptions of special 

education inclusion in Indiana’s high school CTE programs.  If you completed the survey, I 

would like to sincerely thank you for your participation in this important effort. 

If you have not yet participated, I hope you will still consider completing this quick confidential 

survey.  I guarantee your anonymity.  Nothing related to the survey will be linked back to you or 

your school.  

As a practicing high school administrator, I know how busy you are.  This survey should take 

less than 20 minutes of your valuable time to complete.  

I am seeking your input on administrator perceptions regarding CTE and special education, as 

well as asking a few questions regarding demographic characteristics (e.g. age, role).  Lastly, you 

will have the opportunity to share any additional thoughts that you might have regarding special 

education inclusion in CTE. 

  

Please consider participating in this survey.  This study will provide valuable information that 

will be used to identify any equity gaps that may exist among Indiana’s high school CTE 

programs.  This study has the endorsement of the Indiana Association of Career and Technical 

Education Districts (IACTED), the Indiana Association for Career and Technical Education 

(IACTE), and the Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE).  

  

Click on the link below to complete the survey by DATE, 2019. 

  

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or if I can be of service to you. 

  

Respectfully, 

Patrick A. Biggerstaff, Ed.S., MBA 

Doctoral Student 
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Department of Educational Leadership 

Ball State University 

Telephone: 317-625-8713 

pabiggerstaf@bsu.edu 

  

Follow this link to the Survey: 

{survey link here} 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

  



ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENTS IN CTE 132 

Appendix C 

Study Description Sheet and Informed Consent 

Study Title   

School Administrator Perceptions and the Participation Rates of Students with Disabilities in 

Indiana’s Secondary Career and Technical Education Programs 

  

Study Purpose and Rationale 

The purpose of this study is to analyze any relationships that exist between the perceptions and 

demographic characteristics of school administrators and the participation rates of students with 

disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs.  Findings that suggest potential equity gaps will be 

reported by groups or regions and shared with the Indiana Association of Career and Technical 

Education Districts (IACTED), the Indiana Association for Career and Technical Education 

(IACTE), and the Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education (ICASE).  

  

Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria 

CTE Directors and Assistant CTE Directors, Guidance Directors, and Special Education 

Administrators responsible for grade 9-12 programming were invited to participate in this study 

because they likely have the opportunity to determine or guide the placement of students in CTE 

programs at the secondary level. Participants must be of at least 18 years of age. 

  

Participation Procedures and Duration 

The study includes completing a confidential online survey administered through Qualtrics.  This 

survey should take approximately 20 minutes to complete. 

  

Data Confidentiality 

Access to the online survey will be through a secure website.  Participants’ names, schools, 

emails, and IP addresses will not be requested or collected.  The only potentially identifying 

information collected through this survey will be the participant’s position and school district 
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name, but all surveys will be coded for confidentiality and all data maintained as confidential.  

No identifying information such as school, school district, or individual names will appear in any 

publication or presentation of the data.  Data will be reported aggregately, by state and by group 

only.   

  

Storage of Data 

Data will be stored on the Principal Investigator’s password-protected laptops and password-

protected Qualtrics account.  Only the Principal Investigator and members of the research team 

will have access to the raw data.  The Principal Investigator will retain the data for three years 

after the study has been concluded and then the data will be permanently deleted. 

  

Risks or Discomforts 

There are no risks associated with participating in this study.  The only anticipated discomfort 

from participating in this study is that you may not feel comfortable answering some of the 

questions.  You may choose not to answer any question and you may quit the study at any time.  

  

  

Benefits 

There are no direct benefits to the participants.  However, the results of this study may be used to 

create professional development opportunities, which I hope would be helpful to Indiana school 

administrators in their efforts to create positive and supportive school cultures for students with 

disabilities.  

  

Voluntary Participation 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary and participants are free to withdraw their 

permission at any time, and for any reason, without penalty or prejudice from the investigators. 

Participants may feel free to ask any questions of the investigator at any time during the study. 
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IRB Contact Information 

For questions about your rights as a research subject, please contact Director, Office of Research 

Integrity, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306, (765) 285-5070, irb@bsu.edu. 

  

Study Title  School Administrator Perceptions and the Participation Rates of Students with 

Disabilities in Indiana’s Secondary Career and Technical Education Programs 

  

  

Principal Investigator: 

Patrick A. Biggerstaff, Ed.S., MBA 

Doctoral Student 

Department of Educational Leadership 

Ball State University 

Telephone: 317-625-8713 

pabiggerstaf@bsu.edu 

  

Consent 

I hope that you will choose to participate in this important survey.  Thank you for your 

consideration and time. 

  

Please click on “continue” if you agree to participate in this study. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix D  

Survey Structure, Definitions, and Questions 

  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Survey Structure: 

Sections 1-6 (Administrator Perceptions, Questions 1-33, Likert-Scale) 

 (“1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and “5=do not know”) 

Section 7 (Administrator Demographics, Questions 34-43) 

 

  

Notes: 

Expanded Section Titles are included herein.  However, in survey view, the only titles that will 

be seen are Section I: Administrator Perceptions (Questions 1-33) and Section II: Demographics 

(Questions 34-43). 

  

Survey Definitions: 

Advanced-level CTE program refers to programs recommended for students in their junior or 

senior levels of high school, those classified by the Indiana Department of Workforce 

Development as high-value, moderate-value, or less than moderate value, and may be aligned 

with college-level courses per the Indiana Department of Education.  advanced-level CTE 

programs focus on career-specific skill development and often serve as a capstone assessment of 

prior related coursework (West Virginia CTE, n.d.) 

Student with disabilities is defined as a student receiving special education services through 

under an Individualized Education Plan 

  

______________________________________________ 
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Expanded Section Titles: 

  

Section I: Administrator Perceptions- Deficit View, Questions 1-6 

  

Section II: Administrator Perceptions- Special Education Diagnosis Erasure, Questions 7-10 

  

Section III: Administrator Perceptions- Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze, Questions 11-15 

  

Section IV: Administrator Perceptions- Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors, Questions 16-18 

  

Section V: Administrator Perceptions- Organizational Constraints, Questions 19-26 

  

Section VI: Administrator Perceptions of CTE, Questions 27-33 

  

Section VII: Administrator Demographics, Questions 34-43 
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SURVEY QUESTIONS 

For: CTE Director/Asst. Director, Guidance Director, or Special Education Administrator 

  

Please use the following scale to indicate the degree that you believe represents general 

attitudes and practices in your school community. 

  

1 = Strongly 

Disagree 

2 = Disagree 3 = Agree 4 = Strongly 

Agree 

5 = Do Not 

Know 

  

Section I: Administrator Perceptions- Deficit View 

Questions Assessing Deficit View 

1 Students with disabilities generally meet the employment and postsecondary readiness 

standards necessary to earn a high school diploma. 

2 Students with disabilities generally earn passing grades, and high school credits, when 

enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs. 

3 Students with disabilities are likely to earn dual credits and/or industry-recognized 

credentials when enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs. 

4 Advanced-level CTE programs are developmentally appropriate placements for students 

with disabilities. 

5 The inclusion of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs will 

positively affect the social skills of general education students enrolled in advanced-

level CTE programs.  

6 The inclusion of students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs will 

positively affect the academic growth of general education students enrolled in 

advanced-level CTE programs.  

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 
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Section II: Administrator Perceptions- Special Education Diagnosis Erasure 

Questions Assessing Special Education Diagnosis Erasure 

7 When interacting with students with disabilities, CTE teachers should search for 

indicators that the students might benefit from individualized social, emotional, or 

academic supports.  

8 It is appropriate to have a CTE program where students with disabilities are separated 

from general education students, as long as all students have equal opportunities.  

9 One of the most effective ways of ensuring that students with disabilities are welcomed 

into the general CTE population is to limit conversations about special needs. 

10 Students with disabilities should be offered supports beyond those afforded to general 

education students when they are enrolled in advanced-level CTE programs.  

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 

Section III: Administrator Perceptions- Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze 

Questions Assessing Employment and Avoidance of the Gaze 

11 CTE Teachers in your district are aware of the diagnoses of the students with disabilities 

they serve. 

12 CTE Teachers in your district comply with special education requirements. 

13 CTE Teachers in your district promote a peer culture of supporting students with 

disabilities. 

14 CTE Teachers in your district are likely to advocate for equal educational opportunities 

for students with disabilities. 

15 CTE Teachers in your district feel that people outside of their classroom - whether 

parents, school personnel, or governmental entities - are interested in their professional 

engagement and performance with regard to special education student development. 

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 
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Section IV: Administrator Perceptions- Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors 

  

Questions Assessing Paralogic Beliefs and Behaviors 

16 Students with disabilities in advanced-level CTE programs require more structure than 

general education students.  

17 Students with disabilities should be removed from advanced-level CTE programming 

that is challenging.  

18 In order to be successful in advanced-level CTE programming, students with disabilities 

should be assigned a one-on-one paraprofessional or a peer mentor.  

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 

Section V: Administrator Perceptions- Organizational Constraints 

Questions Assessing Organizational Constraints 

19 Advanced-level CTE programs are accessible to students with disabilities in my school 

district. 

20 My district has the resources necessary to help all students succeed in advanced-level 

CTE programs. 

21 In my district, general education students are encouraged to enroll in advanced-level 

CTE programs.  

22 In my district, students with disabilities are encouraged to enroll in advanced-level CTE 

programs. 

23 In my district, students with disabilities are welcomed into advanced-level CTE 

programs by their teachers. 

24 In my district, students with disabilities are welcomed into advanced-level CTE 

programs by their peers.  

25 The time spent in remedial courses makes it difficult for students with disabilities to 

access advanced-level CTE programs. 

26 The number of credits required for high school graduation makes it difficult for students 

with disabilities to access advanced-level CTE programs.  

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 
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Section VI: Administrator Perceptions of CTE 

Questions Assessing Administrator Perceptions of CTE 

27 Advanced-level CTE programs offer developmentally appropriate educational 

opportunities for advanced students. 

28 Advanced-level CTE programs offer developmentally appropriate educational 

opportunities for general education students. 

28 Advanced-level CTE programs offer developmentally appropriate educational 

opportunities for students with disabilities. 

30 Teachers of advanced-level CTE programs have the desire to support the developmental 

needs of students with disabilities. 

31 Teachers of advanced-level CTE programs are adequately trained to support the 

developmental needs of students with disabilities. 

32 Advanced-level CTE programs are effective at enhancing the college readiness of all 

students. 

33 Advanced-level CTE programs are effective at enhancing the career readiness of all 

students. 

Note. Likert-type Scale: “1=strongly disagree,” “2=disagree,” “3=agree,” “4=strongly agree,” and 

“5=do not know” 

 

Section VII: Administrator Demographics 

 Please indicate the following: 

34. What is your position of employment? 

●           CTE Director or Assistant CTE Director 

●           Guidance Director 

●           9-12 Special Education Administrator 
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34. How many years have you served in your current position? 

●           1-2 

●           3-5 

●           6-10 

●           11-15 

●           16-20 

●           20 or more 

  

35. How many years have you worked in the field of education? 

●           1-2 

●           3-5 

●           6-10 

●           11-15 

●           16-20 

●           20 or more 

  

36. What is your gender? 

●           Male 

●           Female 

●           (Open Response) 
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37. What is your age, in years? 

Dropdown (select one) 

●           18-25 

●           26-30 

●           31-35 

●           36-40 

●           41-45 

●           46-50 

●           >50 

  

38. What size is the community in which you are employed? 

●           Rural (up to 4,999 residents) 

●           Small urban or suburban (5,000 - 49,999 residents) 

●           Urban (50,000 or more residents) 

  

39. What is the name of the school district in which you are employed (e.g. Indianapolis 

Public Schools, MSD of Lawrence Township, Central 9 Career Center)? 

(Open Answer) 

  

40. Have you ever held a professional Special Education license? 

●           Yes 

●           No 
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41. In the past five years, how many hours of professional development have you 

received related to special education programming? 

●           0-10 

●           11-20 

●           21-30 

●           31-40 

●           >40 

  

42. Have you ever held a professional CTE license? 

●           Yes 

●           No 

  

43. In the past five years, how many hours of professional development have you 

received related to CTE programming? 

●           0-10 

●           11-20 

●           21-30 

●           31-40 

●           >40 

 

Thank you for completing this survey – your participation is greatly appreciated! 

 

 


