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ABSTRACT

This survey of elementary and secondary schools
gathered information regarding the function of educational
specialists. Four functions are analysed: remedial reading, guidance,
psychological services, and library assistance. No real pattern
evolved as to deployment of any one function at either school levei.
To examine the people with whom specialists spend their time, five
categories of recipients were established: desk work, students,
classroom teachers, other specialists, and with others. It was found
that the function would relate to a recipient pattern (i.e.,
specialists in remedial reading work mostly with students and littie
if any with the other recipient categories). Specialists in guidance,
however, distribute their time among all recipient categories. A
related document is EA 002 629. (LN)




Functions of Educational Specialists in the Schools

Thiz sindy examiiies the deployment of specialists
— those who assist, supplement, or replace the activi-
ties of classroom teachcrs. Earlicr investigations in this
arca relied on job titles to identify specialists amwng
school districts. The limitation in this method liez in
trying to distinguish between titles used and functions
periormed. This investigation avoids titles. It identifies
deployrient practices on the basis of how specizlists say
they distribute their t"ne among selected functivas and
categories of recipients.

EUO34302

A questionnaire to elicit information concerning
functions, recipients, and levels of operation was devel-
oped and sent to foriy-six member school distriets of the
KMetropelitar School Study Council. Apnroximately 2000
questionnaires were completed and returned. After a
program was written, the data collected were punched
on cards and fed into a computer. Four functions {Reme-
dial Reading, Guidance, Psychclogical Services, and Li-
brary Assisiance) were selected for analysis for the rea-
sons thai (1) they are regarded as being pupil oriented,
(2) they are considered important among the participat-
ing districts in terms of their high frequencies, and (3)
they are involved in Federal legislation mainly through
the National Defense Education Act and the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

The data for these functions were arranged in stand-
ard score tables and presented :a terms of Time Equival-
ents, a new measure offered as a feasible procedure for
functional analysis. The supposition underlying this meas-
urement is that the performance of a function can be
rneasured and expressed as a mathematical quantity, wnich
happens to be in this case, percentage of time. It is im-
portant to keep in mind that the results of this approach
are based upon the respondents’ perceptions of how they
spend their time.

On the basis of the responses reported by the special-
ists, many different deployment practices were identified
when each of the four functions was analyzed separately

mon the elementary, secondary, and system-wide levels of
operation.
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ﬂ Specialists in some districts reported spending their
time exclusively on one school level while others reported
8bemg involved with two or more levels. This latter
group of specialists indicated that their distribution of time
is generally uneven in the sense that one school level is
‘] stressed above the others. A considerable variation was
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found in the amount of time spent in the varieus school
systets on the four functions.

To c¢xamine the people with whom specialisis spend
their time, five categories of recipients were established:
Desk Work, Studesits, Classroom ‘Teachers, Other Speciai-
ists, and With Others. It was discovered thet specialists do
not distribute their iime equaily among the reeipienis of
their services. In this area, especially, there iIs a large
number of different deployment practices among the four
funciions. Also, net all recipients are involved in the per-
formance of cach furetion: i.e., specialists in remedial
reading work mostly with Students ané spend little time
with. other recipients whereas specialists in guidance, in
most cases, distribute their time among all the recipients,
The number of specialists performing the function seems
to infiuence how time is spent with recipients. The small-
er staffs of specialists work with fewer categories of re-
cipients than do the larger staffs.

It would seem ihat the percentages of time speciaiists
say they spend on functions and with recipients can be
collected and converted into time equivalents. The prim-
ary advantage gained with this method of investigation is
that we can study who does what to whom and where ir-
respective of titles.

The accompanying tables illustrate how sehool dis-
tricts regulate their staifing policy relative to specialists
vs. classroom teachers. In Table I may be seen graphs of
typical districts that emphasize classroom teachers in pref-
¢renee to non-classroom educational specialists with the
result that the greater emphasis upon the latter reZuces
class size. Table 2 illustrates the opposite. These districts
represent the group that emphasize specialists relative to
classroom teachers, with the result that classes are larger
than would be expected from the size of the total profes-
sional staff (NSA-—numerical staff adequaey). Table 3
presents graphs of districts whose level of staff deploy-
ment in either category is about what would be expected,
on the average, from the size of the district’s total pro-
fessional staff. In each table districts may be seen whose
total staff (NSA—number of professional per 1000 pupils)
ranges from high to low. Nevertheless, in each table the
policy represented is the same with respect to relative
emphasis upon specialists vs. classroom teachers. The
scales are standard score scales based upon the data from
districts.

*Dr. Utter, formerly a resezrch fellow in the lnsmute, is now at Delaware
Academy and Central School, Delhi, New York . 13753.
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