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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Gisiiai
Despite the fact that consultation is a widely recommended role

for special education resource Eéachers, 1ittle attention has been
paid to that reépéhéﬁbﬁiﬁfy in the research literature. Specifically,
skills needed by consulting resource teachers have not been clearly
delineated; and few data are available on educators' views of the cor-
sultation role. This project was undertaken to gather information on
consul tation brovided by resource teachers. The data were obtained |
" through the development and evaluation of a consu1t1ng sk?11§ survey
instrument, and were confirmed through interviews with a sample of
resource teachers. ‘In addition, in order to determine whether training -
in éthHitatibhlis feasible and perce1ved as valuable by special
'éaueatérss a workshop on consulting strategies was conducted.

" Rationale |

Definition of Resource Programs

The resource room program has become a widely used niodel for
educating m11d1y handicapped children in accordance w1th the least
restrictive alternative mandate of P:L: 94-142" (Federa] Register, 1977)
This model is defined as “éﬁy school 6bé?at{dﬁ in which a person
(usually the resource teacher) has thé:FéSbbhs{biiity of providing

supportive educationally related services to children and/or their



teachers® (Wiederholt, Hammill, & Brown, 1978). Thus the phrase
"resource room program” encompasses a wide variety of service delivery
systems: Some are categorical; for children with a single handicapping
ééﬁdi’fiéﬁ; some are fﬁﬁifi‘\-ééféééﬁrééi; serving children of two or more
disability groups; and others are i;fi'ﬁéi;éﬁf; in which the résource

Ré’g'ai?‘aféﬁ of tﬁé specific character each program takes; certain
.commonalities unite resource models: For example; all resource |
handicaps: This direct service is provided to any child; however, for
less than half of each school day; the children spend the remainder of
their time with a regular education class group. In addition, the
resource teacher shares responsibility with the reguiar'21ass teacher
for ehsuring that the special child's learning envi?dhméni_is.thé‘mééi
appropriate in terms of éxpéctations, materials, and instruction. It
is toward improving the way in which resource teachers fulfill the

The Importance of Consultation

The characteristics of resource programs determine the two major
functions of the resource teacher. The first of these is to be a remedial
expert: Children who attend resource programs have been identified =

direct remedial instruction:. However; providing handicapped children

with dn hour or so of assistance in a resource room environment is not-



.suff1c1ent to ensure that those students w111 be able to funct1on in the

Glavin, Qqay; Annesley, & Werry, 1971). If the resource téaéhéf
confines his activities to a special education classroom and considers
himself primarily a tutor; he is severely 1imiting his effectiveness
(Brown, Kiraly, & Mckinnon, 1979),

It is through: their second function as consu]tahts that resource
teachers assume their full share of respons1b111ty for educating handicapped
children. Because they are trained to accommodate a wide range of -

lea rn1nq sty]es, to select and adapt 1n°truct1ona1 mater1a1s, and to
'manage behavior prob1ems; resource teachers have the egpertise to-
assist regular teachers to adapt their classrooms to ﬁiéji&é ékééﬁfiéﬁéi
learners with an appropriate instructional program: To share this
expertise, resource teachers must interact regularly with classroonm

teachers. Wiederholt (ié?é) summarizéa thé roié as fbiiews: “Bécausé

must be ab]e to efficiently communicaté the need for and .facilitate
change in programming in thé regular classroom." The importancé of -

th1s interaction has been recogn1zed by numerous authors (Hammill &
Wiederholt, 1972; Parker, 1975; Wiederholt et al., 1978), and by
rescurce teachers themselves (Knight,. 1976; Paroz, Siegenthaler, &
Tatum, 1977). ' :

The importance of consultation in resource room programs may also
be established by examining the \iterature on reguiar educators’

perceptions of handicapped students; and their attitudes toward



mainstreaming and special ediication. For exampie, Hudson, Graham, éﬁde

" Warner (1979) surveyed regular c1ass teachers about the1r exper1eﬁces
with mainstreaming: Most of the educators agreed that the presence of
handicapped stiudents in their rooms negatively affected their teaching;
and that such youngsters are more appropriately educated in self-contained
special classes. Others have obtained and reported data indicateing that
lack 6% support services and 1nédéquéEé communication between réguiar ahd
réspéhses to mainstreaming Drograms'(Baker & Gott]1eb; 1980; Grahaii;
Burdg, Hudson, & Carpenter; 1980; Speece & Mandell, 1980). These
réports suggést that reédiér educators'. ékpéet ass%:tahcé {n déaiing with
the 1earners and are genera]]y bu11d1ng—based, can appropr1ate1y provide

this ass1stance through consultation:

Need for Consultation Skills

Because communication between regular class teachers and resource
teachers is of pr1mary 1mportance in prov1d1ng an appropriate eauéatiohaT
program for ma1nstreamed handicapped ch11dren, it is necessary that
resource teachers NOSSESS appropriate consu]tat1on sk111s Lortie's (1975)
soc o1og1ca1 study of self-contained c]assroom teachers prov1des a rat1ona1e
%or tra1n1ng resource teechers in consulting skills. He Found that
classroom teachers tend to be insular; that they resent "inteérference"
from "outsiders,” and that they are quite protective of their class
groups and their instructional methods: Two interpretations of these

data seem re1evant, first, that resource teachers need-skills to overcome

the 1nsu1ar1ty of classroom teachers because coord1nated planning for

- 10



children cannot occur until there 1s cooperation between the teachers
In addition, s1nceAmany resource teachers were once classroom teachers
themselves (Bauer; 1975), they should learn effective ?ﬁfe?aetidh
skills to ééﬁﬁdﬁiééfe more easily and ﬁFddﬁétiVeTy with other teachers:
Evidence that resource teachers should be trained 1in appropr1ate
consultation skills is also present in Sﬁeeia1 education 1iterature.
Wiederholt et al: (1978) have suggested that sueh bréparation is ésséhtiai
sentiments have been expressed by others (F?éhké]— 1974; Hérris & Mahar;
1975; Lott, Hudak, & Scheetz; 1975). A p11ot study conducted in central
tndiana (Ffiéhd; ié?é) confirmed the fact that resource teachers have
not been trained in consultation. On a survey instrument designed to
meastre their percept1ons of their role responsibilities, respondents
1nd1cated that consultation activities are a very 1mportant aspect of
the résourcé_téach1ng job; but that they genera;]y received 1ittie orik

The lack of training in consultation typically reported by resource
teachers' and __t?'hé béﬁéi'fy of information about iﬁ'é'sbaé'cé teachers'
consuiting activities may account for the amb1gu1ty wh1ch seens to
surround the consultation role:.  Another reason msy be the lack of a
b?ééi‘éé definition of édﬁsﬂtatibﬂ For this hi‘djeet,— cohsu1tat1'on was

process whose penef1c1ary is a hand1capped student for whom the teachers

share responsibility:

©oIn
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The definition just presented suggests the skills which resource
teachers should possess in order to consult effectively: These skills
fall into the general categories of problem-solving and competencies

in interpersonal communication.

Problem-solving strategies have been clearly identified in counseling

and school psychology 1iterature, and generally invalve identifying
the problem; generating alternative solutions, choosing and implementing
and either terminating the problem-solving activity or recycling through
the process to achieve more satisfactory results (Allen, ChinSky;;LéFééﬁ;
Lochman, & Selinger, 1976; Kurpius & Brubaker, 1976; Schmuck; Runkel ;
" the resource teacher's role. Table 1 provides a description of the
consulting activities resoirce teachers might ééﬁﬁiéf%/ﬁiﬁﬁ Fé@ﬁ]éF.
“education classroom teachers when progressing throdgh the stages of
problem-solving: - ‘

The second group of skills, which incTudes interpersonal communi-
cation, forms an overlay for all other aspects of consultation. These
skills ‘include developing awareness of one's own strengths and weaknesses,
and biases (Longs 19783 Schmick et al., 1978); establishing accurate
parceptions of others and acquiring the ability to demonstrate récéptkvity
to others' ideas (Day, 1977; Long, 1978; Mcéroskéys Larson; & Knapp, 1971;
Schmiick et al., 1977); attentive 1istening (Schmuck et al., 1977);

paraphrasing to provide feedback (Long, 1978); and using nonverbal

™




~ . . Table 1:
Prob]em -Solving fer Resource Teachers
Problem=Solving | Resource Teacher Activities and
Step e __Responsibilities
Problem-formulation Clearly identifying the problem;

probing to discover the. problem- -
not just the symptoms; asking for
spéc.f1c examples of .the problem

ﬁféducfhg alternative 'Us1ng expert1se to make suggest1ons,

solutions o encouraging teacher input; bra1n-

storming; prevent1ng evaluative

comments on strateg1es, recording

the alternatives .

potential positive and negative

Forecasting consequences Encouraging spec1f1cat1on of

outcomes of proposed solutions;

returning to problem-formulations.

if needed:

Action planning - Gooperatlvely out11n1ng a spec1f1c
. course of action and to determine
how to evaluate the outcome; en- .
suring that responsibilities are
assigned and c1ar1f1ed

Taking action steps " Fulfilling own 0b11gat1ons in the

plan; monitoring teacher and othérs
involved to determine if plan is
being implemented as agreed

Evaluating outcomes . In cooperation with the regular
_class teacher, applying the cri-
teria established earlier to

evaluate the outcome; if success- . .

ful, planning for maintenance of

the results; if unsuccessful; en-

couraging the regular class teacher

to begin the problem-solving again

Note: This description constitutes an application to resource

teaching of the model proposed by Schein (1969):




components of interpersonal communication are essential skills for
resource teachers; and resource teacher competence in each would
faciiitate their professional interpersonal contacts with regular
education classroom teachers:
Summary

The information available in the special ediucation literature
indicates that consultation {s generally recognized as an important
responsibility for resource teachers. It is also apparent, however, that
few data exist through which to clearly describe approﬁriaté‘éonsuiting
activities for resource teachers, or to identify regular and special
educators' perceptions of réesource teachers’ skiil in those activities.

This project was undertaken to gather data on the rgscu}te
teacher's consultation role through the development and validation of
s survey instrument, interviews, and a prototype workshop on consulting
straiégiés |

Obaect1ves;anduResearchgﬁuéiiiéﬁé

To accomplish the general goal of this project to obtain valid

and reliable 1nf0rmat1on from pract1t1oners on the consu1tat1on role of
the resource teacher, the following three maJer ebJect1ves were 1dent1f1ed
and met: . d _ |

1.0. To aégigh'a qaéstiahhairéfwh{ch measures the extent ta which
the1r att1tudes and percept1ens about the1r ro1e as consu1tants

Since 1t‘was recogn1zed early .in the project that the perceptﬁSﬁ%
6?'Fégaiér éaucatébﬁ-téachérs'aﬁaiprincipais are also essential in
-describing resource .teacher consultation, the above objective was

14



teachers. Thus; three parallel forms of the consultation survey were
developed. |

 2.0. To establish the validity and reliability of the survey
instrument through expert appraisal and an extensive field test.

3.0. To obtain preliminary data about whether resource teachers'
knowledge about. consulting strategies and perceptions of their own
consulting role are amenable to change through inservice training by
conducting a workshop on consul tation strategies for a group of special
educators.

In addition to meeting the above objectives, several research
questions were addressed during the Field test phase of the project:
The research questions were .as follows:

1. What are the expressed attitudes of resource teachers,

edicational training; the length of their educational service, or the
type of school system in which they teach? |

2. Ave there significant differences among the three groups of
ediicators in their expressed attitudes toward the consultation
responsibilities of resource teachers?
3. lihich consuiting skills do resource teachers, regular class-
room teachers, and priﬁcipais-péﬁééﬁbé as necessary for the resource
teacher's job? Are there differences in perceptions among the educators

P
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Within any of the three groups based on their experiences with
resource room programs, the nature of their educational training,
the length of their educational service; or the Eybé of school §y§£ém'
in which they teach? |
4. Are there significant differences among the three groups of
educators in the skills perceived as necessary for resource teacher
consultation? “ |
5. How skiliful do resource teachers perceive themselves to be
in the area of consultation? Are there differences arong resource
teachers based on their experiences with resource room programs, the
nature of their educational training, the types of édUCéfibhéTlpbsiffth
which fﬁ*y'ﬁaVé-ﬁé1a; or the type of school system in which they teach?
6. How skillful do regular classroom teachers and principals
'5éFEé?Vé.Fé§6ﬁ§éé teachers to be in the area of consultation? Are

there differences within either group of educators basedron their

_experiences with resource room programs, the nature of their educational

training, the length of théir_éducationai'serViéé; or the type of .
school system in which they teach?
7. Are there significant differences among the perceptions of
consultation skills?

8. What factors do resource teachers; regular classroom teachers,

teachers?
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9. Are there significant differences in the preceptions of the
teachers?
10. In what proportions do resource teachers and principals

estimate that resource teachers allot their time in school among

allot resourcc teacher time if given the opportunity to design an ideal

""" o f *
11. Are there significant differences between resource teachers'
and principals’ sstimations of ‘actual and ideal time allotment for -
instructional and consultative duties? |
.

The remainder of this report describes jn detail the activities.

tompleted during this project; and presents the data collected and
analyzed through its activities: The first objective and all the
research questions are addressed in Chapters II, IIT, IV, and V.

Appendix F describes the procedures used to interview a sample of

resource teachers, and the results obtained from the interviews. This.

material addresses the project's second objective. Appendix G
describes the activities and results of the consultation workshops

thus addressing the third objective.

Clr



CHAPTER I
METHOD

" The purpose of this chapter is to describe the procédures uti1-
viied to investigate the. consu1tat1on ro1e of the resource teacher.
Abduestionnaire was developed to assess resource teachers ; regu]ar
~ education ciassroom teachersi; and principals’ attitude toward the
consu1tat1on ro1e, and - their percept1on of the skills needed by
resource teachers acting as consultants: The instrument was d1str1b-
uted to educators in several urban and rpral school systems if
Indiana. The responses obtained were used to construct scales for
the attitude section of the questionnaire, and appropriate statisti-
cal tests were then émpiayéd to détérminé whether differences in :
attitude and percept1on existed w1th1n ‘any of the three groups of
educators, or among these . profess1ona1 groups.

Instrument - Development

In order to collect the data needed to aaarésg the questions -
posed in this study, | paper and penc11 quest1onna1re was deve]oped
First, a prototype 1nstrument was des1gned This quest1onna1re was

e"aluated and-field- tested and was revised on the bas1s of data

collected through those procedures. In its final form, three_para1:
el vers1ons of the quest1onna1re were ut111zed, one .each for re-

source teachers, regu]ar educat1on classroon teachers, and pr1nc1pa1s



Prototype Instrument

Three factors ih?]déhced the decision to Ufiiiie a paper-and-
pencil instrument. First, participation by a relatively 1arge group
of éauéaEaF§ from ‘geographically. diverse areas of Indiana was sought,
and this type of measure was selected as an efficient and econom1ca1
meahs‘through whichato reach-a large number of 1nd1v1dua]s Second :

a flexible procedure was preferred 50 that part1c1pat1ng schoo1
Ad1str1cts st1pu1ati6h that the research procedure not d1srupt schooT
rdutihe could be accommodated: The questionnarie could be left at
schbdls for completion at aaﬁ?ﬁﬁéfrafﬁﬁe a?§cre5i66 and af‘reébéhﬂehf
conven1ence: Finally, since the participation of edueators ?h'éhﬁé
bréjééflha§ 66106Ear§; an instrument was FéVbred which would hake

as few.demands as poss1b1e on respondents S0 as to 1ncrease the 1ike-

11hood of their comp]et1ng it.

ﬁ source Teachers and Regular 6ias Te achérS, was designed e ‘obtain

1nformat10n on respondente Aeducat1ona1 and teach1ng backgrounds, on
théir?attitUHes toward the consu]tat1cn role of the resource teacher;

on their hercebtféh of ﬁhe‘5k111s needed by Edﬁéaif?ﬁé régauréé teachers;
and on the level of consulting skill régauréé teachers 56§§é§§  Three -

. ?6rﬁ§ of the dﬁééfiBﬁﬁaire (a form for each group of educators) were -
déﬁéTéﬁé& so that 1nstruct1ons and the word1ng of 1tems were appropr1-
ate for each professional group.' The instruments 1nc1uded'the fo]]ow-
ing sections which are described in the paragraphs below: "Background

~information; ‘problem factors to consultation; attitude toward

’A:é | i
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rééaukéé teacher consultation; resource teaching skills; and open-
response comments

 Background information: This section réquéStéa'réspohaéhts to

prov1de information about the1r profess1ona1 prepa\at1on and exper1-
ences as educators; Items in th1s sectJon varied cons1derab1y among
 the three forms of the questionnaire since the information needed |
from each group was fa1r1y spec1f1c to that group

Several items concerned the educators' present and past pro-
Féssioﬁai_roiés and assignments. A1l groups indicated the level of
school to which they were assigned at the time of the study, and the
number of years which they had been in their ﬁra?é§§?6651 role (i.e:;
resource teachér,‘reguiar education classroom teacher; or principal):

- In addition, regu]ar class teachers and 6r?nc?5a1s'indicated the

number of years for wh1ch they had had contact w1th resource room

positions they had held 1n educat1on* Resource teachers descr1bed

‘and years of exper1ence, and pr1nc1pals noted the tota] 1ength of

: the1r educational serv1ce

Other items in th1s sect1on concerned profess1ona1 tra1n1ng

.Resaurce teachers and regu]ar c1ass ‘teachers indicated the h1ghest
*degree they held "in educat1on Regu]ar class teachers ‘and pr1nc1pa1s

noted whether they posses ed spec1a1 education.teaching cert1f1cat1on

in any category of except1ona11ty. Resource teachers were asked how



-the/ had been tra1ned to fu1f111 the consu1tant respons1b111t1es of

UL .

their jot :nd how extens1ve,that—tra1n1ng”had been.

Another group of background information items asked respondents
about special education students for whom they were responsible.
Pr%hé%ﬁéié noted the number of maihstréamaa students aiténding
their schoo]s, and regular class teachers 1nd1cated how many ma1n-
streamed students were- enro]]ed in their classes. Resource teachers

Were asked the number Gf children in their total caseloads as well
'as the number of pupils with whom they worked each day. "

7 A final set.of items in this sectioh dealt with resource teacher B
,timé atiiizaéioh Resource teachers and pr1nc1pals indicated the
percentage of scho. . t1me resource teachers a11ocated to_var1ous'
duties and the percentage of time they felt should be assigned to
those duties. | | .

Prob]em factors to consultation. For this section o% the survey;

all three forms were identical., S11ght mod1f1cat1ons of the directions
were made so that each group of educators was propér1y addr ssed. ﬁh
the'hasés of a review of 11terature on resource teach1ng; six factors
were identified which were often cited as hindrances to resource
teacher consultation. ~fﬁéseIWééé included in the survey to obtain

. educators’ perception of their seriousness The probfem factors in-
cluded lack of résautcé teacher time to consult; lack 6? réguiéf

'consu]tat1ve efforts, resource teacher re]uctance to consu]t because

. of a lack of preparatioh for this role; resource teacher unw1111ngness
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to accept consulting as a role responsibility; and lack of support

for consultation from school adiiinistration. Respondents were able

to add to this Tlist by the, inclusion of an "other" option which was

the seventh item in this section. Each problem factor was rated on .

a 3-point s¢a1é as a major problem, somewhat of a problem, or Tittle ,’

or no problem-

Attitudes toward resoirce teacher consultation. Although in-

struct1ons were worded appropr1ate1y for each group of educators, a11
'.part1c1pants responded to the same statements ref]ectlng positive and
negat1ve att;tudés toward resource teacher consultation. These state-
ments were developed on the bés%é'o? a review of literature on re-
source teaching and a preliminary investigation of the roles and
responsibilities of resource teachers (Friend; Note 1); through these
procedures various aspects and outcomes of resource teacher consulta-
tion which may contribute to educators' attitide toward that role
were identified. A pool of 40 items was generated which dealt with
'tﬁeréésEBiiiEy and desirability of consultation from the perspec-
gfiVéé of resoarce teachers regular ciassraom teachers, and school’
administrators:. Respondents indicated on a 5-point Likert-type.
scale whether theytstrongiy agreed, agreed, were undecided, dise

iagreed or strong]y disagreed W1th gach of tne statements

Resource teach1ng skills. - Items 1n this sect1on were 1dent1ca1

for all respondent groups; directions varied s]1ght1y so as to be
appropriate for each professional role: The items consisted of

brief descriptions of activities in which consulting resource

—



teachers might engage or skills which they might possess. Seven-

o

teen items were developed. These were based on content gileaned
from reviews of the literature on resource teaching.and on con-
sultation in counseling and schoo] psychology, and were worded
using behavioral terms to the greatest extent possible.

Al respondents were asked to Eéﬁﬁiefé two rating scales

for each item. Firs t they were to ‘indicate on a 4- -point scale

whether each skill had little, 11m1ted moderate; or much 1mpor-

tance for the fééBﬁFée teacher’s de; On the seeéhd Seélé; a

4- po1nt rating was used by regular class teachers and pr1nc1pa1s

to rate the competence of the resource teachér in each skill or

~ manner:

Comments. Although a %orcéd:choice format was generally used;’
respondents were encouraged to write any further conments they

wished to make about the roles and duties of resource teachers on

' the final page of the instrument. These comments were not directly

analyzed in this investigation. They are presented; however; in

~ Appendix A.

" Field Test .

Draft versions of the survey instrument were rev1sed severa]

~times before the prototype quest1onna1re was prepared and d1str1buted'

-§éﬁ§61 administration, and psyChblbgy departments of Indiana Univer-

sity, and to advanced graduate students in special education, regular

@
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education, and $chool administration. Each reviewer was asked to |
méké'comméﬁts'éhd suggestions for improving the questionnaire.

A pilot study was also conducted. A total of 155 educators
enrolled in graduate 1éVé1‘C1§§SéS,ih'SpétiaT education, regular
education, or school administration at two campuses of Indiana
University completed the questionnaire. In addition to completing
the items, they were asked to indicafe jtems which were ambiguous,
and to offer alternative suggestions for refining the instrument.

Revised Instrument -

The response data from the pilot study were analyzed using a
factor analysis (principal components method; orthogonal rotation).
Information from that analysis and the input from faculty members
~and student Feviewers were utilized to make several reévisions to the
QUééfiaﬁﬁa%?é§ The 40-item attitude section was reduced to 20 items

by ‘eliminating or revising ambiguous and redundant items. In

addition, the scales in the resource teaching skills section were

altered. ~The 4-point rating scale of the impo;tance of each con-
sulting skill or activity was simplified; respondents were asked to
indicate on a yes=no scale whether each skill was needed by resource
teachers. The second scale, assessing educators' perception of "
resource teacher competence in the consultation activities; was
changed to a 5-point Likert-type scale in whith Fespondents were
asked to indicate whether resource teachers possessed 1ittle skill,
little or some ikiii;‘ééﬁé_éki11§.56mé or much skill, or much skill

in each of the 17 consultation activities. Finally; the overall



format of the instrument was simplified. Copies of each form

(resource teacher, regular education classroom teacher, and prin=.
cipal) of the final version of the questionnaire may be found in
Appendix B.

Sample Description

The questionnaires were distributed to educators in eight local

education agencies (LEA's) in northern, central, and southern Indiana.

s , o o = I
This sample may be described on the basis of the school districts
which participated, the levels of school represented in each school

district, and the proféssional roles of the respondents:

‘School. Districts _

Because this investigation was concerned in part with whether
attitude toward and perception of resource teacher censultation differ
as a function of size and 1éééti§h of school system and hisi%ry of
resource room programs; LEA's were Séiééiéa to represent a.bqth urban
and rural; large and smaii;jféiatiVéiy new and iong:éstabiishéd re-
source room ﬁfdgfamé; fhéychéractéristjcﬁ of these LEA's are summar-
ized in Table 2. .

Within each participating school district, all resource teachers
and all principals in buildings hbuéihé resource rooms were asked to
complete the questionnaire. In addition, a questionnaire was distrib-
ited to one regular class teacher for each resource teacher; or in
cases where a resource teacher worked in more than one school, to one
regular ciéss teacher for each building served by a resource teacher.

Overall; 642 surveys were distributed; 560 of these were returned for




Table 2 -
 Sumary of LEA Characteristics
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a response rate of 87.2%. The sample of respondents is described

more fully in Table 3. It should be noted that the data obtained

from LEA 02 was excluded from analysis in this investigation be-

cause of that district's comparatively low response rate.

School Levels

_ While an effort was made to obta1n data from e]ementary,

of resource room programs at the secondary level resu]ted in a sam-
ple which is dominated by elementary schoo] programs Overall
approximately 71% of 311,reépOhdgnté&weré_ééé?éﬁéd to e]ementary
schools, 18% worked in m1dd1e schools or Jjunior high schools; and -
11% taught in h1gh schools. It should be noted;. too, that it is
not unusual for Féééﬁ?éé tééEﬁéFé, espec1a11y in rural areas, to
setve more than one yleve] of s;hoo]:.:In fact; a total of 36 té-
source teachers (24% of the total sample in that role) served two

or more levels of school:" A'méfé t6hh]été aésefiﬁtioh o% ii respon-

Appendix €.

Profess1ona1 Ro]es

Thne 1nd1v1dua1s targeted for th1s study were the adults on whom
the consu1t1ng role of the resource teacher would have the most
1mmed1ate 1mpact. resource teachers, regular educat1on c]assroom-

teachers, and principals in buildings hous1ng'such programs.: The

decision to include all resource teachers and principals in.resource:

room program schools was based on the need to secure a relatively
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large sample from a popu]at1on of educacors rather thinly distrib=
uted among school districts. Conversely, only one regular education
c]assroem teacher per resource teacher or building was asked to
'part1c1pate in order ‘to avoid overrepresent1ng that group of educa-
tors 1h this 1nvest1gat1on;

The following procedure was used to obtain the sample of regu-
lar ciasérééa téachér§i"F6r each_ihdinduai school site, a regu]ar
class teacher was selected according to three eriteria: First; a
gradé-iévei was spécified; this was accomplished by assighfhg 1éyé1s ‘
‘sequentially (i.e., the first school con the 1ist supplied by LEA 01
.was ass1gned grade one; the second was ass1gned grade two, etc. ) to
“on all §ch661 lists: Second; in order. to avoid any b1as wh1ch-m1ght
result if pr1nc1pals were merely asked to d1str1bute the question-
naires to teachers in a part1cu1ar grade level,s a tab]e of random
numbers was used to spec1fy for each grade levél a1ready determ1ned
whether the quest1onna1re Would be given to the f1rst teacher a1pha-
betically or the last teacher alphabetically in that grade; Aga1n;
this.prdeéduré'bégan With tie first™school on the 5ér§6ﬁhé1 list
supplied by LEA 01 and continued in sequence’ through all schools on
;511 LEA-édbbifed ﬁérSthei 1ists. Fdhaiiy, it was stipulated that
the teacher should have shared a pupil with the resource teacher
af some time: If this last.criterion was not met, principals were
'provided with an aiterhative teacher designation derived by.reheatihg the

procedure just oﬁtiined.' I? the ’acher des1gnated as the a]ternat1ve

k]
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d1str1bute that survey at their d1scret1on

(30@ of all respondents), 236 regular educat1on classroom teachers

(37% of all respondents) and 214 principals (33“ of all respondents) .
- Further description of the tota].samp]e and of each group of educators
in the sample may be Found in Tab1e 1 in Append1x C and in the demOr'

graphic information summaries in Appendix D. |

Data Collection Procedures

" sample Identification

Bnce the samp1e waé defined, d1rectors of spec1a1 educat1on 1n
'.representat1ve LEA's were contacted by telephone dur1ng winter 1981

The 1nvest1gator presented a general outline

O |

f the research progect
and vihen 1nterest waS;expressed, descr1pt1ve.1nformat1on about the -
study as well as the prototype questionnaire were forwarded to thes
1nd1v1dua1s.\ A]] of the d1rectors who were contacted agreed 10
having their districts cooperate in the study; a1though each_was
expiicit.in-éibié%ﬁ%ﬁé-tﬁéf baftic%oat{oh‘by individual educato%s
was voluntary: They also exoeaited'the,obté{ning of permission need- i

ed from the individual school corporations for the investigator to
contact the necessary schoo1 level personnel The. &iiectofé provided
lists of schools, pr1nc1pa1s, and resource teacher ass1gnments SO that
packets of-survey materials cou1d be‘prepared F1na11y, through te1e-

phone or 1n -person 1nterv1ews, the special education d1rectors sup—

p11ed 1nformat1on on the deve10pment and operat1on of the resource
v room programs in the1r respect1ve d1str1cts. . :




Preparation of Survey Materials

Atter the needed permissions were obtained; the personnel
lists provided by the directors of special education were used to
prepare packets of survey materials for each school building. The
packets included a cover letter to the principal which explained
the project and included instructions for the distribution of the
surveys. Tﬁéy'a1§a contained one dﬁeStiénnafée %or each identified:
respondent in Ehat school: Resource teachers serv1ng more than one
bu11d1ng rece1ved the1r»quest1onna1res in their "home" schoo]s. If

a home school des1gnat1on was not availables they rece1ved them at-

the first schoo] which they were 1isted as serving accord1ng to the

tEA-supp11ed persenne] 11sts In schoo]s where more than one resource
teacher worked packets 1nc1uded quest1onna1res for each resource
teacher, for the same number of regular class ‘teachers; and for the
principal. (?or.éxamﬁié, a building served by threé resource teachers
.‘wau1dfrecejve saven questionnaires: thnéé ?6E.Fe§66Fce téaahéﬁs; |
three for régaiak'ciass teachers, and one for the ﬁfjﬁcipai;i'
Each survey was assigned a. 5-digit identification code wWhich
~ included the LEA number,; the schoo] number; a pos1t10n nuiber (re-
source teacher—], regu]ar class teacher-2 pr1nc1pa1 3), and a
number i‘hdi‘éat%hg whether there was more than one éducator in the
des1gnated pos1t1on in that schee] This identification code.was

fused to account for surveys as they were returned, and to facilitate.

: sort1ng the surveys dur1ng data ana]ys1s.




Data Collection Procedures

Distribution of the survey materials was arranged to accommodate
the preférences of thé:part?éipéiing school districts and to maximize
response rate; while also taking into account logistics. A1l packets
6F'daést{6hhairésifar LEA 01, LEA 03, LEA 04, LEA 07, LEA 08, and
part of LEA 05 wa#é hand-delivered to the participating schools.:
Verbal 1nstru6t16ns were given to the princ{pais or théjr.represenZ
tatives to- supplement those conta1ned in the cover iettérs; and ‘the
surveys were collected one week later ddring a second viéit to the
individual school sites. Stamped, addressed éhVéiaaés were left at
the schools for surveys not returned on the co11ect1on date, and

fo]]ow-up telephone ca]]s were made to pr1nc1pa1s apprOX1mate1y three
O

been returned In LEA 02; LEA 06, and part of LEA 05' the packets of

surveys and a- somewhat . more deta11ed cover letter to the pr1nc1pa1
were mailed, and a stamped addressed enve]ope in wh1ch to return the
surveys was 1nc1uded. The cover 1etter requested that surveys be
,Imaiied back to the invest1gator within 10 days;-if they’had’notrbeen
returned within one month; a follow-up telephone call was made to the
_pr1nC1pa1 to encourage part1c1pat1on | o

A1l data collection was completed during spr1ng, 1981; and master
tally sheets were maintained throughout thi$ period to facilitate the
management of this process:
Data Entry

Templates were constructed for each page of each form of the

questionnaire so that individuals' responses could be entered directly
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from the surveys into the database created for th1s proJect 1 'éne'

Scale Construction

Attitude Section: Factors and Reliabilities

Data obtained during the pilot study using the questionnaire.
had indicated thé_préséheé of several factors on the attitude section

of the instrument For this reason, bé?ore other data analyses were

undertaken, all responses to the 20 items 1n that section were enter- o

_ed into a pr1nc1pal components factor ana1y51s W1thrvar1max rotation:
A;éifactor solution -emerged in which four factors accounted for 93.7%
of the common varidnce and 46% of the total var1ance ‘Scales were
constructed using unit We1ghts, items were 1nc1uded 'on the scale on
which they loaded most heavily, w1th the minimum cr1ter1on for in-

iclusion Set at 3000 One exception was made to th1s procedure

Att1tude Item 18 had a somewhat h1gher toading on the f1rst factor
than on. the th1rd, it was 1nc1uded in the latter, however, since its

. exclusion from the First scale 'riia'de--httle_' difference m that scale's
veliability; while its inciusion in the third improved that scale's

FéHaBthy cehs%déraﬁiy. fabié 4 présénts the constructed scales,

71The database for th1s investigation was created on the PRIME

750 computer using the Scientific Information Retrieval (SIR)

program’ (Robinson; Anderson; Cohen, Gazdzik; Karpel; Miller & .

Stein, 1980). More information on the computer fac111t1es
. used may be found in Appendix E. :

Wi
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| Table 4
Attitude Factors and Scale Reliability

o : - Factor Loadings
Attitude N S SR
‘Item No: Student Impact RET Respon- Consequences Feasibility .

siveness

.460 L
.729 L
: .429 I
o 477
:137 °
.721
__ .671
.383
.448 o
.582
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4 . o .351

15 .524 o o
16 I .462
17 - - 516

18 o 1399

19 .618

Alpha . 717 .736 613 -567

(8,23
W
[82]

No. of Items
% of Common

Yariance

Explained. 524 20.9 106 7.6
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The first scale included five items which presented potential
outcomes for students as a result of resource teacher/regular class--
room teacher interactions. It is referred to in the remainder of

this study as Student Impact (é1§ﬁév5 .717). The second scale in-

responsiveness to resource teacher consultation efforts: It was

labeled Regular €lass Teacher (RET) ‘Responsiveness (alpha = :736)-

The third scale comprised five items; these pertained to possible out-
comes or consequences of resource teacher consultation for both regu-
lar educators and special educators. This scale was labeled Conse= -

-quences (alpha = .613). The fourth SCéjé; iabéiéd.Fffsibiiitzg com-
priSéd four items which were related to constraihts which might hinder
consultation, or factors which might facilitate it. The alpha for
this scale eqqaied .567. fébié 5 presents the items included in each
factor.

The scales ?&éﬁf???éa through this ?éEEQF 5651y§i§ were treated

as dependent variables in analyses of differences within and among

© the groups of educators: Individuals' scores on each scale were
calculated by summing their responses to each item included in the
scale, taking into account the need to reverse scoring on several of

Coiipetence Section: Factors and Reliabilities

The second scalé of the resource teaching skill section of the -
questionnaire was also entered into a principal components factor -
analysis with varimax rotation, and a 1-factor solution accounted

for 1003 of the coriron variance and 48% of the total variance.



Tabié.é

Factor 1:

Item 1

Consultation should be an essential Eéiﬁiﬂéﬁié’rit to the

instructional component of the resource teacher's job:

If,regu]ar class teachers and resource teachers inter-
acted on a regular basis, mainstreamed students could more
easily be able to apply skills learned in the resource
room to their" regular class work.

By shar1ng their understand1ng of hand1capped students,
resource teachers and regu]ar class teachers could better

Since they share responsibility w1thrregu]ar class teachers

for students' educational programs, resource teachers are

the best people to consult with regular class teachers.

By consu]tlng With resource teachers, regular class teach-
ers would 1earn strategies valuable for dealing with many
pupils 1n add1t1on to those 1dent1f1ed as handicapped.

Factor 2:

Regu]ar Class Teacher Respons1veness to Consultation
{RCT Responsiveness) S — i

Item 2

Regu1ar class teachers are eager to. receive assistance
from resource teachers in work1ng with the1r ma1nstreamed

learners. '«
Regular class teachers are generally unresponsive to

resource teachers attempts to consult with them:
Class teachers. prefer that resource teachers not try to

consult with them. .

Consequences of Eonsultation (EéhseduehceS)

Both regular class teachers and resource teachers already

have well defined roles, and consu]tat1on attempts wou]d
on]y confuse matters.

A consu1t1ng résource_teacher wou]d have the effect of
undermining regular class teachers®' authority w1th the1r
mainstreamed pup1]s. ‘

If they consulted with regular class. teachers, the resource

teacher's job would eventually be e11m1nated;
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Table § (eaht%huéa)

Item 17

18

: Resource teachers are the most help to regu1ar c]ass

teachers. when they schedule mainstreamed learners into

the resource room for as much of their academ1c instruc-

tion as possible. . —

Consultation between regu1ar class teachers and. resource.

teachers would not make much d1f?erence in hand1capped

students' educat1on

* Factor 4:

Item 4

12

ggagﬁégg and resource teachers' efforts to consult with
each other* ‘ ‘
e e B - - \‘.
Contact betweeh resource teachers and regular class
teachers is often haphazard and 1neffect1ve

Resource teachers genera]1y lack understand1ng of the

problems which face regular class teachers who teach

mainstreamed pupils.

vResource teachers wish to provide ass1stance to regu1ar

class teachers in dealing with mainstreamed learners.

rd




The alpha %or the scale as a whole was eqaai to 56? The factor
1oad1ngs for th1s scale are presented in Table 2 in Appendix C.
Analyses related to this sca]e were comp]eted both by summ1ng the
resbdhéeé to all items to represent a total score, and by examining
individual items: o -

" Pata Analysis

Within Role Comparisons

Onerway ANBVA A one-way ANOVA was employed to exam1ne whether

d1fferences ex1sted w1th1n each group of educators on the: var1ab1es
identified in the r esearch quest1ons out11ned in Chapter I. For
exaniple, resource teachers were categorized on the basis of the -
’]ehgth of théir'résourcé teachihg ékﬁériéﬁéé; and tﬁé responses. o%

amount of consu]tat1on training they reparted hav1ng had. . The re-

sponses 6f;re§u15r‘ééhéét16ﬁ classroom teachers were exemined on .the
basis of the length of their teaching career, the school systems in
which they taught and. the 1ength of their contact with resource room

_ _programs F1na11y, the responses of pr1nc1pa]s were ana]yzed on the

basis.of the1r tota] years. of educat1ona1 serv1ce, the1r school sys-
.

the subgroups 3ust out11ned were comp]eted using the Scheffé

procedure.
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T=test. I-tests were also’employed to examine whether: certain
groups within each professional role differed significantly from one
another: For resource teachers, this test was utilized after cate=
§6F?£§ﬁ§ fﬁém as either hav1ng had regu]ar education classroom
teach1n§ éxbeF1ence or not. ‘For regu]ar-edu;at1on classroom teach-
ers and for pr1nc1pa1s, t-tests were employed after the groups were
Eaiéééiized as either prSESSihg special educaifcn teaching certifi-
cation in one or more are as of exceptionality or not. In addition;
‘within a11 profe551ona1 ro]es’individuéié Wé%é classified as working
in a metropo11tan or a non-metropo11tan school d?§f?%6€;ﬂéﬁa t-tgsts

Were then used to examine the resulting groups; ;.

Correlated t-test. ' This test was used to examine resource
teachers' and principals' responses to items concerning resource
teacher time aiioiiﬁéhifl.D%??éféﬁéé§~bétWééﬁ resource .teachers'

actua] and ideal time es~1mates, and between pr1nc1pa1s ‘actual and

Among Role Comparisons
' sample re-definition. Although the data from all respondents

viere included in thé analyses outlined above, for analyses which

involved the test1ng for differences among the groups .of educators,
a re-def1n1t1on of the samp1e was necessary for two reasons:. First;
since responses of individuals within schools could not be presumed

to be 1ndependent, data for among-group-comparisons were treated as

correlated. This necess1tated 1dent1fy1ng groups of matched
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respondents Second, in order to avoid GVéFFéafégéﬁféiiaﬁ or under-
representat1on of any school site in the sample for these analyses;
only one set %f respendents was chosen for inclusion fFrom any.sch661;
regardless of the total number of respondents 1n gach profess1ona1
ro]e in the school: | _ |

A ser1es of dec1s1on rules was emp1oyed to accomp11sh the re-l.
definition of the sampie. For ana]yses involving a11 three groups of
prot‘ession’a1ss the essential components of thé rules-were these: 1)
6hiy compiete.sets of data (tr1ads of respondents, one from each
sch001 was represented only once in any analysis. These same rules
were a]so applied for ana]yses 1nvo1v1ng only resource teachers and
pr1nc1pa1s' However, because th1s 1atter set of ana]yses dea1t
with the educators estimates of actua] and idea1 time a11otnents
'(1n percentages) for various resogrce teacher dut1esg rq]es were also
established to iandle the data when the tiﬁé estimates did not-ap-
proximate 100%. Details of all decision rules may be found in
Append1x E. )

By us1ng the dec1S1on ru1es, 126 tr1ads cons1st1ng of one

resource teacher, one regular education c1assroom teacher,_and one.

,pr1nc1pa1 were 1dent1f1ed Comparmsons among profess1ona1 ro]es in-

cluded only these data. A total of 120 pairs cons1st1ng of one re-_

source teacher and one pr1nc1pa1 were identified for. the analyses of

' time estimates.
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Repeated Measures ANOVA. The school was considered the unit of

analysis in comparisons-among the professional roles: In this way;
the potential influence of that factor on individuals' attitudes
- toward and percept1ons of resource teacher consultation cou]d be

controlled: Profess1ona1 ro1e was the repeated measure

among the groups of educators on each sca1e and on eich 1tem in the
attitude section, and on the competence sca1e and on each item in

" the competence port1on of the- resource teach1ng sk111 sect1on of the

questionnaire. It was also ehp16yéd to analyze the groups' responses

on poss1b1e h1ndrances to resource teacher consu]tat1on

Correlated t-tests. As in the ana1yses aust descr1bed the’

sctioo] was the unit of analysis for examination of differences be-
tieen resource teachers’ and principals’ estimates of actual and
ideal resource teacher time allocation. Differences between the
_’prbfesstcnais‘ estimates of actual time §6éﬁ£ on instruction, con-

other duties were analyzed. Differences between their estimates of

the ideal time required for the same' responsibilities were also - -

examined:

Other Procedures

[+

Treatment of missing data. A total of 12 of the returned ques-
. tionnaires were 5Ud§éd to be so incomplete as to he of little use

in data analysis. The se were. discarded.

Gl
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In.ali analyses, missing data were dealt with so as to maxi-
mize the use o% all available data. Where possible; a survey Was
excluded from an anaiyéié only when the variables Béiﬁgbéxaﬁiﬁéd in
that ana]ys1s were missing. The slight var1at1on that this caused
in the Sample for each ana]ys1s was Jjudged to be 1nconsequent1a]

' g1ven the overall s1ze of the samp]e 1n this 1nvest1gat1on

Reverslnggscallng? The scaling of items 1n the attitude sec-

tion of Eﬁé-QUééfﬁaﬁﬁé%?é was reversed in a 2-paft prbcéduré ' First—

.1t 'was necessary to reverse the d1rect1on of the scor1ng on tén items

which had been identified a 9r1or1 as 1nd1cat1ng negative att1tudes
toward consultation. This change was made for Items 3, 7 8 11, 13,
14, 16 175 18 and 19' The result of the process was that a h1gher
score on an item 1nd1cated a more negat1ve-att1tude. Because 1nter-

pretat1on of the results would be faeiiﬁtated by adhering to the
cthéhtiOh_q? assigning a higher value to more positive aEEiEuaéé,
the entire scale was next reversed for all data analyses. In the

attitude section's final form; then; a response of 1. (strongly dis-

agree) indicated the most negative attitude; and a response of.5

(strong1y agree) 1nd1cated the. most positive.

OthergdataganalySJs, Results oflthe pilot study ihd{eated that
iﬁéUff1c1ent variance existed among responses to the first'resourCé
teaching skill scale which -asked whether each-listed skill was needed
by resource teachers. . For that reason, descriptive statistics were
used in the examination and interpretation of data obtained from

[
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that scale. For the same reason; a descriptive presentation was
judged appropriate for each professional role's rating of potential

-problem factors in consultation:

45‘



CHAPTER III

RESULTS -

This chapter will present the resuits of the data collacted
.and analyzed to study the consultation component of resource teach-
ing. The data will be presented by topic; 1nc]ud1ng attitide
:'toward resource teacher consu]tat1on, sk;]]s needed by consu]t1ng
resource teachers, resource teacher consu]tat1on competence; prob-

lem factors 1nrconsu1tat1on;:and resource teacher t1me allocation.

It was noted in Chapter Ii that a factor ana1yS1s of the data
obtained from the attitude sect1on of the quest1onna1re resu]ted

in the 1dent1f1cat1on of four factors. The sca 1es def1ned by these

'(Student Impact)* Regu]ar Class Teacher Respons1veness to Consu]taf

tion (RCT Respons1”eness) Consequences of Consu]tat1on (Conse-
quences), and Feas1b111ty of Consu]tat1on (Feas1b1]1ty) The :i teﬁs

1nc]uded 1n each scale were presented in Tab]e 5. Each of the

att1tude sca]es and the 20 1nd1v1dua] att1tude 1tems were ut1..zed .

. to exam1ne educators, attitudes toward resource teacher consu]tat1on

F1rst Research Quest1on 1 was addressed It asked whether d1ffer-

ences in att1tude exist among educators within each profess1ona] ro]e

when the‘educators aré grouped by schoo]_d1str1ct; length of contact
) ’ .. - B . ‘e
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,,,,,

of profess1ona1 tra1n1ng or exper1ences. Resource teachers, regu-
lar class teachers; and principals were grouped within role on the
selected variables and their responses were analyzed accordingly.

Next; Research Question 2 was addressed: Are there differences in

-attitude toward consultation among professionai roles? Resource

teachers~, regu]ar class teachers', and pr1nc1pa1s mean responses

_.were compared to obtain th1s 1nformat1on In all analyses s1gn1f1-

cance was estabhshed_ as p <.01.

AL Al . 1 -
MMMJ—R&SMM_. = L] . . .

Resource teachers' responses to the attitude scales and items

. were grouped for analysis on four var1ab1es schoo] d1str1ct*

length of resource ' teach1ng exper1ence, amount of eonsu]tat1on tra1n-

e - e

EXPEY‘1 ence.

. School diStriCt' One-way ANOVA was. emp]oyed to ana]yze resource

teachers. responses on the basis of the school districts represented

No signif1cant d1fferences were found among the resu1t1ng seven

groups on any attitude.var1ab1e.

Next the seven schoo] districts were des1gnated as e1ther

metropoljtan'(LEA's 01, 03, and 04) or non-metropo]1tan (tEA s 05,
06, 07 and 08). It should be noted that this classification method

a]so divided the districts on the age of the resource room programs

(metropo]1tan districts having older programs), and on s1ze of sehoo]

d1str1ct (metropo]1tan d1str1cts being 1arger in number of pup11s en-,

.ro]]ed)

L 1443i;“f




T-tests were employed to compare the mean responses of the
metropo11tan (N%éo)'and non-metropolitan (uiéoj g?dapsf No signi-
ficant d1fferences were found between the groups, a1though s1g- |
‘nificance was approached (t(148) 2. 40,9;( 617) on Item 7. This
1tem concerned flnd1ng time in resource teachers schedu]es for
.consu1tat1on. The metropo11tan group responded more favorab1y to
it (M=2. Sé)vthan ‘the non-metropo11tan group (M 2.03). A summaryl
of these ana1yses 1s presented in Tab1e 3 1n Append1x C.

Resourcegteachlng,e_per1ence. Four groups were formed to.

analyze differences in resource teachers att1tudes by teach1ng
éxpériéﬁaé | These Wére'(a) one year or less . (N 33) (b) two to flve
years (N 79), (c) six to 10 years (N 31), and (d) more: than 10 years '
(ﬂyﬁ). One~way ANOVA 1dent1f1ed a s1gn1f1cant dlfference (E(3; 144)5

| ﬂ;§7§'3_<f5666) afiong these groups ‘on Item 7 time ava11ab1e in.
resource teacher schedules for consultation. The schef¢d procedure
Aindicated;that resource teachers with one year or less of experience
were s1gn1f1cant1y different (Ef( .01) from those with two to #évaz
year g, exper1ence, the ]atter group express1ng a less favorab]e
response to that 1tem (Ufz 16) than the former (M—Z 97) Statlsticai
significance was approached (F(3 141) =3. 36 E.‘< 021) on Item 20.
:ThlS item concerned resource teachers ~wﬂhngness to provide assis-
tance to regular c1ass teachers. The Scheffe procedure 1nd1cated thatl
the least Eiperiencéd resource teachers responses (M 4.34) were
,§7§ﬁjfiaéﬁ£1y‘ﬁcfé favorable (gﬁé.sﬁé):than those of the most

i

g
m |
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experienced teachers (M=3.40): MNo other significant differences
were found among resoirce teachers on the basis of their teaching
lexperience: These results are summarized in -Table 4 in Appendix C.

Amount of .consultation training. For this analysis, resource

teachers were grouped on the basis of their consultation training,
the six categories being (a) no training; (b) one to five hours of
\traihingg’(c) six to 10 hours; (d) 11 to 15 hours; (e) 16 to 20 hours;
and (f) Wore than 20 Hours of training. Tabie-S[in Appendix C sum-
marizes the results of the one-way ANGVArcémpietéd 6nvthé§é>§r606§;
and indicates that no statistically significant differences existed.
among . the resource teachet groups on any att1tude variable: . |

RegularAedueatlengexperlencef Resource teachers were categor- o

- {zed as hav1ng'or not»haV1ng regular education teach1ng experience
(Nr37 and N7113, respect1ve1y), and their attitude responses were
then ana]yzed using tetests

A]though none of the d1fferences between the greups were s1g-
nificant at the .01 1eve1 the summary "of these analyses 1 Tab]e
level. (.01 & R_<E 05).. Resource teachers with regular educat1on
teachlng exper1ence responded more favorab]y to the scale RCT

| _Respons1ve' 55 (M=11.22) than those w1thout such exper1ence (M=
10.24). This difference appeared to result because of differences
in the groups’ response- on [tems 2 and 8, both part of that scale

and both concern1ng regular class teachers willingness to receive ~

resource teacher help. The resource teachers with regular. classroom
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Atti<ude Toward Consultation of Resource Teachers

With and Without Regular Educat10n Teach1ng

Exper1ence
Variable With - © Without |t D
R (N=37) (N=113) (138) .

‘Student Impact  21.61 . 21.84 -.56  :577
RCT Responsiveness 11.22 10.24 2.09: - :038
Consequences 20:57 . 2055 .05 .959
Feasibility P T - R [ -7 -1:3¢ -~ ..184
Item1 449 4.47 oL .914
T2 3.57 38 . 207 0 .04

3 3.28 4.25 .19 . .851

4 3:65 . 3.8 .18 -860

5 4.57 _ 4.45 1.02 -307

6 4.54 4.53 .09 .926

7 © 2.49 2.27 . .90 368

8 3.84 3.46 1.97 050

9 3.84 113 . -2.26 . -025

10 3.35 3.73 -2:30 - .023

1 4.27 4.19 - 57 1570

12 2.81 2.95 .58 .560

13 3.38 . 3.00 . 1.94 ~054
13 399 - z.21 T 1919
15 4.14 4.27 .16 .289
16 3.75 13.99 -1.44 153

17 3.36 3.55 -T94 - .349

18. 4.38 143 . .- =33 .743

19 3.83 . - 3.67 .97 .332

20 4.19 .42 ' -:12 .904
50 :
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experience responded more positively to these items. In contrast,
resdurce teachers without regular education experience Wéfé'SGméi
what more likely to:agréé=fﬁé£‘£ﬁé-Fé§6UEéé teacher is thé‘béSt
péFQOh to»FOhéuitlwith clasgroom teachers (Item 9), and to believe
that time could be found in regular éducation»iéééﬁéié‘ schedules
for consultation-(Item 10). =

Summary: Few differences were found among resource teachers'

"expressed attitudes toward their consultation rolé on the basis of

tation. These special educators did differ somewhat; however, when
grouped by the length of their vesource teaching experience, and by
‘Whether or not they had had regular education classroom teaching
experience.’ )

,,,,,

Attitudes Améhg Regular Education Class Teachers .

Regular education teachers' responses to the attitude scales
"and items were grouped for analysis on four variables: s;hoci
district, Jength of iéééﬁiﬁg\éibéf{éhCé, length of contact with

 resource kébﬁ_ﬁ?BéFéﬁé; and possession of sbeeéai education certi-

7

fication.

School district. One-way ANOVA was éﬁpiayéa to analyze regu-
iér_ciéss teachers' responses among school &iéf?iéts; Although
diFferances on several variables reached or approached statistical
significance, these differences were small and did not seem to

‘represent any trend either among the attitude variables or the
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school districts. The results of these amalyses are presentad in
Table & in Appendix C. |

To ‘attempt to clarify the above findings, the school districts -
anid thus the reguiar class teachers' responses were next classified
as either metropolitan (N=114) or ﬁaﬁ-ﬁéffaﬁaiitaﬁ-{gfae); and t-tests
were employed to compare the two groups. As indicated in Table 7 in
Appendix C, no si'ghi'fi-c’éai differences emerged. Significance was
approached however; on Item 4, schoo] administration support1'e” ess
for consu]tation (t(188)=—1*99; -< *648)* Teachers in metropo]1tan

'school districts responded s11ght1y less favorably to this item than

" did those in non-metropo11tan d1str1cts (M?3.59 and M=3.86, respec~
t1ve1y); '

‘Teaching experiénce. Four groups were established to analyze

diffefences {n regular class teacher attitudes by years of teaching
experience. These were (a) one or less (N=2); (b) two to Five (N=29);

(e) six to 10 (N= 57), and (d) more than 10 years (N=104). As may be - L
seen by exam1n1ng Table 8 in Append1x €, no s1gn1f1cart o1fferences |

were 1dent1f1ed through the one-way ANOVA completed Vor these data.

Stat1st1ca1 significance was approached for the Gonsequences sca i
(F(3,180)=2.759; E:<{:044); ‘and for Item 7; resource teacher time

schedules (F(3,183)=3.836; p <.011). .On both variables, teachers

With five years or less of experience responded s1ightly more favor-

ably than those with more éxpérie’hcéi and on Item 7, a Scheffé’teét |

Pl



years of experience (M=2.32). * It should be/noted that the results
of these analyses should be viewed with eXtreme caution since 84% of
this sample of reguiar educators had mofe than five years of teaching

experience (see demographic information data summary in Appendix D).

- Experience withresource roon programs: 1In this analysis; regu-
lar class teachers were grouped by whether they had had (a) one year
or Tess (N=20); (b) two to five years (N=101); (c) six to 10 years
(N=51); or (d) more than 10 years (N=18) of contact with resource
' room programs. No significant differences were found among these -
groups (see Table 9, Appendix C). Significance was approached on

and the latter with schodl administration SUpprf%Véﬁé’Q? No ‘trends.
were discernible among the groups on these variables.

Special education certification. Of the 194 regular class

teachers for whom data were available, only seven reported possessing
any type of special education teaching certification (see demographic
information summary, Appendix D). Although i-tests were completed on
the two groups (with and without certification), the results should
be examined with extreme caution: No-significant differences emerged
from these analyses (see Table 10, Appendix C):
summary. Few differences existed among regular éducation

teachers' attitude responses on the basis of their school districts,
" their teaching experience;.or thé'éXtéht of their éxpé§§éhcé_wi§h

resource room programs. So few teachers in this sample possessed



special education certification that analyses based on this variable
should be viewed with extremé caution.
Attitudesﬁﬁmiu}iﬁﬁhéiﬁili

Principals' responses to the attitude scales and items were

length of educational service; length of contact with resource room

‘programs; and possession of special education certification.

School district: One-way ANOVA was employed to analyze princi-

pals' responses among school districts. No significant differences
emerged among the seven groups on any attitude Véfiésié;'
Principals were next divided into two school-district groups,
metropolitan and nbn:métropoiitan; and t-tests were completed on
their attitude responses. The two groups (N=103 for metropolitan
and - N=72 for non=metropolitan) did not differ significantly on any
' va?iébié; although significance was approached on . Item 16; resource
teacher understanding of regular class teacher problems: {t(171)=2.03;
p € .044). Principals iﬁ‘ﬁéf?bﬁb]ifah'aiStricfs responded siight1y;
nore favorably to that item (M=3.84) than those in other districts
(M=3.56). Tﬁééé results are summarized in Table 11 in ﬁbbéﬁa%x c:

_Educational service. Six categories were established in the

area of total educational service. These were (a) one year or less;
(b) two to five years; (c) six to 10 years; (d) 11 to 15 years; (e)
16 to 20 years; and-(f) more than 20 years. A1l principals in this

sample reported having more than five years of educational service



(see demographic information summary in Appendix D), and so four
groups were utilized for this analysis. '

One-way ANOVA indicated that no significant differences existed
among these groups. As reported in the summary of these data in
Table 12 in Appendix C, differences on Item 3, potential role con-
fusion outcomes of consultation, did approach significance (F(3;169=
3.127; p <.027). A Scheffé test indicated that the responses to
this item by principals. w1th +he least ekﬁeéﬁeﬁée (@?3;335 were
significantly less favorable (p < .05) than those of principals with
16 to 20 years of experience (M=4:08) or more (M=4.02).

ExperienéEAWiiﬁeéeééﬁiﬁé_iﬁéﬁ"b?dgfams; In these analyses, prin-

_cipals were grouped by whether they had one year or 1éss; two to five
years,; six to 10 years, or more than 10 years of contact with resource

room programs: One-way ANBVA revealed no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences

among the groups on any att1tude var1ab1e These results are presen-

ted in Table 13 in Appendix C.

Special education certification. Only two principals of the 176
for whom data were available indicated that they held special edica-
tion teaching certification of:éhy type (see 8e66§Féﬁﬁ%6-iﬁF6Fmatiéﬁ
summary ; Apperidix D). Analysis on the Bééjé of this yafiabié was
therefore not possible. 4

‘Summary. Few differences were found in the attitudes toward con-=
sultation of pr1nc1pals grouped by school d1str1ct the 1ength of
the1r educat10na1 service; or the extent of their. contact With re-

source room programs Comparisons betiween pr1nc1pals with special
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education certification and those without it could not be made be-
cause so few of the principals were certified.

Attitudes Among Professional Roles

For analysis of all attitude scales and items hy professional
role, repeated measures ANOVA was utilized; with school being con-

sidered the unit of analysis and role the repeated measure.

tive. A possible exception to this is-found in the data for Item 7.
This item concerned whether tine could be found in resource teachers’
schedules for consultation, and no group responded favorably to it.
SméTT'bQE‘sighifiééhf differences were found among the groups on RCT
Responsiveness (F(2,250)=31.86; é;{ -001) and Feasibility:(F(2,250)=
16:585 p & :001);and significance was approached on Student Impact
(E(2,250)=3:08; p £ :050) and Consequences (F(2,250)=4.525 p & .012).
As would be expected, significant differences were fdﬁﬁddaﬁ§ﬁg the
groups of educators an many of the itéms.ihC1ﬁaéd in each seaié{-

of responses on the attitude variables is for resource teachers to
have expressed the most favorable attitude toward consultation, for
" rogular education class teachers to have expressed the least favor--
able attitude, and for principals to have responded somewhere bétween
these two groups. This pattern exists for the Student Impact and

Consequence scales, and for approximately half of the items included
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Table 7

Att1tude Toward Resource Teacher Gonsultat1on
Among Professional Roles

Professional Role

Vamianla Resource Reg.Ed. itz I -
Variable Teacher  Teacher Prigi%52§ (é—géé) =
(N=126) = - (N=126) . g
Student Impact®  21.81 21.14  21.30 3.039  .050
Item 1° 4.6 4.39 4.36 750 .473
5 4.50 4.20 4.33 6.232 .002
6 4,55 4.37 4.47 2.094 - .057
.9 4.04 4.08 3.98 651  .523 |
15 4.25 - 4.08 4.16 1.819 164
RCT Responsive- . - o :
ness 10.35 12.25 1153 31:859 +-000 .
Item 2 3.20 4.20 3.74 47.620 - .000
8 3.50° 3.92 3.90  3:700  -000
19 3.66 4.13 4.00 11.858 000
Consequences 20.47 19.50 19.91 4.521 .012
Item 3 4.25 . 4.12 3.96 4.087 .018
n 4.18 4.25 4.25. .390  .677
14 4.20 4,15 . 4.26 .857 . .426
17 3.4 © 2,87 3.24 8.371 .000
18 4.44 - 4.10 4.20 8.125  .000
Feasibility 14.68 13.82 - 14.96 16.581. _.000
Item 4 _ 3:61 3.65 4.37 33.288  .000
12 2:9] 2.98 2:73 1.320  .269 .
16 . 3:95 - 3:31 3:73  12:135 .000
20 4.21 3.88 412 8.695 .000
Item 7 2.20 2:71 . 2.95 13.493 - .000 .-
10 3.59 3.30 3:43 - 2.630 074
13 3.10 2.86 2.93 2.105 .124

Note: -Items are listed imnediately after the scale on which they are
included. Items 7, 10 and 13, Tisted last, were not included

on any scale:

Ranges for responses for the four att1tude scales are as f011ows

Student Impact and Consequences, 5 ‘to 253 RCT Responsiveness, 3 to 15
Feasibility, 4 to 20.

bRrange for responses on any single item is 1 to 5.




in those scales. The most notable exception to this pattern may be
found in the second scale, RCT Resbohé%ééﬁéés; and the items it com-
prises. On these variables; which concerned regular educators’ will-
ingness to consult ﬁith resource teachers about their shared students,
regular class teachers responded by far the most favorably (naié.éé |
'o”n'"R"c'f Responsiveness); while resource teachers expressed considerably -
less positive reactions (M=1G:35 on RET Re356ﬁs1vehess§.

One other set of responses is of particular interest. On the
Feasibility scale; regular education teachers tended to respoiid far
less favorably (@?13:325 than resource teachers (M=14.58) or principals
(M=14.96). Using these data as a basis; it appears taat regular educa-
tion teachers are the 1ea'st iikéiy to view consultation with resource

In genera1, al three groups responded most favorab1y to items
which might be Judged as most directly related to them. For example,
resource teachers were most likely to_rééﬁar&q favorably to items con-
cerning their role in consultation (e.g:, Item 20). Similarly, as
aiiéaay.hotéd; class teachers reacted most ?évafab1y to Statemehts
concerning their w111inghe§é to consult: Fiﬁa11ygrschooi,prihéipais
‘gave the most favorable response to Item 4; school administration |
suppert for consultation efforts Béfweeh résource teachers and regular
class teachers:

Skills. Needed by Gonsu]t1ng Resource Teachers '

The 17 items on the first response scale in the resource teach1ng'

skills section of the questionnaire on rescirce teacher-regular class
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'teacher interactions were des1gned to address Questions 3 and 4

of this study. Quest10n 3 asked Whether educators within each pre-'
Fessionai role, when grouped by schoo]‘d1str1ct* 1ength of contact
with.resource -room programs; 1ength of educational serv1ce or type
of profess1ona1 training or exper1ences, differ in the1r percept1on”

of consulting skills needed by resource teachers. Quest1on 4 asked

whether d1fferences in percept1on exist among profess1ona1 roles.

Ei6e1§: A summary of the responses’ by each profess1ona1 rcie and for
the total samp]e are presented as percentages in Tab[e 8.

it s obvious from examing these data that most of .each group of
Veducators perce1ved every sk111 or act1v1ty as necessary for resource
| teachers. Each 1nd1v1dua1 sk111 or activity was marked as needed by
83% or more of the total sample. |

TWo of the items received comparatively low ratings: All three

.-'g:r'o'ups of respondents indicated less ?réau’énf]’y’ than for other ité'm's ’

resource *eacher s JOb; with regu]ar educat1en teachers (72 1% ) be1ng
the 1east likely to agree that such act1v1ty is part of that job.
L1kew1se, skill 1n paraphra31ng what regular educat1on teachers are

saying was less frequent]y 1nc1uded as a needed resource teacher skill



Tab]e 8
‘ Consu1t1ng Skills Perceived as Needed by Resource Teachers

Among Pkofess1ona1 Roles (Reported 1n Percentages)

) S Professional Role
variahle Skill/ . . Resource Reg.Ed. Principal Tota],% of
Activity® Teacher  Teacher Sample
. ' {N=150) {N=194)" (N=176) (N= 520)
<o Item 1 Brainstqrminé 93.84 94.21 96.00 94.72
2- Evaluzting in- o S
- terventions 98.63 94:76  97:11 - 96.67
3 Interviewing 93.92 - 94.30 -  98.26 95:52 .
4  Observing 89.19 88.02 - 92:49 89.86
5 ' Partnership 92.52 = 86.84 94.22 96:98
6 Paraphrasing 84.93 - 76:96  88.44 83:14
7 Problem-solving 88.97 88.48 94.19 90.55
8 Establishing - o o I
- trust 95.27 93.72 - 98.85 ©95.91
.9  Conferring 90:54 - 91:15 93.60 91.80
. 10 . Minimizing hard = B L I
, feelings _ 95.24  89.25 - 95,32 90.77
11 Interpersonal o C I R
C . communication 86.81 82.11 95.88 88.10
12  Predicting o o o .
o _ consequences 91.78 - - 90.27 95.88 - 92.61 .
13  Inservice 83.56 72.11 84.30 < 79.53 ©
14 Probing state- = o
~~_ ments . 89.80 86.32 94.08 89.92
15 Defining prob- o e e o
. lems 95.21 . 94.18  97.67 95.66°
16 Explaining  97.26 - -.93.23. ' 97.67 95.88
17

Resource link 91.03. 91.62 92.35 91.70

in Append1x B
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. One other type of aisaféaaﬁayfnay-Bé,natéa among these skill
~.data: The skill listed in Item 14 was probing to discover whether

a problem a regular class teacher reports about a special ‘education

student has been accurately described or whether other %aetais are
involved. Aithough allegroups essentially agreed that the skill
was needed, principals (94%) were somewhat more likely to mark a

posSitive response to the itém than were resource teachers (90%) or

regu]ar c1asslteachers (86%). Th .ame pattern of responses is
found for Item é (interviewing régu1ar class teachers)s and Item 7
(us1ng prob]em so1v1ng sfrateg1es), pr1nc1pa1s be1ng somewhat more
11ke1y to have marked the 1tems .as necessary for resource teachers.
F1na11y, Item 5, including regu]ar educat1on teachers”as -equal part-
ners in p1ann1ng and 1ntervent1on, was somewhat less 1ikely to be
v1ewed as a necessaFy resource teachlng skiil by regu]ar °uucat1on

c]ass teachers than by resource -teachers ‘and pr1nc1pals.

RésﬁhiééeiéSEEéf,Ebnsﬁlfaiién Competence

The competence scale and the 17 items from the second response
scale in the resource teaching skill section of the questionnaire
were-utilized to assess educators' perceptions of resource teacher

competence in various consu]tat1on skil1s; and thus to address QUes-
tions 5 6 a d 7 of th1s_'es rch prosect Quest1on 5 asked how‘com-.
;petent.resourte teachers, grouped by-schoo1 district, 1ength of re-
‘professiona1 experiences, perceive themselves to be in the area of
consultation. Question 6 asked how competent regular class teachers

-4




afd principals; grouped on variables similar to those used with
resource teachers; perceive resource teachers to be in the area
of consultation. Finally; Question 7 asked whether differences

existed ‘among the perceéptions of the three groups of educators.

Perceptions Among Resource Teachers

Resource teachers' responses to the competence scale and items
were grouped for analysis on four variables: séhooi district;
length of resource teaching experience; amount of consuitation train-
ing ;eceived; and presence or absence of regular education Eé&éﬁ?ﬁé
experience. | |

School district. The mean response to each variable by resource

teachers in each of the seven school districts was analyzed using’
one-way ANOVA. A significant difference (F(65137)=2:9335p < :010)

was identified among the groups on Item 13 {inservice), although a

Schaffé test indicated that no two groups were significantly different
at the .05 level. An examination of the mean responses of the groups
stiggests that resotrce teachers in LEA 01; LEﬁ,éég and LEA.04 rated
‘themse]ves == somewhat more cohpétéht than the teachers in the other
districts. The seven groupsf"résponsés”on'séveraI‘othér items ap-
proacﬁéd.statfsticai”significance‘(.Oi‘i_g £ .05). These results are
summarized in Table 14 in Appendix C; -
- To attempt to clarify the differences which might exist among
résource-tea;hers in different school 8?§EF?EE§;;fﬁé Fééﬁéﬁaéﬁfé were
next. categorized as feééhihé.ﬁﬁ a metropolitan (LEA 01; LEA 03; LEA
04) or a non-metropolitan (LEA 05, LEA O, LEA 07, LEA 08) school



55

district. The resulting two groups (N=90 and N=60, respectively)
Were then analyzed using t-tests. |

As may be seen in the presentation of the data in Table 9,
.Féébﬁiéé teachers in both groups viewed théﬁSé1Vés as fairly compe-
tent: The one exception to this réspoﬁse pattern occurred for Item
13, conducting inservice workshops. On that skill; both groups
rated themselves below the midpoint of the scale. In contrast; both
groups rated themse1ves ﬁost'skiiifu1 in establishing ﬁufuéitffbéff
with regular education teachers (Item 8), their Gear responses to
this item being 4.24 and 4.15, respectively. R

Several significant differences were identified between these |
7Métropoiit§n teachers' ratings (M=61:5 on the Competence scale) were
'significantly ﬁi'gﬁéi;,@(122525':52;@{ .601) than those of non-metro-
politan teachers (g§54;64 on Competenice). The same pattern of self=
" ratings of competence; with metropolitan resource teachers rating
themselves signiFicantly higher, was found for Item 4 (observing),
Item St(ﬁafahhfaséhéfg Item 9 (scheduling conferences), Item 1"
(interpersonal communication), Item 12 (predicting consequences of
| ihtéfVéﬁtiéhs); Item 13 (conducting inservice) and Item 15 (defining
problems). It was also present for items only approaching signifi-
cance (.01< p <.05), as well as for those where the groups' re-
sponses were not significantiy different:

Resource teaching experience. Four groups were established for

anialyses based on the number of years of resource teaciind experience

]
3



Table 9
Self-Rating of Consultation Competence by Resource Teachers
o in Differejt Types of School Districts

i
A
N

, ‘Type of District ]
variable ' Metropolitan Non-Metropolitan t p.
- " (N=90) -~ (N=60) . (138) -

Competence® 61.50 54:04 3.52 .00
rtem 1° 1.82 3.43 '
3:56 ‘ - 3:26
3.88 | - .3:68
3:70 317
3:80 3.4
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3pange of responses on Competence is 17 to 85.

Prange of responses on individual items is 1 to 5. -
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respondents reported having had (one or less, two to five, six to 10,
or more than 10). Results of the one=way ANOVA revealed no signi-
ficant. differences among thes € groups. of resource teachers, nor d1d
the differences in the1r mean responses to any var1ab1e approach
s1gn1f1cance ﬁ ummary of théSé f1nd1ngs is included in Table 15 1in
Appendix Cg

Amount of cénsuitaticn tréiniﬁg;i For Eﬁ?é-ééf 6?'éﬁéiy§é§;

.re$ource teachers were grouped on the bas1s of the number of clock
hours of consu]tat1on tra1n1ng they had rece1ved the groups being
vno“training (§?52); one to five hours of tra1n1ng'(ﬂf36); six to 10
hours (N=13); 11 o 15 hours (N=13); 16 to 20 hours (N=7); and more
than 20 hours (N=29): One-way ANOVA was performed on these groups’

data. As shown 1n Table 16 1n-Append1x C; on]y one s1gn1f1cant
difference was found that. occurr1hg on Item 13, conductihg ihSérv1ce
(F(S 134) 3. 15 ] ( 01) A Scheffé test 1nd1cated that the group ‘of

resouree tea;hers with six to ten hours of tra1n1ng rated themse]ves

Regular education prerience— Resource teachers were categor-

1zed either as hav1ng taught in a regu1ar education. setting (N=37)-
or not (§?113); and these two groups were analyzed using t-tests.
' Tﬁe»ﬁééﬁ'?é§§éﬁ§é§ of each group; presented in Taﬁié 10, indicate
that resource teachers with Fé§UTéF education éxﬁéfieneé gehéraiiy

®

experience:



Table 10

Self-Rating of Consultat1on Cempetence by Resource Teachers
With and Without Regular Education Teaching :

Experience
Variable . With Without ot
" (N=37) © (N=113) (138)

Competence® 64.48 56.48 3.41 .001

Itém 1P 3.95 3.56 2.12 .036
2 3.78 3.33 2.35 .020°
3. 4.11 3.70 2.23 .027
4 3.78 13.39 1.73 . .085
5 4.11 3.49 3:04 .003
6 3.61 3.58 .14 . 886
7 3.50 2.83 -3.12 . 002
8 4.38 4.15 1.49 .140
9 3.78 3.16 2,70  .008
10 3.94 3.43 2.46 ' .015
1 3.63 '3.05 2.57 011
12 3.75 3.12 3.02 .003
13 2.80 2.34 1.81 .073
14 3.56 3.24 . 1.54 .125
15 3.70 3.34 1.70 .091
16 4.14 3.95 1.09 .279
17 3.84 3.01 3.49 .001

3pange of reésponses on Competence is 17 to 85.

bparige of responses on individual items is 1 to 5.
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Several significant differences were found between these groups.
than their colleagues without such exper1enCé (MESG.G), t(122) being
equal to 3.41 and p_iesscthan .001. Contr1buting to this finding
were the differences between the groups on Items 5, 7, 9, 12 and 17,
_all significant at the .01 level. Th*’* items concerned treating

regﬁlar education teachers as. partners in p]ann1ng and 1ntervent1ons,
tusing problem-solving strategies, schedu11ng conferences w1th regu1ar
class teachers; 1dent1fy1ng'potent1a1 conseguences Or p1anned inter-
vent1ons, and funct1on1ng as a resource 11nker* |

Summary. Rééau?aé teachers' se1f-rat1ngs of competence in .con=
sultation skills d1ffered_depend1ng on whether the teachers were from
metropolitan of non-metropolitan school districts and on whether. they
had had reéuiar eaﬁéatidn teaehihg experience Few differences were |
found among resource teachers when they were grouped by the number of
years of experience they had as resource teachers, or by the amount'r
of consdltation tréining received. '

Perceptions Among Regular EducationClassroom Teachers

Regu]ar education c]ass teachers were grouped for ana]ys1s on

four variables: school district; 1ength of teach1ng experience;

length of contact with_resource room : programs, and possess1on of .

>

special educat1on certification.

Sch001 district. One-way ANOVA was empToyed to exam1ne the

teachers' responses to the competence ftems by school d1str1ct No

s1gn1f1cant.d1fferences were found among the seven greups.

e
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fietropolitan school=district groups: As summarized in Table 17
in Appendix C, no significant differences were found to exist

between the two types of districts: L

Years of tsaching experience. Four groups were fé%méd to

analyze differences ‘in the teachers' perceptions of resource teacher

cofisultation competence on the basis of teaching experience. These

_were (a) one year or less (N=2); (b) two to five years (N=29)3 (c)
six to 10 years (N=57); and (d) more thaﬁ. 10 years (N=104). One-way

 ANOVA reveaied no significant differences among these groups on any

competence variable (see:Table 18; Appendix C). Significance was
approached. (F(3;181)=3.0115 p <.032) on Item 9, scheduling confer-
ences W%Eﬁ.Fé§ﬁ1aF class teachers, teachers with six to 10 years of

experience ?éShbhdihg'iééStVfévorabiy'(ﬁfé.ﬁ7) to that item:

Experience with resource room programs. For this analysis,

regilar class teachers were grouped by whether they had had one year

" or less, two to five years, six-to 10 years, or more than 10 years

of contact with rasource programs. No significant differences were
foling &1oiy these groups on any-competence variable. TheSe results

arm summarized in iable 19 in Appendix C.

Spec:al education certification. As noted earlier, only seven

o i B A
regular ecucation class teachers possesséd some type of certification

in epecial =ducation: When their responses to the competence vari-

_ables were compared to those teachers Without special education .



teaching certification using g;tests,lhb significant differences
‘emerged. A summary o% the results 6F-Eﬁé§é.éﬁé1y§é§,ﬁéy be fSﬁﬁd
in Table 20 in Appendix C.

'Summar . Regu]ar educat1on c1ass teachers were not found to
differ in their percept1ons of resource teacher consu]tat1on compe-
-terice. This finding held when they were grouped by sch001 d1str1ct,
by teaching experience; by extent of contact with resource room
programs; and by possession of special education teaching certifica
tion. | -

Perceptions Among Principals o ‘

Principals’ responses %o the Competence scale and items were

grouped for ana1y51s on four variables: school district; total
length of edueat1ona1 serv1ce, 1ength of contact with resource room
programs; and possess1on of spec1a1 educat1on certification.

" School district. Seven groups, one for each school district,

were formed to analyze principals’ responses on the competence items:

As may be noted in Table 11, éiéh??ﬁééﬁf differences existed among

the .05 level on Item 13 (1nserv1ee); On Item 16 (exp1a1n1ng one's
- perception of a pfdb]émj; a Sche#%é test {naicatéa that brincipais_in‘

than those “in tEA 65 (M;3;68). Item 17 cqncerned resource teachersi

'_.(;g;" 1. x



Table ll

Ratlng of Resource Teacher Cbnsultatlon Competence by Prlnc1pals in Different -
Sehool Districts

friable SchOOl Dlstrlct | . -
@m0 o6 05 06 07w F_
(K=79) (i 7) (N=16)  (N=25)  (N=B) - (N®19) (N=20) (6,67).

mpetence® S5 6.8 6380 8.2 BLT R5) %63 2¥6 0%

e l® 3% 386 3 340 33 326 36 96 48
P Y NS N VA I P B 1 T L Y . S
3 360 429 403 344 375 326 %75 2380 031
4 .46 386 420 348 312 3000 7.8 2306 .03
5 SB3 8.29 - 367 34y 0 357 . 3.3 Cugs 883 A3
6 3,20 R T R N V. 338 2.00 365 1-762 10
o x12 0 %7 a4 2% 350 3.00 .3.06 .G 51
g %Y 8 4 380 4,38 374 40 1.516 . .176
g 3.3 829 373309 325 300 320 1.808 . .01
10- 5.0 409 362 325 35 3 3% 1.819 - .08
n 3.09 £14 3EE 0 3.08 %38 316 k22 L7 120
2 3.2 104 35 32 375 306 2.9 2202 L0A2
13 043 371 %A 23 %521 a5 .00
14 3.0 400 380 300 %12 289 2% 24% 028
15 338 3.8 3% 308 350 3 350 16N L]de
16 349 0 45 407 3.0 400 26 k76 4560 000,
17 300 4 412 283 3.5 30 %75 43000

'Réﬁ@é of responses o Coipetence 15 17 £0 85, |

Range of "eSponses on individual items is 1 to 5.

LEA 03 Uiffered from LEA 05 at the .05 Tevel.

A 03 differed fron LEA 05 and LEA 01 at the .05 level.

o



activities as "resource 11nkers _On- this var1ab1e, the post hoc
ana1yS1s found that LEA 04 was significantly different (p < .05)
from LEA 01 and LEA 05.

Several differences among the responses of the principals in
" the seven school districts approached significance (see Table 10).
On Competence (F(6,140)=2.376; ézz,;0§3); LEA 65 bria~ieais rated
resource teachers as far more competent (M=69.86) than did principals
in other districts. Principals in LEA 04 (M=63.50) and LEA 06 (M=
81, 71) also rated resource teachers relatively high on the Eéﬁéuifé-
t1on'€ompetence scale: Examination of the individual items wh1ch '
approached s1gn1f1cance (Items 3, 4, 12 and 14) 1nd1;ates that a11

To attempt to clarify the !ifferences among the school-district
groups, t-tests were completed after dividing the sehool districts
‘into metropolitan and hbh-ﬁéir666iﬁiéﬁ groups (N=103 and N=72,
respectivei&). No s1gn1f1cant d1fferences were found between them
Significance was approached on Item 3 (£(170)=1.98; B < .05), Item 4
(£(169)=2.27; p < .024) ;and Item 14 (§ﬁ163)¢2.§6, p < .012); with the
metropolitan group giving a higher mean response on each variable.

These results are presented in-Table 21 in Appendix C.

Educational service. Al1 principals in this sample had more
than five years of educational service. For these analyses, then,

the groups were (a) six to 10 years of service; (b) 11 to 15 years ;
(c) 16 to 20 years; and (d) more than 20 years. As indicated in
Table éé in Appendix C, a one-way ANOVA on these data revealed no

significant d1fferenc s on any competence variable:

71



Experience with resource room programs. The four groups formed
for these analyses were (a) one year or less, (b) two to five years,
(c) six to 10 years, and (d) more than 10 yéafé of contact with
resource rooms. No s1gn1ficant differences were found when pr1nc1pals
were groupéa.ih this manner. A summary of these analyses is ineluded .
" in Table 23 in Appendix C. | o

Spec1a1 educat10n cert4f1catlon, S1nce on]y three pr1nc1pals

reported possessing any type of special educat1on teach1ng cert1f1ca—
tion; it was not poss1b1e ‘to comp]ete th1s ana]ys1s.
Summary. Principals were found to déffer in their perception of

resource teacher consu]tat1on competence when grouped according to
_ schoolvd1str1cc;' They did not d1ffer when grouped by 1ength of edu-
cational serv1ce ‘or by 1ength of resource room contact.

PerceptlonsgAmong Profess1ona1 Ro]es

For ana1y51s oi among “role d1fferences on the Competence var;-

able ‘and the 17 items in that scale, repeated measures ANOVA was
‘utilized; with school being the unit of analysis and professional
role being the repeated measure. |

As mayvbe seen in Table 12, resource teachers. tendad tu rate N

thémse1Vés and other educators tended to rate resource teachers m1d-

w

way. between not skillful and very skillfu1 . They were seen as most
. sk111ed at estab11sh1ng mutual trust with regu1ar class teachers
(Item 8), and least sk111ed in conduct1ng inservice workshops (Item

13).  The three groups of educators differed significantly on



Table 12

Rat1ng of Resource Teacher Consultation Competence
Among Professional Roles

) - Professional Role |
Variable - Resource . Reg.Ed. Principal _E__.
B Teacher: Teacher (N=126) (2,2
" (N=126) (N=126) .
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Competence (F(2,250)=7.354;.p -. .001)., ‘regular class teachers rating
Fesoonce teachers céhsiaerabiy less competent ‘than. resource teachers :
rated themselves or priwcipals %aiéa them. Some ?Urthér understanding.
of these . d1fferences iay be gained by cons1der1ng the groups' response
to the 1tems contr1but1ng to Comp nce. On nearly a11 items which
were s1gn1f1cant or approached‘tha 1eve1, resource teachers and
teachers. ratings were somewhat Tower. Converse1y, ‘on 1tems where -
this response pattern was not found, differences among the Groups were
‘generally not significant.

PrablémAEaéiéﬁssinscoﬁsﬁliai?on

were 1dent1f1ed through a review of the pert1nent 11terature These
included lack of resource teacher time, lack of regular class teacher
time; regular class teacher unwillingness to consult resource teacher
unwillingness to consult, lack of resource teacher training in consul-
tation, and lack of adm1n1strat1ve support for consu]tat1on Each was
Fated as a major problem, somewhat of a problem, or 1ittle probiem by
all respondents, and their rat1ngs were tabulated by role. F?naiiy;- |
' d1fferences in responses across profesS1ona1 ro]es were ana]yzed
' These procedures were used to- addrass Research Quest1on 8 (factors
perce1ved as h1ndrances to consu]tat1on by each prpfess1oha1 fo]e)
and Research Quest1on 9 (d1fferences in resoﬁfce téaCHéfsi;Tréguiar
c]ass teachers', and pr1nc1pa]s perceptipn_ot cahétfaihts on consul-
tat1on) of th1s study. : ' - ‘




ResounceAIeacher Prob]em Factors

reported;1n Table ]3ﬂ1 An examination of the data revea]s that more 
than half of the resource,teachers rated lack of rééoorcé_tééchér “
time (53%) and lack of re§u1ér class teacher time (60%5 as méjbr:
hindrances to consultation. A]most ha]f (48%) of the teachers saw .
. rvegular ciass téachér resistance as at 1éast 'mewhat of a prob]em,
.and nea:ly a th1rd (33%) ons1dered 1ack of resource teacher prepar-

ation for consu]tat1on somewhat of a prob]em— It was also found

as 11tt1e or no problem.

Regu]ar Educat10n TeachergProblemAEacto¢£; e

As may be seen 1in Tdb]e 14, the on]y factor wh1ch most regu]ar

: class teachers ratédaas a maaor hindrance to consu]tat1on was 1ack of
.regu1ar educator time (59%) A tota] of 79% of thése respondents

'saw résource teacher lack -of time as at 1éé§t soméwhat of a probiem
1n consu]tat1on* No other potent1a1 prooiém factor was a gréétfcoh:
cern to regu]ar c]ass teachers, each of Items 3 through 6 béihg rétéd
by at 1east three-quarters of the respondents as little or no p?obiéh.
Erlnclpalgﬂroblengactons

This group of educators did not view any of the potent1a1 prob-

lem factors as maJor hindrances to resource teacher consuTtat1on
However, as indicated in ‘Table 15, a maJor1ty of these adm1n1strators.

Judged both lack of resource teachér t1me (75,) and 1ack of regu]ar g



68

/. Table 13 _ N .
Ratings of Potential Problem Factors in Resource Teacher

‘Consultation by Resource Teachers (RéportédvihrPércéhtagés)

Problem Factor : ‘Little . Some - . Much.

. ' . ' : Problem . Problem Problem
1. Resource teacher. time o 11.49  35.14  53.38
2. Regular class teacher time 5.41 34:46 60.14

3. Regular class te:cher unwilling- = -

ness ) - §1.70 38.78
4. Resource teacher unwillingness — 95.24 3.40
5. Resource teacher feels untrained  66.89 - 30.41
6
N

.52
:.52
.70
12

N - \a\

o

. Administrative support . 72.79 21:09

. Table .14 - =

Ratings of -Potential Problem Factors in Resource Tedcher.

Consultatiot by Regular Education €lass Teachers {Reported
- ~in Percentages) . i

Problem Factor R ~* Little . Some_  Much
' - Problem -~ . . Problem " . Problem

1. Resource teacher time 7 20.63 48.15 31.22
2. Regular -class .teacher time 9:37 ,  '36.98 58.65

w N

. Regular class teacher unwilling= .
ness o 77.08 20.83
Resource teacher unwillingness  88.71 ~  7.53
Resource teacher feels untrained 85.41 - 10:27

Administrative support -74.74 17.89

.08
.76

.32
.37

m (S N~

N=194
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7777777777 Table 15 | N Coange
Ratings offﬁggen§1a1 Problem Factors in Resource Teacher ‘ '
Consu]tat1on by Principals (Reported 1n Percentages)
Problem Factor | © Little . Some Much
: B ' o P?Q?I?W, Problem Problem
1. Resource teacher time : 24:71  45.88 29.41
2. Regular class teacher time 15.98 48.52  35.50°
3. Regular class teacher unwilling- o o
ness : 64.29 - 32.14 3.57
4. Resource teacher unwillingness 85.88 - 11.76 2.35
5. Resource teacher feels untrained = 85:29 ©12.94 - 1.76
6. Administrative support ‘ 86.47 - 9.4 4:12
Ne176 | | S :
.
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class teacher time (84%) as at least moderate problems. " One other
area was rated as somewhat of a ’p’r’o’bi'é’m"by this group; a total of

36% of the pr1ne1pals 1nc1uded regu]ar c]ass teachér unwillingness
to consu]t as at Teast a moderate prob]em Few - pr1nc1pa]s be11eved

adm1n1strat1ye-support were prob]ems 1n consultation.

" problem Factors Among Professional Roles -

Repeated measures ANOVA was empioyed for analyses of the différ-
_ences i“ ¥ sponses for each probiem factor among rescurce teachers,
regular education teachers, and pr1nc1pa1s Schoo] was cons1dered
the unit of ana]ys1s, and ro]e was the repeated measure:;

- The summary of the results of these analyses in Table 16 indi-
Cafés Eﬁafiiaék‘o? resource teacher and ?é§u1af education teather
t1me were seen as the most ser1ous h1ndrances to consu]tatIon by a11

groups of educators Each group s mean response to these S 1nd1-

cated it was a moderate to maaor prob]em All other prob]em factors

-to moderate prob]ems 7
The differences in responses among profess1ona1 roles on each
problem factor reached sign1f1canCé on all but the fourth 1tem; re-
source teacher willingness to consult. On that variable, significance
s approached (E(2,250)=3.079; p < .048). With the exception of |
Item &, resouroe Eéaéﬁérs'rafe&;éaéﬁ.ﬁroﬁiem factor as a more serious
hindrance to consultation than did principals: Regular education

teachers responded similarly to principals on Ifem i (resource teacher

78




Table 16 -

Ratings of Potential Problem Factors in Resource Teacher
Consultation Among Professional Roles o

variable _ . Prpfessional Role -
Resource Reg.Ed: ~ Principal .. F — p

. - Teacher - Teacher  (N=126) (2,250)
(N=126) (N=126)

.55 1.9 1.87  8.625 .000

— |

Prob. Fac:

N

1.6 1.52 1.80  9:810 - .000
2.40 2.73 . 2.60 10.420 .000

.ﬁ_‘ W
2

2.95 - 2.84 2.87  3:079 .048
5 2.64 ~ 2.80 2.8  7.104 , .000
6 2.63 | 2 005

.65  2.85

S o

.470-  .005

Note. A rating of 1 meant that a variable was a major problem, 2

that it was _somewhat of a problem, and 3 that it was little
or no problem: . = - . :
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of tra1n1ng) Their responses were similar to those of resource
teachers on Item 2 (regu]ar class teacher t1me), and on Item 6

(administrative support)

Resource Teacher T1meeAl1ocatlon

Eorreiatéd.t?tests were employed to analyze the differences
between resource teachers' estimates of the percentaée of their
school time devoted fo each of 51x types of duties and their est1-

_mates of the way 1n‘wh1ch“t1me nou1d beta11otted among ‘the samie duties
in an ideal resource room'proéraﬁ:’ The same anaiysis;was completed
for pr1nc1pals est1mates of actual and ideal resource teacher time
usa. Differences between resource teachers' and principals’ responses
to the 12 time items were also examined to determine whether these
groups of profes51ona1s concur on resource’ teacher time allocation:
Through these ana]yses; Resear ch Quest1on 10 (resource teacher and

: ments)-and Research &uest1on 11 (d1fferences between resource teacher

and pr1nc1pa1 actua] and 1dea1 resource teacher time a11otment were

addressed.

Resource TéarherrllmeeEstlmates

3

Resource teachers reported that most o‘ the1r school time 1s

spent in direct instruction of pup11s, a mean of 53 77 The mean

!
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it ranked third in time allotted on the 1ist of resource teaching
duties, direct instruction and.lesson preparation being given more

time, and éssessﬁenf conferences, and miscellaneous duties being

given less. The mean percentage of time spent in each duty is pre-

sented in Table 17.

If they werzs allowed to des1gn an 1dea1 resouxce room prqgram,

this samp1e of resource teachers-woqu not substant1a11y change ‘

PR

ment* and conferenc1ngf As 1nd1eated in Tab1e 17— d1fferences be=
tween actual and 1dea1 time est1mates on these var1ab1es were not
s1gn1ficant ( (iié}-Z 36 g“> 01) Resource teachers did 1nd1cate,
however thet in an ideal program more -time would be devoted to
“consultation (’E 10.9%) than is allotted.presently (M=7. 87) The dif-
" ference between this actual time and 1dea1 ‘time est1mate was siéhi?ie
cant (Eﬁ]}g)fia.L., p_< .001), It appears that these educatorsi
wouid;fino this edditionai time by décrgas%ﬁgfiﬁé'émath of E?ﬁé
spent in miscellaneous écfﬁﬁ?iﬁes.soch a§‘1uﬁéﬁ.éaa.5u§ auéy;,
resource Eéééﬁéré would gaéaa s'aéaa of 1:8% of ihéir tine on such

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

This d1fference 'was s1gn1f1cant (t(119) 6.66 ng 661)

ErJnCJoal,T1me:Est1mates
Principals estimated that most resource teacher time is spent
in direct instruction of students (M=66.8%). Consu]tat1on (Me7.4%)

was third in their apportionment of resource teacher time among the
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Table 17

Resourc. Teachers'Estimates of Time Allotments for Their
Duties: Actual and Ideal

ime Ideal Time ,
.SD M so St P
’ S . (179)

Cuty ACt;é'l

.66 .509_ -

Direct instruction| 63:74 17:6 62.93 15,

~

N
(Yo}

‘Consulzation 7.85 8.3 10:86 -4.08 . .000

Preparation of . L o o
L3550nS , 10.83 6.2 10.89 6.4 ' f;11 _ .911

~.
Yol

Tssting/Assessment| 7.15 7.3 7.7 -.49 .625

0\
(N

Zsnferences 6.02 6.17 4.6 | -.33  .743

Other Duties ~4.39

w
—

1.81 3.0 | 6.60 .00




various duties; direct instruction and lesson preparation being
ranked higher; and conferences; assessment, and miscellaneous activ-
ities being ranked lower. These findings are presented in Table 18:
in an ideal resource room program, principals wouid ask resource
teachers to spend a mean of 6% of their time in direct instruction;
10% in consultation and the same in the preparation of lessons, and
65 or 1é§s in each of assessment, conferencing, and other duties.
Significant d1fference= be tween pr1nc1béi§’ actual and ideal time
estimates were found only in consultation (£(119)=-4.52; E:Z{.ﬁﬁi);
and in m1sce11dneous act1v1t1es (£(119)=3.28; g_{f;eei’. It seems
that pr]nC]pals would divert time from the latter duties in order

to 1ncrease that spent in the former

B]fferences in T1me Est1ma£es~Between Profes=1ona1 Roles

Resoirce teachers and principals' responses 1nd1cated that they
were genera]]y in closa agreement 6hvthé manner in which resource
teachér time is presently allotted among their dut1es, and on the
appropriate way t6 divide their timg in an 1@231 program. As indi-

cated in Tables 19 and 20, eniy in the area of assessment were s¥g-
lh1f1cant d1fferences appraached {t(119)=1.56, ézéi;OG) for sctual
Ctime; £(119)=1.44: p £ .02 for ideal time). In general; both grosps
would. reserve near]y t:o th1vds of the resource *”acher s time 1ovr
1nstruct10n, mak.nu V1rtua1" no change in the present a11ocat10n
for that duty: They w0uxd jricrease consu1t1na time by one~ Lh1rd

its present level to abgut 10.5% ccapens .zing for this increase by
\Z.‘ :



Pr1nc1pa1 Estimates of Time Allotment

-fabié 18

Dut1es

- Actual and Ideal.

76

for Resouice Teacher

l Actua]

N= 120

Duty Tima Ideal Time ot p
M 38 M Sil (179)
Direct Instruc=| o S N o
tion 66.33 13.9  66.08 15.3 .72 .470
Consultation 7.40 4.7  10.71 7.5 | -4.52 .000
Preparation of R .
Lessons 16.32 5.8 9.81 5.7 1.31 .191
Testing/Assess-| R .
‘ment 5.79 4.4 5.34 4.7 1.00 .321
Conferences 5.83 = 4:0 6.20 3.8 -i.23 .222
Other Duiies 3.85 7:1 2.12 3.8 3.28 .001
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Estimates of Acti

~ Tatis 19

al Risource Teacher Time
" Allotment by Professional Role

Resource
Teacher Duty

Resource

1Teachers

(N=120)

Princinals
(H=120)

ot

(179)

Direct Instruction
Consultation
Preparition of

_Lessons

Testing/Assessment
Conferences
Other Duties

63.74
7.85

1C.83
7.16
6.02
4.39

66.80
.40

~4

.32
.79
.83
.85

[y
o O

)

W,

;161
.595

.429
.052
.758
1451

Tabie 20

Estimates of Ideal Resource Teacher Time
Allotment by Professional Role

Resource

‘Teacher Duty.

Resource
Teache:s
(N=120)

(N0 d)

Direct Instruction

Consultati.n

~ Preparation of

l.essons ‘
Testing/Assessment
Conferences - ‘
Other

62.93
10.86

10.89

N, OV Oy WO

77
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O

reducing time spent in miscellaneots duties, and would divide the.
remainder of rescurce teacher's time fairly equally among testing,
conferencing, and lesson preparation, the latter being yiven a

slightly larger percentage.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The results of this investigation suggest that resource teachers,
regular edication classroom teachers; and principals differ somewhat
in their views of resource toacher consultation: Further; several
factors seem to emerge as serious constraints on the feasibility of
consultation. The discussion which follows includes éiéBéFéEj6ﬁ and
interpretation of these results, and suggests possible explanations
for tr m. It is orgenized according to the topics which have formed |
the focus of this reszarch: attitude toward resource teacher consul-
tation: skills needed by consulting resource teachers; resource teach-
er consu! ation competence; problem factors in consultations and
resource teacher time allocation: Finally. “imitations of this study
are enumerated. : |

Attitude Toward Resource Teacher Consultation

" Attitude Within Professional Rcle

The first research ciiestion posed im this study concecrred
Whather differences in attitude toward consultation existed among
respondents within each professional role. Resource teachers, regu?
lar education class teachers, and principals were thds grouped for
anz1ysis on the tazis of the location of their schoui ~i-tricts, their

axperiences with resoirce room program;; and their educaticnal Lack-

grounds.. The results indicate that sepaiaieé answers to tite research

questicn - 3 ne essary for =2.ch group of educ fors.




30

Resource teachers. The special educators in this sample dif-

fered seméwhat in their expressed attitude when grouped By Fé§u1af
experience. A]though the absolute d1fferences were smal], there waé
a pers1stent tendency fok resource teachers with 'egular education

: %egular education teaching exper1ence that regular class teachers
4r€ responsive to consultative efforts. . There was less consensus
among the fortier group. however, that resource teachers are the Beét
people to censult With regu]ar education teachers, or that consulta-
tion can be accommodated in resula tsachers' schedules. When the
data were z.ialyzed across resouxce teach1ng experience, it Was f0und

that the least axpericnced resource teachars were the most favorable

toward providing consultation; and were more likely to feel that time’

could be found in their schedules for consu]tat1on activities:

The above findings combine to suggast that re].L1 vely 1nexbefi-,

enced resource teachers are somewhat more favorable toward a consul-

tat1on role than exper1enced resource rzac.iers. It appears that (tf

"wh11e hav1rn taught in a regu]ar edUcat1ow sett1ng or in a spec1a1
educat.cn sett nc for several year: ma5 bu11d an understand1ng of
par’ .calar aspects of ihe job or ot other cducators' perspect1ves,
1t may also decrease i1lingness to consult with othe. teacﬁers
Th1J int ernretat1on riust be qualj f1ed however, for ac least foor
- zasons. First, the actual differences in the ra-ponses of th:

groups f- . for these aralyses were fairly small, and so it becomes
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FFiCult fo aicertain whether statistical signiticance implies
practical significance. Practicality is a factor in another sense,
too. This study did not address the question of whether resource
teachers with more favorable attitudes toward consultation engage

i fore consultation activities, o are more competent in them, and
50 it cannot be assumed that favorable responses translate into
recommended consultant behavior. While tiis notion is intuitively .
appealing and would be an appropriate avenue of research tb;ﬁuréué

it rolation to this topic, at the present time it remains 'speculation.
Third, it ma, be that a réiatfonship exists between regular education

teaching experience and resource teaching experience, or that both
. \g

S - - A T
e related to a third variable; these possibilities wers notlgonsid-
, S AN
d.i arch. Finally, the limitations of tne:instplment
, _ . S

jts~1f the interpretation of the data obtained through its’

iDI

er

tise. The fact tiat the questionnaire was a self-report ihs;ruméht
makes ‘plausible the ﬁééé?ﬁiiity that the data sbtained wéré fhfiu:
enced by individuals' tendency to present V1éws_they.séiiéVé are
socially desirable: A degree of uncértainty thus éxisfs-%n the extent

to which one may assume thnese results reflect rescurce teac.ers' true

perceptions of consultation.
while the witﬁiﬁ?roié analyses focuséd primarily on the identi-
Fication of differences,one area of consensus’among ¥§§§UFEé
teachers is hotéwcrthy._ Special educators’ attitudes did riot differ
when they weve grouped by amount of ééhéu?féf%éﬁ training; even

though one would have expected thet more training would cause the
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for the results obtained in this rescarch seem possible. At the
simplest level, it may be that training does not affect attitude.
: the—generality of the phrase

"consultation” as used ‘in the questionnaire may have led to sarying

interpretations of that item. The responses may thus reflect a wide
varicty of experiences, masking any differences which may have éXiEEéa:
* Some support for this notion is found in the comments written by
several, respondents in the margins. of the juestipnnaires; some noted
that they were not sure what éiﬁéf?éﬁéég_wauia be included as consul-

tation training, and one iﬁa?ijaﬁé1»Eaﬁﬁéﬁféﬂﬁiﬁﬁt;éléméh;agy_éagh3: .

—
e —

tion coursework assisted in communicating with regular education -

teachers; and so that was being consiz-red consultation training.

Regular education class teachers. . 2 groups the regular class

‘teachers in this sample differed little in their expressed attitudes
toward resource teacher consditation, their responses tending to be
nautral or undecided. Although particular subgroups responded
slightly more ?avorabiy on individual itams, no éenerai trends were
aiSCérhibié. ih sddition to the possibility suggested by these
results that reguiar educition teachers are uniform in their

attitudes toward consultation, several alternative interpretations
seem plausible. First, ‘it say be that the variables used to form
groqps'For the analyses in this study are iﬁééﬁéitivé’fb actual |

differences among the teachers. Perhaps number of hours of specia!
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education coursework, attitude toward-mainstreaming; or other vari-
ables awe,more closely re]ated to the teachers'’ ?évb?ébiiify‘f&wé?d
resource teacher consu]tat1on. Another exp]aﬁé;ion for ‘the similar-
ity in responses among Ehé.?ééuié? education teachers may be the
'pfeééﬁf §Eé£d§ of ébﬁEUiEéEﬁBﬁ in resource teaching. At the tfﬁé of
this study; éﬁiy one ﬁé?iiéiﬁéfiﬁé §Eﬁ§oi,8%§f?iét (LEA 04) included
consultation as a planned component of the resource.teacher's job,

and that was true for dﬁiy a few -esource teachers in tﬁat diétﬁiét;‘
hazard and sporadic. 'Gonversat1ons with 30 resource teachers in five
of the school districts participating in this research also indicited
that this is the situation (Friend, Note 5); most teachers commented
that consultation usuaﬁy'impi{éa hurried confe-ances during 1unéh
hour, 1es<on preparat1on per1ods, or oefore or arter school hours.

55 toae regular .1ass teachers may have had 11tt1e consultacion back-
ground on which tu base their responses. These data mé} thus reflect
- a p%iﬁariiy undecided 56§EUFé-bé§éd on lack of experience. Tc¢ test
this poS%ibﬂity, it would be ﬁe;ééééfy to ééféﬁiiéﬁ Edﬁéﬁltatibn as
districts, anc then to compare the at: 1tv4es of those teachers to
éffifuaés ot téachers in disti1¢ts withodt <cuch a program. Aité?ha-
“tivelv; it would at least be recessary to dﬁterm1ne why the *eachers

in the bféséht cample respondzc as they did..
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Principals. The principais‘ within-role data are comparable

if not identical +o many of the reg.lar c1ass teacher results There
were essent1’1‘ o0 dif%ékéhtés among thé_pT1hC1pals expres s
attitudes bas:: on ;héir §chooi district locations, the totai lengzh
of their éducatiOhéj service, or the extent of their contact with
resource room programs. As with the regular class teachers, thres

_ éxpianatibns seem possible: first, principéié may truly be quite
similar in their attitudes toward resource teacher consultation;
second, printipais may differ in attitude, but not dﬁ the basis of
the varjables identified in this study; or third; due to 11m1ted
experiéncé with. any type of ongoing resource teacher consultation
they may be uncertain of how to Fespond to that role.

The second quest1on posed in this study; jingarding ‘ths 2xistence
~of di ??erences in attitude toward resource teach . ronsulta o amoné

resov-ce teachers, regu]ar educat1on teachers. ar. principals, was"
answered aff1rmat1ve1y to some extent for each aspect of ‘consultation
examined. - L v | ' S

" In genera, the three groups of educefors expressed attitudes
ranging frOm mildly negative tu aiqhly pusitive; aébéﬁaiﬁ§ on the area
assessed. The most positive responses occubrred on i:ems concerniry

the potentiai ihbééf a 665§G1Eiﬁ§ resource Eéathéf cbuid haVé on both

cerning the outcomes of a consultative re1at1onsh1p for the teachers

in.. lved. Mean responses were lc/est =n items re]ated to reguiar
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class teacher responsiveness to consultation for resource teachers
and prihcipaisw snd or :fa feasibility of consultation for reaular
c1ass teachers. :

The most striking différéncééyamong‘the groups were found on
RCT Responsiveness, and on'{tems contributing to that scale. Regu-
lar class teachers perceived themselves as far more willing to
receive consultative assistance than the resource teachers perceived
them, while the principals’ mean responses fell between those of the
two teacher groups. These results suggest that a substantial dis=
crepancy exists in the perceptions of the teachers who are involved
about the present status of communication between these groups of

aducators; and.if the results are accurate; how that commanicat:oi
might be improved. It is interesting, too, to note the responscs of
resource teachers aiid régular class teachers on the item concernsc

" With resource teachers' willingness to consult (Item 20) since this

somewhat discrepant: Alterratively; both these results ﬁéy;faf]ctg

a tenaency on tho part of each teacher group to view its=21f as
gerierally more competent than other groups o nre eceptive than
the; to adopting an innovative role. Regerclecs cof the explanation

for the results obtained, i* would teem that if consultation is to




be incorporated into both groups' schoo1 responsibilities efforts
will Have to be made to increase each group's understanding of the
other. | | |
Ahathér'natéwerthy difference among the three professional roles
occurred on the Feasibility scale and items. Principaié and resource o
teachers responded similarly, with both groups expressing a somewhat -
pi.mitive attitude toward the,feas1b111ty of consultation. Regular
ciass teachers, however, were considerably less favorable toward this
7 .pect of consultation. This result strongly suggests that be fore
.onsultation could become an accepted part of the resource teaéhefis
iob, ways would have to be found to estab11sh its ?eééiﬁiiify for
regu]ar'educators; This .would hecessa:§.v involve 1dent1fy1ng spe-
Cific concerns of this group and dealing with them. [+ seems likely
tﬁéi,iﬁié task would fall to feseakce'teacﬁers; and again, open
commuriication hetween the gfaaps of educators would be impOrtaht.

pr1nc1pa1s perce1ved as needed by. resource teachers: Ffbﬁ the resdlts

'presented 1n the preced1ng chapter, there can be 11tt1e doubt that

-

sk111s usua11y as>ec1ated with a consultation role are perce1ved as
necessary for resource teachers by near]y all the educators who pert1c1-
pated in “his study. This finding, hewever; raises several issues about

expectations for resnurce teacher job performance.. It appears that the
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resource teacher is expected to be a sort 0¥V“supér-iéééhér;"
that is, a teacher primarily resronsible for the provision of direct
instruction to special eduation students; but it the same time re-
Sponsib1e for interV?éWihg regu1ar class teachers, scheduling PEQUﬂr
lar conferences with them, observing students in their regular edu-'
cation classes; conducting workshops; 1inking teachers and students
to other service agencies; and completing several other consultant
activities. Whether this range of responsibilites can be adequately’
completed by one professional may seriously be quastioned. It simply
does not seem feasible for individual teachers to adequately complate
all of the abc'e tas |

If this premise is accepted two options exist. rFifst, it maji
be that at least tws resource teacher pOS1t1ons should be made from
the present one. Perhaps, as 1n LEA 04, some resource teachers
should be réspcnéibié on’ - for consulting duties - for ékémﬁie;
assessment, 1nserv1ce, observations aﬁd problem- so]v1ng Other
resource teachers should spend their time o ly in direct 1ﬁsEFuct1on,
Functfcning much the way a classroom teache wou]d* Several problems
might arise fﬁ this type of aiV?éfén of respons1b111ty, however. |
CFirst 1ting personnel would not have the ongoing contact

S with LS that p“ov1des detailed understand1ng of &ach ch11d s

educational strateg*es Secondf the saiie personnelr by not teach1rd

who_do teavh, becam1ng, in effect, "oiitsiders." In add1t1on, the
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instructional ?égauiéé teachers would have to réiy primarily on‘
information from others.when biénniné instruction;. rather Eﬁaa
collecting much of tne data themselves. They would also lose the
opportun1ty to fac11dtate continU1ty between the resource room .-
program- and the regu]ar educat1on program |
An a.ternat1ve to the opt1on‘proposed éboVé_ﬁouid-be'to re=
arrange resource teachers' job priorities, assigning a greater por-
" tion (or, at least in many school df%fﬁi;ts; some portion) of that
_personnel’s time ta‘eaﬁgalfatiaﬁ}' Some resentment might be voiced
by Eéguia? educators over tne resource teachers' aéééégé?§1y reduced
teaching load in this érrénééﬁent; but the 6E651éﬁs identifiad in a
consuitant-teacher role separation would not be éﬁeauaisfeg;‘ If
‘regular educators\were included in the planning and imp1ementation

of th1s mod1f1ed resource room program, they could express their

concerns and these cou1d be addressed accord1ng1y This type of

Resburce Teacher Eonsultat1onsﬂom9etence )

',W,,;,,,, ”,,,J, o : ; : ’
Eerceptlon4WJth1ngErofesslonalcRoJe _ , _ /

o °

The f1fth and s1xth research questions posed concerned educa-

tors percept1ons of resource 'teacher co nptence in the area of con-
\

suitatlon._ The ‘data from each group of educators was ana]yzed after

respondents giad been categorized on the basis of the locale of their



_school districts, their educational training, and_the extent of
their contact with,resooréé room proérams; As occurred in the

sion of percept1un of resource teacher competence 1s necessary for

each profess1ona1 ro]e

Resource feachers. Dijfferences were found to exist anong re-

source teachers' self-ratings of competence when they were grouped
o L 7-7'7777"777777 . . . ~ L 77777‘777 ~ 777(77777 - - - ; - - " /
on two different variables: possession of regular education teaching
éxpériénce’ and typ'e' 'o'? scha’o’i 'di’str{'ct liesour'ce teachers who had

in metropo11tan areas v1ewed themse] €S as more competent than other
resource teachers on every 1tﬁm included in the Competence sca1e
. * The above f1nd1ngs may be 1nterpreted in- severa] ways. First;

- haV1ng been a regu]ar educat1on teacher may contr1bute to understand-
ing the-problems and constraints that face. those educators and thus
_increase- conf{dence in dealing with them. ﬁitérnative1y; since .
resource,teachers with regular education experience probably have -
more teaching experience. overall than other resource teachers; it

may pe that exper1ence in genera1 - regard]ess of type ~ contr1butes

.-~ resource teacners were grouped by amount of resource teaching exper1—
ence: A]though there was a tendency for resource teachers with more
resource teach1ng experience to rate themselves as more competent

than resource teachers with 1ess experience, their ratings were not
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. consistently in that a?FéEtion: Related to thé»Fatinéé o? metro-

consu]tat1on respons1b111t1es Another poss1b111ty is that gkiii
in consu]tat1on is more 11ke1y to be a cr1ter1on for emp]oyment 1n
metrop011tan d1str1cts, although this seems un11ke3y Conversely;
since many non~metropolqtan resource teachers are responsible for
more than one schoo] and these may be some. d1stance apart the t1me
constraints under which they operate might 1eg1t1mate1y be presumad
to affect their percept1on of their competence in consu]tat.on

It should be noted that, as in the analyses on attitude, these

S
groups 6? educators are not independent samp1es; Because this study

. 1 i L
~did not attempt to examine the re]at1onsh1ps among w1th1n- ole var1-<

ables assoc1ated-w1th the teachers responses whether regular educa-

éxpériénce teachers are S'bsumed in the metrop011tan group be ause
: >

of the.distribution of respondents ofi. those variabias (see number

o

of respondents reported in Chapter III).

Both of the above f1nd1ngs have 1mp11cat1ons for teacher tra1n—
ing since tt appears that v°egu1.ar‘educat1-on exper1ence is valuable
for Féééd?éé‘teaéhéné who interact W?th regular édﬁeatonéi Either -
that §6Ft’6?'ékﬁéfién6é §h601&25é66ﬁé a part of Fééodhéé teacher

tra1n1ng, or vicarious exper1ences - role p]ays, s1mu1at1ons, and
5 }

98
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the 1ike - should be incl

uded to at least sensitize respurce teach--
i _ _ !

ers to the concerns of régular educators. In addition, these data

suggest that non-metropolitan school districts may be an appropriate -
;itékgét for prograiis afmed at increasing resource teacher competence -
and confidence since eduicators in those areas raté themselves as
less skillful. Each of the suggestions just made is dependent;. of
course, on the accuracy of the resource teachers' perceptions; and
any.éorﬁ.of intervention to increase competence ratings wauid\hépési o
sarily have to involve the full cooperation of ‘the school districts
‘and educators whovwouid be involved. | :

Regular education class teachers. As was found in regular class

teachers' attjitude\data, few differences existed among: these teachers’

ratings of resource teacher consultation competence; fééérd1;$$ of

the variables on which they were grouped for analysis: Although

specific groups' responses approached significance on individual items;
"ho trends emerged through which to differentiate tedchers: Three

may truly be uniform in their perceptions of resource teacher compe-

tence; ‘they may perceive resource teacher competence differently, but
“not when grouped on the basis'bf_théfvariébiés examined in this study;

or they may have responded out of uncertainty based on lack of experi=

ence with resource teacher consultation.

The only 83??éféﬁ§éé in principals’ 5é?6é§£?6h§ of resource

teacher competence dccurred when they were grouped by school district.
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These differences tended to'resu]t'from principals in LEA 03 and

‘LEA. 04 rating resource teachers as s1gn1f1cant1y more sk111fu1 than

-

d1d principals in other sch001 d1str1cts If these rat1ngs _

-_'acCLrately ref]ect the pr1nc1pa]s percept1ons, it m1ght next be
_appropr1ate to d1scover why they responded as they d1d If certa1n

character1st1cs def1ne the pr1nc1pals and resource teachers in those -

_

di str1cts, they may be usefu1 for 1dent1fy1ng problem areas 1n other
\

. 3
“tien: e o -

. 7@ . o . .
Péhceﬁtiéns Among qu"’ P : : s

The ‘seventh re sear ch qUest1on posed was deS1gned to d1scern
whether differen'*siex’ ted among profess1ona1 roles 1n the1r rat1ngs
of the competence of resource teachers 1n consulting sk111s " Accord-
1ng to the data from this: 1nvest1gat1c"; §uaﬁ di??érences do exist. |

Rat1ngs of resource teacher consu]tat1on sk111 ranged from
moderate]y negative to highly pos1t1ve Pr1nc1pals tended to be tho
most 66s§tiye in their rat1ngs, with resource teachers - rat1ng the=
selves a close second. On the other hand, regular education c1ass
teachers berceived the spec{al educators as somewhat less skilled
than the other two groups v1ewed them. The greatestlcongruence |
occirred on the items asse ing competence in eétabiish%ng mutnai
trust with regu]ar c1ass teachers and in conduct1ng 1nserv1ce, the
Consensus 1nd1cat1ng that resource teachers are: very sk111ed in the

former aréa and least sk.]]ed in the. latter. .
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A
: The fact that ‘Fes0UrCe teachers were seen b} ii“grbﬁp?‘és'most

rs

ski]]ed 1n-estab11sh1ng mutua1 trust thh regular educétor’ see”s ihi

of educatons.Jn their percept1ons.of/éach others w1111ngn to

consult. Although it seems uniikeTyg it may be that accurate per-

~ception is ﬁot a prereQUiéite to truet It is also possible that the

connotatjon of the trust ifem was Such tﬁét the data reflect socially

desivable responses. o .
The comparat1ve1y 1ow competence rat1ngs resource teachers re-

—

: study on that aspect of consu}tat1on; G1ven t1me constra1nts and
other job pressures, it seems unlikely that resotrce:teachers do mich
. inservice, ror are they generally expécted to do s0. Not Surprisingly,
then, they rate themselves relatively low in skill in this area, as

do other educators.. An aiternative expianatioh for these'aata is that

N

vide inservice un1ess pressed to do SO.

_ Tﬁétgre§o1ér'e&océtioﬁ class teachers consider Fégauﬁeé teachers
: so much less skillful than resource teachers perce1ve themse]ves is
cause for. seme concern s1nce it is un11ke1y tﬁat regu]ar educators
IWi11 be recept1%e to consultative efforts unless they perceive re- : ;
~ source teachers as competent in that area. fhis tihdihg has the
1mp11cat1on that if consu]tat1on 1s 1mp1emented, as recommended in

the spec1aT education,]xterature; regular class teachers 1nput w111

Y-

v
i
fem ]y
| e
{
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be required to-determine that gébﬁa's perééﬁtieﬁrbf HéW'tﬁe consulta-
S
t10n process should occur; and to ascertain how they fee] resource N

teachers can best ass1st them

Hihdrances to consu]tat1on; and the sever1ty of those prob]ems accor-
. aihg to respondents within each professional role. Research Question
9 asked whether.differenceS-existéd among<the groups of_edutators in
thewr rat1ngs of thé same prob]em factors. The resuftg suggest that
" a great deal of s1m11ar1ty ex1sted in the responses to the prob]em
factor 1tems-made,by'the resource_teachers% regular c]ass,teachers,

%
and pr1nc1pa1s

- For all three growps, t1he ;as genera11y rated as-a major prob—
lem encountered by a consu1tang:resource teacher. The universality
of this Finding suggests that time allocation concerns will have to
be aaafésséa'if‘fésaarcé teacher consultation is judged as important
to include in the schoo] program. éariiér; it was suggéstéa that
_resource teachers dut1es m1ght be rearranged so that consu]tat1on
could becomé an estab}1shed part of those sdiicators’ aebs. In
addiéiOh to those types of aajustmeﬁtsg’hoWever, the time constraihts '
operat1ng on regu]ar class teachers shou]d be recogn1zed and 1nsofar
as poss1b1e, removed; This- may be a more difficult prob]em than
Findjﬁg rescurce.feather time. S1nce1resource*teachers do not have
assigned class groups; scheduling changes are feasible; this is not
so for regular class teachers Wﬁé EyﬁiéaiTy have very 1ittle time
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during school hours when they are not directly ?espons1bJe for their

s

' c?ass groups. One so]ut1on m1ght be for resource téﬁchers to con-

.sult w1th regu]ar c1ass teachers in the regular educat1on “classroom,

the students being given independent assignments at ;that time: The
potéht1é1 diStraCt16ns to 311 coneérnéd 1imit the'HSéf01néss of this
| soiut1on, however If paraprofess1ona1 or vo]unteers work in the

resource room- program 1t m1ght be poss1b1e to have those 1nd1v1duals

could meet regu]ar]y ~ Yet another poss1b111ty would be to have re-

|
source teachers schedu]e consu]tat1on per1ods dur1ng d1fferent hours

'hav1ng at least some t1me ava11ab1e for - consultat1on wou]d be in- \

creased. {. N
=aoaé 6thér intérést?né result from tﬁérﬁrooiéﬁ factors séétﬁoﬁ of

teacher tra1n1ng in consu1t1ng sk1lls* A]though 85% of the regu]ar
class teachers and a lTike number of pr1nc1pals saw resource teacher
tra1n1ng as little or no,problem;_approx1mate1y one-third .of the
resource teachers considered this somewhat of problem. These re-
sults seem surprising when compared to ‘the competence data in those .

L _

analyses resource teachers tended to rate themsel e as more competent

in spec1f1c consultation skills than regu]ar claSS(teachers rated

them. - Wh11e 1t is only specu]at10n these resu]ts may be exp1a1ned

by the phraseo]dgy uséd in the twe sect1ons of the quest1onna1re

~

"The global term ?consu]tat10n,? used. in the-prpb]em factors " sect1on;

¢
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ever, may have been o e understandabne and therefope more;l1ke1y to
'be rated pos1t1Ve1y by the spec1a1 educatorE, ?hé confverse c?'these
processes may have operated for regu]ar class teachers

Resource Teacher Time A]]Géat1on

The final two questions included in this study concerned time
“utilization by the resource teacher.  Research Question 10rasked how
_resourcerteachers and principals believe régouréé teachers' ‘allocate

var}

would allccate that time in an ideai re/source room program: Research

'us duties and how they

- theiYr time during school hours among

Guest1on 11 aSkéd whether there were d1fferences between resource
Vs
t§ECherS' and;prineipals' actual and 1dea1 t1me est1matesf

(=8

, agreement on the1r est1mates of how timeé is allotted for various re-

source teaching dotiés 'instrucfioh of pupi]s was viewed as occupy-

activities were a1]otted s]1ght]y more than a half-hour per day.
These consu]tat1on data are 511ght]y higher than ‘those reported by .
Evans (1977), but are consonant with those reported by.Sargent (1981)
" Taken together, the resu]ts of these studies suggest that 10 mcre-
than 7% or 87 of resource teacher t1me 1s typically spent in consu]-

tat1on w1th other teachers
} ]

=
Q)
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Both resource teachers and pr1nc1pals suggested that in an

1dea1 resource room program, corsu]fat1on t1me should be 1ncreased

'by approx1mate1y one-ch1rd 1ts presenf‘leve] _ Th1s/f1gure, wh1ch

wou1d represent an1ncrease rrom approx1mate1y 30 minutes to 40 :

m1nutes out of a 7-hour sihool da¥5 c01nc1des w1th those of both

r”'SaFgéht (1981) and Evans "j“'a.

“The concurrence of pr1nc1pals and resource telchers on the1r ;

L

'Eiﬁe e§§1mates is encourag1ng S1nce it 1mp11es accur%@i percept1on

of teacher JOD reSpons1b111t1es by adm1n1strators, but the actua]

prOpurt1on of t1me reported ds a]located for consu]tat1on may be

cause for concern ‘ I* does” not seem that 30 or 46 m1nutes per day

'1ent t1me to adequately carry out consultat1on act1v1t1es
\‘,— ~
teachers

is suffi
The 11tefature Suggests that between 20%‘and 40% of resource
t1me (that .s, one. or two Co pIete school days each week) shou]d be

ion €1assrooms (W1ederh01t et al.,-1978). Ik

[y

spent in regular educa’
seems reasonable that the f1nd1ng d1scussed ear11er that regu]ar
educat1on teachers perceive resource teachers as on1y moderately
_competen may be part]y attr1butab1e to the t1me factor If resource
teachers allot little t1me in their schedu]es‘Far consu]tat1on and
thus attempt to hurr1ed1y comp]ete such act1v1+1es, it 1s not sur-
pr1s1ng that they are not v1ewed as be1ng very sk111ed

Of .equal concern is the »Tdealﬂt1me allotment given consulta- ‘
t%oﬁ-sy fégaureé'téaEHéFs and pfiﬁaépa1gi ‘While the increase from :

~

u'approx1mate1y 7% to approx1mate1y 10.5% is s1gn1f1canc, the latter
P
fi §dre st111 fdl]s far short of the recommended time a]lotment for

/
i

N
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Ei‘@éé; * For example;
,/ZG» is there a strongiratibﬁﬁlé for“educatbrs' belief that consultation

should remain a minor component of the resource teacheg's job? If'
by educators; for whatever the reason, suggest that there is a need
, to educdte school personnel about the benefits that can result from, -
-+ 'a strong consultation program? In addition, is it possible to per-

’-‘, - -~ - ,,7,,.7, - - o I S — ] :,;,,,,,,,,,,,, i PR
suade §chat6F§ to make the adjustments in resource-teachers'- case-

yi

-

1oads£énd non-instructional duties that would be necessary to in-
< ’ ' ) , < :

_crease consultation time? s )
While “the’ above questions are crucial if consultation is to
e o N ) ) o oo T

.. occupy a griife?Aportion of resource teacher time, a more' fundamental. -

' ssiie Féﬁéihé,ﬁh%ésbiVéd\ét pre%ent. Many -writers have iécommgﬁaéd
the Eonsultant role for *resource teachers, and have: delineated the:
benefi ts for regdlar education %nd spetial edacagion stidents . for’
fé@ﬁiéf_ﬁ1é§§_féééﬁéi§; aﬁa‘?5¢_56566i admipistéatid%whenresaurce |

teachers consult: However, nd I!.déta were -1665&&;5‘43 iﬁ’\}égﬁi‘gafaf’\K .

‘which gmbi‘-ri’téﬂj{\,é&bﬁéﬂ a c6'r'§§u1f;i'ﬁ§ resource room program over &
. . N . - JN ) l :
what appears to be typical resdurce programs, i.e.,"those with minimal

F] . . ~ %

teacher-teacher interaction. Likewise, no studies were located which
isupport.thé 1a§tér typéfof resource roomlgrogram'dvei_thejfqrmer. 37’4
_BécaHSéjg% this;- it should be acknowledged tha't ﬁéiﬁhéé_ihé;posiijdh éJf

. that consultation i@ reddurce programs is essentil nor tﬁg-pésitiqﬁb £

. that it i& of little importanée can be adopted at this tide. with con=
. = . ¢ 8 L

e 7777;7_—!7 - 7;7——1777_——7” P B
. fidence -inspired by empirital evidence.

\
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. 11m1tat1ons of this 1nvest1gat1on

i

'“'th the

preced1ng d1scu551on, a11us1ons were made to var1ous

These may be c1ass1f1ed as per-

99

R

ta1n1ng to the samp1e of respondents, the 1nstrumentat1on emp1oyed

or the researeh method ; {
The genera11zab111ty of th1s researeh
chahacter1st1cs of the samp]e studied.: ,At

because all the educators 1nc]uded in-this

and southern fndiana5 the reported results
2
that state and to schoo1 d1str1cts s1m11ar

shou1d thus be notéd that one metropol1tan

ed approx1mate1y\407 of the respondents 1n

project

is constrained by the
the most general level,.
%efe from ‘central

are mos(apphcable to

to thosg stud1eo."it~

school- district contribut=

the total sample, and R

othen séh681 dﬁstfﬁéts;

' c]ass-teachers—

teach1ng cert1f1cat1on.

should therefore be acknow]edged that ‘this 1im?ts app1icabi1ity'to .- /

1t shou]d a1so be recogn1zed that the non— -:_ ,,/

is a]so warranted in. app1y1ng these results to otheF types’of rural

At the most-spec1f1c 1éVe1

systems the demograph1e ;haraeter1s— Co
\ . .

t1cs of the respondents\shou1d be noted Most of the resource I S L

teaChers had f1ve years or 1ess of resource- teach1ng exper1ence and / _

! !

. approx1mate1y ha]f of them had been se1f conta1ned spec1a1 educatlon 1 )3

More than- ha]f of the regu]ar c]ass teachers had : i

F1na11y, no pr1ncipa1 in this study had
. ]

7

qu‘- o
S



100

o 7 7 T A
fewer: than six years of experience in schools, and only three were
licensed to teach special education. These educators' characteris-

<. «tics a150 determine appropr1atevgeneraiizatibh. g}r

. on the va]1d1ty of th1s rese 'ch It.has been. assumed that the re-

sponses fade by educators are - 1nd1cat1ve of the1r att1tudes toward

these assumpt10ns should be viewed as tentative. In add1t1on, care
should be taken when interpreting differences among the groups"
responses. While the scales utilized pernit a ranking of individuals

from most positive to least pos1t1ve on att1tude and skill rat1ng, no .

B

statements are Warranted abput the strength of any one rank1ng in ,
relation to another: . ;

* A third group of cbﬁstréiﬁtsﬁdh this study includes those imposed.
by the aéfﬁaaaiagy cﬁaséﬁ—. This ﬁvesm‘gst%oﬁ was a aésc’riptiva study
of se]ected vschool d1str1cts, and relied on se]f-report data.’ Eveh

Tf the‘respenses of the educators can be sa1d to- accurate]y ref]ect

'the groups included in th1s research or.whether they are assoc1ated'

with particuiar-patterﬁs of behavior was not determined through this *

project. That must become a matter for future study




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Despite the fact that consultation is a widely recormended role
for’ spec1a] education resource teachers, 11tt1e attention h?s been
pa1d to that respons1b111ty in the research 11terature Spec1f1ca11y,

1115 needed by consulting resource teachers have se]dom been clear-
1y delineated, and,few.emp1r1ca] data are available on educatqrs

views of - the consuitation‘roie It was the purpose of this stuay to

the perspect1ves of the educat1ona] personne] most d1rect1y 1nvo]ved
in the consu]tat1on process:. ,resource teachers, regu]ar educat1on

classroom teachers, and pr1nc1pals

A quest1onna1re was deve]oped to’ assess educators atf1tudes < g/

teacher consultants, the1r ratings of resource teacher competence in
prov1d1ng consultat1on; and potent1a1 prob]ems.1nterfer1ng.w1th con-

"suitatﬁon' In add1t1on, resource teachers and- pr1nc1pals est1mated

and made recommendat1dns for a]]ocat1on of the resource teacher's t1me. j

: D1fferencf among the responsesof educators within each profes-
A s1ona1 role wére ana]yzed 1n1t1a11y to determ1ne whether school '
d1str1ct 1oca1e teach1ng exper1ence, ‘resource room exper1ence or:

educat1ona1 background affected att1tude toward or percept1on of

-
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resource teacher consultation. The educators’ responses were then
compared across professional role to identify simjiarities and dif=
ferences among, their views. Small but siéniricant differences were
found in att1tudes toward consultation prov1ded by the resource
teacher among the educator groups., but few d1fferences ex1sted
among respondents within each profess1ona1 role. Overall; resource

teachers were rated as somewhat sk111ed in consu]tat1on tasks. The

major prob]em identified for a consu]tat1on program was t1me for the

teachers to meet.: Resource teachers and principals’ est1mated that -~

7.5% of the resource teacher's time is allotted to consu1tat1on; and'

-

that this should .be increased.by: approx1mate1y one- th1rd to To. 5%:
It may be conc]uded on the bas1s of th1s research that consu]-
tat1on is a m1nor component of the resource teacher s JOb 1n
Ind1ana t1tt1e time is allotted for consu]ting aCt1v1t1es, and wh11e
educators would like to 1ncreaee that t1me, they would do'so on1y \
m1n1ma11y In genera],:att1tudes toward consultat1on tend to be B \
LY L

neutral or undec1ded both within and among professional roles. Dis-

crepanc1es ex1st however, in resource teachers and regu]ar class

i

teachers perceptions of each others w11]1ngness to consu1t’

Though 1ittle time is spent consulting; nearly all educators
feel resource teachers should possess the sﬁ111s.typ1ca11y,assoc1ated
with consultants: Resource teachers view themselves as moderately
competent in these skills; and principals perceive them riearly
equéiiy s0. -Regular class teachers are somewhat 18ss positive ‘in
their ratings of résource teacher consultation skill:

[

~
gy,
K=}
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For resource teachers, regu1ar edueat1on teach1ng exper1ence
. i

. j

is associated w1th s11ght1y more favorab]e att1tude.¢oward consu]—
Regu;

tation and somewhat more pos1t1ve se1f-rat1ngs of. competence
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teacher and regu1ar educat1on teacher time constraints, including the

-
coord1nat1on between those educators of time ava11ab]e for consukta-

——
——

Other factors wh1ch may be prob1ems are regu1ar c1ass teacher

t10n
resistance to consu1tat1on, 1nadequacy of resource teacher‘tra1n1ng

in consu1tat1on, and lack of administrative support_for,consu1tatjon.

Recommendations ™

This investigation represents an injtial step in examining the
: al ._ the

o , T ]

. |

role of consultation in the aetivitiés c% resource teachers. It

1

the pos1t1on is adopted that consultation by the resource teacher is
beneficial for students and teachers; it indicates possible areas for

%ntérvéhtioh ;
A d - 1'.
7ded to determ1ne whether

" \
variables other than those studied’ 'in th1% project are associated )
’\iFor'examp1e, is ”ttﬁtﬁae.

-l

with specific att1tudes and percept1ons

toward ma1nstream1ng re11ted to attitude/toward consu1tat1on by /\} _
pec1a1 educat1on coursework :

resource teachers? Does comp1et1onfof/f

/

-
.
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ﬁérééﬁtions’ Such d 75 m1ght‘ass1st educators in p1ann1ng strate-

. gies to fac111taté the consu1tat1on process
InFormat1on is also needed-to identify the reasons for existing -
attitudes toward consu1tat1on* For ékaﬁﬁTé; aré'résoﬁrcé teachers’

interactions W1th a very few uncooperat1ve regular educat1on teachers
respons1b1e for the1r perception that regu]ar é%ucatqrs are somewhat
unwilling to consult? t1kew1se;»are regu]ar class teachers percep-d
tions deterimined by single inci\de’nts-ﬁith resource teachers? It
would also be he]pfu1 to understand why pr1nc1pa1s be11eved that few
of the poss1b1e h1ndrances to consu1tat1on ‘were maJor prob]ems _ is
this a resu1t of 1nsens1t1v1ty to pract1t1oner prob1ems7 Or 1s it
p0551b1e that schoo1 adm1n1strat0rs cou]d dev1se organ1zat1ona1 p1ans
'or strateg1es to overcome these h1ndrances? ';
Observational studies using ethnograph1c or sﬁecimen records :
to identify the behaviors that occur during consultation‘should be
ﬁndertaken since there is some 1nd1cat1on that consu1tat1on varies
,cahsidéfas1y among schooT systems. The list of unanswered;qhest1ons
on th‘1;'s proce’ss‘ is extensive. For example, ha’w’af'téﬁ do resource
. teachers contact 1nd1v1dua1 regu1ar class teachers about shared
'students? Do resource teachers p]an these contacts, or are they’
spontaneous? " During what - periods of the day and for how 1ong do the
teacher-teacher interactions occur5 Do regular édUCation teachérs'

-

seek ass1stance from r;zgurce teachers for students not enro11ed

in the resource progra Can Sargent 3 (1981) f1nd1ng that most



4
i

consu1tat1on time 1s~spent on "schoo] bus1ness" and not in giscus:
' s1on of shared students be rep]1cated7 And f1na11y; are educatorsi
;expressed att1tudes toward consultation. pred1ct1ve of the1r con-
“sultation-related behavior? The 1nvest1gat1on of questions 11ke
these would én‘abié the study of ‘consultation by resource teachers

to proceed from ‘description based on self-report and interpretation
to verificatioh of the status quo based on observation, and might
fs&ggeSthaﬁbrobriaté wéyg of chanéﬁné'the eaa§u1ia£iaa ro1e o

| A th1rd area which warra%ts further study is the 1mportance of ¥
consu1tat1on in re1at1on to other resource teacher respons;b111t1es
Eonce1vab1y; a two-step process cou]d oe;amp1oyeq: F1rst; reasons
for resource teachers' and p'r'ihtihaié arsrsaié‘e'n't 'sa’ti'sfaé'tian with
-the're1egation of consultation toa minor ro1e act1v1ty should be
iident1f1ed If time constra1nts are ‘their major concern, it should
.be poss1b1e to f1nd means’ “of adaust1ng educators’ schedu1es to m1n1-
- mize those constraTnts., If educators-believe that consultat1on is
a‘"wasée of time" that could better be: spent in instruction, con=
'S1derat1on should be given to d1sprov1ng those be11efs. Second, -
emp1r1ca1 evidence of the eff1cacy of resource room programs should

be sought: Resource room programs 1n wh1ch consu]tat1on 1s a maJor
‘rolé respons1b111ty should be compared to those 1n which teacher-f
- teacher 1nteract1ons are m1n1ma1 The data from such research
should include teachér sat1SFaction ratings; reports-of attitﬁaes-.
toward and pepceptions of . each prograin, and alsp records of student

academic and social achievement in both types of administrative
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arranéeﬁents. Unti th1s second step of-study1ng consultation in

relation to other role respons1b111t1es of the resource teachers is

undertaken; interventions to facilitate consultation will continue

“to be Based priﬁariiy on conviction éﬁa'épéaaiéfiaﬁ and not on data.
Yet another area for add1t1ona1 study 1s the job d=scr1pt1on

of the resouree teacher; Gonversat1ons with spec1a1 educat1on direc-

few school d1str1cts,have such job descr1pt1ans, and those that do

tend to define respors1b111t1es 1n vague terms\\ A]though the re-

_ Source teacher S. 3ob‘15~by its’ Very nature dependent on a great

deal of f]ex1b111ty, the absence of any parameters ‘on the réquiré:

ments of the position may result in confus1on Vit seems un11ke1y |

: that consu]tat1on, a somewhat nontrad1t1ona1 ro1e.for educators '

"who are cons1dered "teachers, W11n be adopted as a 1eg1t1mate duty

;”- uﬁiééé ?t is c]ear]y defined 1in a descr1pt1on of the resource

‘teacher s Job.

Because the entire purpose of advocat1ng a consu]tat1on ro]e

for resource teachers is to fac111tate the 1ntegrat1on of spec1a1

ception'o? mainstreamad students It m1ght be asked whether con- '

sultation affects regular educators »att1tudes toward mainsiréamihg
’ . e ) )

and the1r acceptance of handxcapped ch11dren ‘It should be ascer= .

tained whether.these teachers are more likely to modify their class

\'~ . . . ] - 3
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ro

%'éhV?rohﬁéhts when consuTtation is-an integral part of the resource

room program;f Further, it would behe]pfu1 to know whether a con="
sulting resourcg teacher that 1s, one who regu1ar1y Spends t1me in

regular education c1assrooms, is ab]e to reduce the stigma often

.,
°

associated w1th attend1ng spec1a1 educat1on c]asses. B

; in summary, this 1rvest1gat1on has descr1bed consu]tat1on in.-
resource teach1ng in an 1nd1rect manner, from the po1nts of v1ew of
:regu1ar and.spec1a1 educatorsf The 1nformat1on.wh1ch was gathered

© raises many quest1ons about the- funct1ons of the consu]tat1on ro]e
and the re]at1ve 1mportance of that role in p]ann1ng and 1mp1ement1ng
.effect1ve educat1ona1 programs for hand1capped younﬂsters It also
suggests the need for the direct assessment of_the consu1tatioh,
“-process as it operates.in the. pubii‘c_'s'choois'. -fhéré:a-pp_jéar’s t'o'.rb"e'r
a Wide gap betweeo the resourte room program modeis presented in-: o
the spec1a1 educat1on ]1terature and the resource room programsv1n

schoo]s, it does not seem likely that dec1s1ons can be made about

'th merits of such service de11very systems unt11 more is known about

=

'th"_ programs themse1ves.
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Ré?éﬁéﬁéé Notes
1. Friend; M. An dssessment of the attitudes of resource teachers,
classro: teachers; and administrators toward the roles and

responsivilities of resource teachers.  Unpublished manuscript;
Jndiana UniVersity; 1979. A

2. Fr1end M.; Transcripts of 1nterv1ews with resource teachers 1n
Eentra] ind1ana, 1981
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' 10611 I fee] the,effect1veness of the resource program wou]d be

“atfitude,; teaching skills; or rejection and stereotyp1ng of child.

Respondent Comments' . BT

Resourcegleachers - ‘ e SR ~

2

teacher .

11511-My §fuaéa%§'ﬁaVé toid me thatfthey become neryous and un- :

natyral when they realize that someone (such as a he]p1ng confers

ence teacher) is observing them. The . .presence of someone else in

the e¢lassroom; not usually present, often alters behav1or,of a.

- number of students; and the resultant observat1on is’'not valid.

T L ET R v Y _TEERA AV LY, Y IR

I am opposed to .any adoption of procedures that makes the

resource program less flexible and less. adaptable fo the student.

1 do not really believe.constant conferring with the regular: class E

teacher will 1mprove/th1ngs -it will simply take time needed by the
student or by the res: teacher to deve}op new -and interesting: ma~

terial to fit his.needs. When there_is a reason to confer, it
should be dene_ quickly and speciffecally: The res. tcher should. -
always be available if the reg: tcher: w1shes to: discuss a child's

WOrk, _alsos 1f a parent wishes to do so. In my observat1on,-tﬁé

procur1ng he]p for a ch11d needing’ 1t from teacher spee1a]1y

trained to provide it.:
1 am concerned about some of the I E P.'s prepared 1arge]y by _

persons’ who'.do not know the child, and the sometimes different levels
of achievement or areas of deficiency identified by the resodrce -

teachers's series of tests and evaluative exercises. Resource _teach-

 ers, . during their training, were made aware pf their res 1sibility

for identifying these deficiencies (and strengths) and or ‘planning
a_program to raise the student's functiohing level, as well as reme=
d1at1ng specific’ weaknesses. A rounded- program will u]t1mate]y Am=

prove the student's work considerably more than if the tchr is con~

s1dered a sort of aide to work only -onsthe recommendat1ons of others.

12011-Many quest1ons are not atcurate due to cont1num of teacher

(regular) attitudes and teaching abilities. Some teachers would ..

_welcome and cooperate fu]]y while others would not cooperate due to

With some teachers po. matter how expert one was in the intervy t1on

s

curriculums or support systems that are needed

.and counseling techniques little effect could be made in. adJust1ng

_ 3 -

]These comments were cop1ed d1rectf& from respondents quest1onna1res,

1nc]ud1ng grammar, spe1]1ng, and punctuat1on

Y i S h el s
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13611=1 feel that consulting skills are vital for resource teachers:
I participated in Instep last year so I feel pretty confident in .
_ this area. However, time is still a limitation on-both parts. Also

e

sofie. regular class teachers are of the opinion; "The more time you
can have-Johnny out of my room the better:" PR is half of the Jjob

of a resource teacher. I will be glad to do anything I can to help.
. 13211=Consultation occurs as common sense & need dictates during
‘lunch, prep, & before & after school-I may act as a supplement 0
_a regularteachers program;, continue and supplement a regular teachers
program or take over a whole subject (usually only readimng &'math)

& have thé‘regu1ar teacher supplement.
13411=(in reference to 1fem 12; first part) Although other activities .
are accomplished during the day; no relief time is given:, for example
1'11 schedule conferences during my preparation time and then have my

lesson plans done at home at night.

14611-1t should be taken into consideration that a large number of '
‘classroom teachers have not had experience; awareness, or formal educ.
training in the areas of exceptionality. _Therefore, what looks like
a problem Ais often misinterpreted and dealing with it does not take
priority/énti1 there is crisis behavior in evidence.

15311-DF._ has an excellent resource room course she offers

through IU Bloom. Talk w/her & please include this class in the under-

graduate level.- When I got my job, much was not kncwn or said about
the resource reom's functions. Thanks! o , :
163111 feel resource is a Very effective way of teaching due to it

being on_an individualized basis. The only problems I've had is with
principals feeling that you are doing nothing because you do not have
35 children in your group.: S -

Some schools overload you and you cannot get through to all your.

students. . 3 _
16811=The rescurce teacher is rather in "no man's land" sometimes.
Responsibilities .of cooperation between regular classroom teacher and

resource person should be better defined. -

18111=The  role of consuitation with teachers is one of the most diffi-

cult to do on a continual scheduled basics. 1 have used used a written
form indicating what_has been done with the child for the previous

month. This works well for those teachers who read it!

30311-Excelient aspect to look at. I have been a big advocate of

requiring a dual role for a sp.ed. teacher, that being ¢onsultant and
that area in which s/he teaches: A1l sp-ed. _teachers should have

training in the consulting area regardless if they are conisultants.

) "122 |




all that regu1ar teachers do- (for example duty) plus; stay after

115

Educating and training reg. teachers in mainstreaming allows child
to be mainstreamed more & more successfully. Also its role is .
fantastic in helping the reg. teacher provide more adequate instruc-
tion to the children who do not qua]1fy for sp. services but need
more he]p : . B

30411 I have a]ways been amazed that NO ONE superv1s1ng me has ever

- have they provided a Jop description, 1 e., no one ever asked/to]d

me to any consulting!

30811-1 appreciate this survey. I think teacher,consuitation is very

important in the success of our students 1 would be happy to discuss.

this with you

50511-1It is ﬁy fee11ng that everxone ‘expects resource teachers to do

teachers, parents and administrators, deaqulth a]]fandfanyfhandl-

"~ capped kid in a mixed classroom; train a paraprofess1ona1 and etc.

4

I want to be a consultant: I feel that many of my students could

51011 Many sk111s are needed to effect1ve]y manage a resource room
adequately. However, with the many demands. the govi: places on the
LRC teacher, it is very difficult _to use. these skills effectively
due to the lack of _time one has. _The paperwork and the caseload .
takes away from eff1c1ency of an’ LRC : . S

52411 W1th all the paperwork reports (State and Federa1) that are-
required of Sp.Ed. .programs ;" and all the various cut backs that we
are just beginning to See - it really does concern me..  The LRC
teacher has a lot of different respons1b111t1es demand1ng a large

,amount of h1s/her t1me

in the regular classroom that need spec1a1 he]p have improved. The

. psychometr1sts are doing a very effective job of identifying our

students and giving excellent advice as to how to remediate the prob- .

lems. . +but with this 1mprovement also comes an increase in the number

of students the LRC teacher is expected to work with each day:.. ‘As

- = g———— - —— — — = 3 —— —am— e r————— ——M

the teacher's case load 1ncreases, his/her effectiveness consequently

decreases because the hours in the school day remain the same. Th

idea behind "individual education programs is excellent but it's

" starting to be extremely hard to maintain the mainstream and ach1eye

the goals desired for the individual ch11dren

123
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60311 -This was very 1nterestJng One big prabiém that exists in
our co-op is many of the chlldren that come  to me are from.dif-
ferent schools which makes it almost 1mposs1b1e to 1nteract with
them .

60511-As 1 am not sure how you are defining a resource room, I
should add that I am in fact servicing three elementary schools.

I spend three half-days at two schools and four half-days at the
ather_one. Needless_to say, this amount of time is very.inadeguate
for all concérned. There is no set time for interaction:with

classroom teachers or for testing and conferencing. A11 this must

.be done before or after school, during recesses, or by cance111ng

time with students.
[ feel trying to ade”uate]’ serv1ce7the7needs of the stgdents

and teachers is impossible under these conditions. In my opinion;

-services should be adequately set up or 09t,§§,§11,,rl have no
magic wand to wave around to cure these students, it takes tlme

" as well as dedication and skill.
Classroom teachers are often reluctant to have their students

miss time from their classes as they are the ones giving the grades:

My students are reguired, for the most part ‘to make up work missed

wHile they are working With me: This isn t a very fair arrangement

> VPRI wibh ke 0T

but .I do understand the c1assroom teachers attitudes:

70311- Thefsgccessfgfﬁconsu]tat1on depends a great deal on the f]ex1-'
.bility and cooperation of the.regular classroom teacher. _The

"teachers who are cooperative and willing to make changes for a.
student usually help him a great. These children make greater

str1des than those ch11dren who have very traditional teachers who

Regular education c1asSes need to spend fore time on teach1ng
" how to individualize. Running_ off the same ditto for all 30 Kkids .
doesn't work any more - actually its never worked - but it is easy
and conven1ent , . i

70611 Hav1ng 3 schools to go to, the middle school is short- changed

" in amopnt of time before/after schedu]ed time to talk w/teachers.

Feel that some reg ed téachers misinterpret resource teachers

roles as tutorial. Some aven send daily work that ch11d isn't

having w but needs to finish. -
Somie tsachers have adjusted very we]] to adapting their sched-

uies around resource time. Others have not - child suffers as he

misses out on new instruction and also may be burdened/frustrated

- w making up everyth1ng that he'’ s missed.

If reg. teacher has more.than 1 child to ma1nstream prefers~

that they go at same time regard]ess of sk111s needed

-~

!
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work w1th would not do their part 1n any form of consultation ;
offered. They have their "own" way'of teach1ng and feel as though
they: can teach "any" student' !

81211 -1 would like to see the resource ‘position become one of/
providing more mater1als and activities for use in the regu]ar
classroom, especially in the content areas- I don't need so /

t

much more time to,consu]t as much as I need time to prepare |

materials for regu]ar class use (1 e:, tapes, seatwork, act1d1t1es,,;~

etc.) J
. : _ ]

81311-It seems that many resource programs create more prob]pms

than they solve. The bureaucracy involved grows ever more expen-

sive and tangled: The results are so minimal as to be immeasur-
able; so many of the students identified-are already at thej/bottom
of the academic heap. I “really wonder if th1s extra Nayer]' of

the special ed:' machine is justified: 1
The designs for programs look so good on paper and are such

- a mess when applied. What we've done is created a new 1anguage, :
“spec1a1eze" - and a 1ot of new forms to complete. '

'82611 Because t travel between schools and spend nalf- dayJ on]y

at each-school, my time_is very limited to _speak with teaghers.
They do fill out weekly” assignment sheets for me.__These have a
~ section for comments and concerns.. If I had a daily free|period

I could probab]y do a _better job, but that is hard to justify when
my time is so short with the k1ds : ,

-Regu]ar Educat1on C]assroom Teachers

10321-1 felt. that at our part1cu1ar school, the regu]ar{classroom
teacher and the resource teacher have a terrific means df communi=-
- cation. That is due to the personality of our- resource | teacher,
she's very concerned about her students. /

10721-1 have apprecTated\and enjoyed hav1ng my ch11dred,work1ng

with Mrs. .2 I feel the role of the resource teachgrs is not

-defined, in_enough detail for the administrative staff to under-

stand. I feel the central office should do more to correct this

"~ problem. Our resource teacher must go to an early scqool in the

‘morning and a late school in the afternoon. : -

11421- If the conference teacher in our building. were to meet -

regularly with individual teachers in a structured meeting, (case

load of 30) I don’t know when she would have time to: work with
the children: Often; adm1n1strat1ve duties take too much t1me &

/

thé chTtdren suffer. o o , /



I also feel we often give so much t1me & attention to the -

hand1capped children in our room that the other children in the

room receive much less attention than they skh-uld: They should

be & feel "special" too: Sma]1er classes. could benef1t all:

11621-Resource teachers could be very valuable to teachers and

‘students, both: As I have observed, the resource teacher. attempts

to help the student only with homework has 1ittle discipline,
. does no planning (not even a schedu]e), and _has no communication
with classroom teachers: - I doubt that the idea behind mainstream-

ing was to be’ so 1neffect1ve If students could rea]]y pick up-

;Ateaeher wou]d be very valuable .and everyone wou]d benef1t

12621 -1 have had profess1ona] contact w1th Qn]y two resource: teach-

1272] Classés are inconsistent. Often pup1ls ‘resource time is

cancelled more_ than it is held in session. - The cont1nu1ty is .

. shattered;and there is sporadic or little ach1evement as a resu]t.
Actual pupil aid appedrs to be the last pr1or1ty of the program

whereby, ‘1 feel it should be the. first. ,

13211=1 have several children in my "low" ab111ty third grade that
need a resource program; however, the amount of time.that it is
taking (months) to get these children in such a program is very

discouraging. No one has been placed yet this year from my room:

I filled out numerousreports for each child that was very time

consuming. I feel that for some slow children who needed help,

an entire year of special help was lost for them. Parents keep
asking me when their child will be admitted to the program, What

am I to tell these parents after they haVe been wa1t1ng for seven

months?

15]21-Many of the problems that exist could be $o]ved if. t1me was
prov1ded for consu]tat1on, 1f the c]ass ‘load of ‘the regu]ar teacher

and sh0u]d be ab]e to prov1de construct1ve follow up for the class-
room teacher's use. There should be no "hit or miss" practices but
- well thought out 1nd1v1dua] programs for maximum benefit to the
students. . -

'
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17621-1 feel a real need for more curriculum coordination_jetween
the regular classroom teacher and the resou~c~ teacher. Our -
_resource teacher is very good; but she has e time to consult
about a set course of study. Oftentimes; wha. we're doing jii.
class is not covered in resource. It would be good if curriculum
guides were given to. both tre classroom & resource teachers; so

a more unified and thorough approach cou]d be taken.

17921-1 have been 1nvo1ved w1th resources progranms in different
schools. At one particular.school the program was: very effective.
The .resource teacher picked the children up dnd brought them back
to the regular classroom, because they needed close supervision.
She was continuously informing what she was doing with.the child-
ren, I could.offer her suggestions and she would do the same for
me. We -worked together as the program should be done. Presently,
I'm not aware of what-my children do in resource, only if the child
should happen to show me some 6f his work or. if I ask the resource

teacher what are you doing. I'm never asked what I think they
need help with.

To be effective the resource and regular classroom teachers

must work together and be aware of what both® are doing:

18421 I think: the resource teacher needs to find out what the reg-

ular teagher is doing with the child in the basic subjects: ?readf

ing; spelling, math) these in particular. The resource teacher
needs to work right along with the reguiar teacher: #As I said
before; Mrs: at school - now is the only one that checked = -
with me all the time and worked with me. She .is the best one I've

had.: It did take some time but we did it. We passed notes -to and
from all_the tjime. She was really interested in the ch11dren I
felt we made progress with the children:

]862]-€onsu1tat1on should occur between. resourcé_and regular
teacher. However, it would only be successfu] if both had a

a1ready crowded The regu]ar teacher is not_uncooperative but

must also meet the needs of. the other students in the class.

To adequate]y work with mainstreamed students requires that

_the class size be much smaller ‘than current and/or the number of

c1ass taught per day be fewer.

19421-As a c]assroom teachers; I have only one . per1dd free during

the day and that is used for class preparat1on therefore consulta-

‘ t1on time is ‘limited. B

,,,,,, JE e G I e . —

extent that th1s quest1onna1re 1nd1cates
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19521-The resource teachers at my school are very he]pfd] to .

both other teachers and parents. Case reviews are held. each
_semester to plan for the following semester:. Teachers,; parents
and students along with the social worker & administrators work

as-a team to ensure that each special ed. stullent mainstreamed or
otherwise receives the .best pessible education. It is not_uncommon
for a regular teacher to-ask a spacial ed. teacher for he]p w1th a

prob1em concern1ng a spec1a1 ed. student.

- 40421-Resource teachers are too overloaded to perform the dut1es

41221-We. have a central fo1ce 1ocat1on for our resource -teachers.
Their schedules must be full. I am still awaiting information on
a student referred last Oct. Another student, referred ip Jan.;
has yet to be seen. In our particular system,\1t takes far tan N
long for a ch1]d to be tested, eva]uated, and/or p?oper]y p]aced

" referred five ch1|dren for evaluation.

41523=They are extremely he]pfu], and 1 honest]y can 't think of a

time_when I went to them with a prob]em and we d1dn t come up with

50421~ Our resource teacher has done an exce]]ent job! Although

we do not a]ways consu]t on a daily basis we do commuriicate often

and if she is not available I can usually talk to her-aide and._

discuss any problems that drise:. I feel it is very important for

the resource teacher to have an aide to help her and free her to-

ma ke 0bservat1ons, consu]tat1ons, etc:

50521-1 have two students who are present]y mork1ng in resource. I

am able to see their work improve because of it and I am. able to

help.them by being more aware of special problems they might be

having with my ass1gnment -1_appreciate the help from our resource -

teacher and we]come more 1nve1vement at any: time made poss1b]e._

52421 -0ur resource teacher is. Very . know]edgeab]e,,and agreeab]e to
giving her time for eonsultating. . However, her time is limited due
tora full schedule:. We have . little, if any, planned seguence for
probiem-solving between resource regu]ar teacher = most is 1mpromptu

60421-1 feel consultation between the resource, teacher and regu]ar
- teacher naturally would be beneficial for the students However',
I have a fear of it becoming too time consuming and involving more

Buzy work. I'd like to see an organized system but not to the p01nt
of\demand1ng "too much t1ne and effort.' ' .
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60521=1 feel recoiirce ‘teachers: shou]d be at the school full=time,
not this day schedule. We have put up with th1s for 6 yrs.

The results have been very poor. I surely can't see how a

studeﬁt can be helped in one or two 45 minute periods a week.
A1l our> 'special education, learning disability, developmental
vread1ng, t1t1e programs need to Have -a ser1ous evaluation.

0

60622-0ur schedules do not permit me to eva]uate our resource

teachers accurate]y - In other words, we laekft1me for consu]t1ng;

.60821-The “regu]ar" classroom teacher, "first of all, is a. poor

title. The title "resource" teacher is just as bad. -In actuality .

the classroom teacher should be used as a resource because people

trained in these special programs loose their objectivity and can .

not see anything other than their own little world:

Speaking for myself-I cannot-spend fime outside the‘c]assroom '

with meetings, consu1tat1ons, and "red tape." It. appears to be

another paras1t1c program.

70721-Perhaps the resource teachers are not trained to heTb the

g1fted but I do believe this is an area which may be neg]ected

86621—Prbbab]y the time element and case load of ‘each resource _
-ﬁeESOh is ‘the biggéSt«Sihg]e faeték in 1imitihg~the1r effectiveness.

,,1s«current1y operatihg 1 do not - feel the resource teacher is

" being utiljzed fully. Her schedule is so crowded and filled with
children of varying learning problems I do not see how she can
possibly give eack child the individual help he/she needs.: For
exaimple, I have two children in_ the program one child wili be
repeating grade 1 and has "3uditory problems" and the other child ,
will be going on to second grade and has "visual prob]ems." These .
two children are in the saie group & visit the resource teacher* for
the same 20 minute block of. time. I am not b]am1ng the resource

tedcher. My ch11dren were  tested late in the year and consequent]y*

she_had a very 11m1ted amount of time 1eft in her schedu]a “I'm

under the c1rcumstances

But I do not see how we can have an effect1ve progrém when

it operates in this manner.. As for conferring with the resource

teacher, I hardly even see her, let alone confer with her. Case

conferences are: scheduled from 7: 36-8 :00 which would normally be the

. time for us to confer and of coursé she leaves mid-day to visit her

other school, giving us no.time for conferences. -

I have no idea how many\ch11dren she 1s working w1th ‘but con-

*e

ch1dfen §hgu1dn t her case load be smaller_ than a regular- c1ass- -
room's size? If this was the case -the children_might be better able .
- to benefit from ‘all the extra training and sk11ls that these

ch11dren
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82121 it is my opinion; and I believe the opinion of most of my

colleagues; that "special" students -should not be mainstreamed.

I would use the term “special;'to include gifted as well as learn-

ing disabled students. I do not feel that it is in the best

interest of -these stndents to be placed in the regular classroom,

and I do not feel that they can ever reach their full potential

_there. I am not as concerned with how the resource teacher can

‘ help me as I am with how the resource teacher can -best help the

students. I feel that the answer to that is not ‘mainstreaming,.

but scheduling those students into a resource-room for as much \
of lheir academ1c 1nstruct1on as poss1b1e 4 : . ; -
82221=Miich of the success of  the program depends on the individual
teachers involved; their attitudes and the1r skills: :

Pr1nc1ga1s : _
10731=When program f1rst began it ieemed helpful._ Now with the .
opportun1ty for. part. time placement the Resour

little he]p Presently our resource teacher has 2 hours each

afternoon in building. With never more than 5 students assigned

to her, she takes them from 30-40 minutes four days a week. This
~1imited amount of time for instruction is rot very prodictive.

If these 5 students could be c]ass1f1ed _part time and; ass1gned S

sat1sfactory

14731-1t might be he]gfgif1f some time. dur1ng the regu]ar teacher's
day - perhaps 20 minutes orLsa~ger—week-—ceu4d~be~d654gnated—as—w—-—~A7—~

conferenc1ng t1me When regU]ar teachers and résource teachers cén

‘negative attitude on the part of regu]ak teachers in re]at1ng to

the resource teacher

14931- -Very little effort is made to close the gap between teacher

and resource teacher. My experiénce has been resource teachers:
take too much time getting ready for these children and not actua1
on task:. It could.be that too much paper work_ is required and in
most pos1t1on th1s 1s the prob1em wou]d 11ke to see resource

17731-Rescurce teachers _need _more bu11d1ng ass1gned tirie 1f they

are to increase their eff‘ct1veness. Many _ bare]y have time to

e X . \ ) - R

- /’/ o ] - "" N : : \
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e

' 52931-We have had-some d1ff1cu1ty in the past with the under-

stand1ng of roles of our teachers.and the resource teacher. Grad-

ing has also been misunderstood by some. We, have even had an

inservice workshop to discuss grading procedures and techniques.

‘The quality of- the resource teacher dictates the confidence of

the teachefs with their consu1tat1on ‘ .

limited time the: LD teacher can be at our school: " I feel that our
classroom teachers and our LD jteacher are competent; but there: is
just not enoigh tife which ciﬁ be scheduled for.the needs of the 5.
students; and for the teachers to hold the necessary conferences
regarding the progress of the students, effective procedures to -
be used with them; ete. /i
S //
70931-The resource teacherq through the. years havé been he1pfu1
to students with learning problems in the regular clasSrooms.

__One. d1sad¢antage of th1s type of help for. 1earn1ng problems

60531-1 feel that our program 1s not effective;_ because of -the

p1ng stone to a regu1ar or spec1a1 ed. full-time pos1t1on, thus,
the turnover in:the resource pos1t1bn has occurred quite often. -

Open communication A formally, 1nforma11y) between resource-
regu1ar teacher about mutua1 students’ 1s a must

71831 Like most th1ngs An educat1on where more than,one person 1s
involved, the attitudes and persona11t1es of the peop1e 1ﬁvo]ved ’
are cr1t1ca1 factors. . ’

80431-The success of/a resource program depends on the cred1b111ty

of the resource teacher and his/her ability to re1ate to the class-

e room-teacher———— - e e

81231-1 feel the ro1e of the resource teacher is very important

in_any school environment. There are many learnlng,ahd emotional

handicaps Wh1ch cannot be dealt with tota11y in the kegu1ar class-

room. o R e

82031-Resource programs should be staffed by at 1east a fu11 time .
staff person in each bldg

/
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'A RESOURCE-' TEACHER
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Directions

126

¢)

service delivery systems. ,In these programs—rhandicaﬁped studentS'recelve special

e -

assistgnce from a resource teacher for part of the day, and are ass:gned to reguiar

educatibﬁ clésses for the remaindqr of.the day.v Li;tle attention las- been paid,

&

however;; to the ndture and content of resource teachers'.

2

that is, thgﬁ interactions with the classroom E'é&éﬁeEé with whom they éhii-é

consultation activities;

stﬁdeﬁts. It 1S the purpose-of this survey to. .detérmine your percepcion of che

consultation aspec: of resource Ceaching With che informatian that vou and other

§

g week. It should require no more than 15 mlnutes of Qur clme.

to each iEem by wtiting your answer or tArking'an "x{ iﬁ'éécHVAﬁﬁtééfiate space.

When the resulcs of chis survey have been compiled - they will be made avajlable to

you through your ‘principal:

4

AND WILL BE REPORTED ONEY ANONYMOUSLY . ® ;

for your help:

[y
LY

. -

W

\

._‘\

__ \
for individuai identification. YOUR RESPONSES WILL BE .XEPT STRI,TLY CONFIDENTIAL,

Indicate’ your response

Théﬁ;



" Backevound Tnformacion - .' 7\

1. Including the present year, for how long have vou been a resource teacher?

. 1gyear.or less. - - 2te s years
——-—-6 to 10 iedrs ' N more than 10 vears ’
2. In what level(s) of school dé you teach? - i
: .
ei:eme'ﬁtary : A middle sthéci/jﬁnidr high ' high school "%‘

.

3.. For which :ype(s)iof children do you provide qervice’

i ' . learning disabled echronaiiy discurbed/behavioraiiy disbrdered

i — N
— thsi??llY ha?dicappéd educable mentally re:arded > S
—— visually impaired i liearting tmpaired O 7 3
other - . . - v . )
4. How many children make up ydu’r total caser’ad’ il o
0-10 - ' . —— sz T — 21-36
:77 "777 . . X . o 777777 o R % - +
. 31-~50 oo —-—- more than 50
5. ﬁh the éi?éfégé, how many children do you work with ~ach day? - .
0-10 _11-20 , U . 21-30 c
31-50 ' ‘ ____ more than 50 {
6: In addition to being a resource - :eacher which Oszr school position(s) Have fbu'he*d’
1o other poéiriéﬂ held N " special ediieétion classroom teacher .
____ regular ‘education classroom teacher other
IF YOU HAVE BEEN A REGULAR EDUCATION CLASSROOM TEACHER, PLEASE ANSWER ITEMS 7 AND 8. .
- IF YOU HAVE NOT, SKIP TO ITEM 9. : : ' :
7. As a regular class teacher, in what’ Ievei(s) of school did you :each"
~ éiéﬁé&EéE§ ___ junior high/middle school : ‘high ééﬁaéi
o | S - ok
8. For how long were you a regular education class teacher? _
o . <
" -—— 1 yedr or less : _ o 2 tg 5 years
- _'6 to 10 years f\ more than 10 years
.9: What is the highes: degree you hold iti: education?
_____ B.S. or B:A. _ " ____ Ed:S:
__ M:S. - ' _.___ EduD: or Ph:D .
) <l ' ) . . . e T
ig. In what manner were you trained for the consultation aspect of your rescurce teaching
Job?. L - . ' :
© no trai_ning ;ﬁg i ____ university coursework o
- personal communicatici with principal or T
- * - ‘supervisor ’ e
3 . : )
Q . 12x y

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



c’cck hours, ncrc semester hours)

"11. How much trainiag have you received in consulcation skills? (NOTE: Flease indicate

;;;__no trainiag o __ 11-15 hours : ' DI 128
1-5 hours S o 16-20 hours
_____ 6-10 hours o more than 20

12. Approximately what percentage of time: do you spend in each of the’ Eollowing activities.

' du;ing;:egg;at gchool hours? (OTE: Piease be sure gour total eguais 100%)

Direct instruction of pupils - o —

¢!

Consulta:ion with class teachers ) :::::‘i ;
éEéBéE&Eiaﬁ of lessons and macerials ) \‘,___; %z

Testing and assessment %

Participation in ﬁi?éﬁEf&iEé conferences _ -

All other ddcies and activities: Llunch, bus ~ -

and hall duties; etc.

N | | Total 100 %

S

13: If you were given the opportunity to design an ideal—resource room program, thar is,..

one which made the best use of resource room, texcher time and. skill to provide maximum

benefits fot special education students; what percentage of time would you ‘allot to

each of the following activities? (NOTE: Please be sure your total equals 100:)

Direct iﬁStrﬁttion of puptils . S 3
Consiltation with class teachers oz v
= Preparation of lessons and marerials NI
Testing and assessment - : ) : %
Participation im parenc/case conferénces %
All ccher duties and ac;ivi;ies: lunch, bus :
and hall duties, etc. - % .
Total 100 % ’

S

’
la. 1f you were told :ha: effective imme&ixtéiy you were toO §Béﬁa a portion of each school

day consulting with class teachers about the special education students in their class(es],

to what extenc do.you--think each of the following. faétors would be a problém in your
(Mark an. x in otie box for- each item)

3
e . -
xS F
08 ;—@&@v"”zﬁ{o”
AT A :
v gt > ¥ 2\ : '
{ ] ] a. Lack of resource teacher time . for consulting

T ] b. Lack of regular class teacher time for consulting

T ] e Regular class tcachers G&ﬁi&‘Be?ﬁHEééﬁaﬁ§i6é to consultation efforts

job responstbiiities

T
1
[
I
A
[ [ .11 d. Resource teacher feels Lonqultntion should not ho part of hiq/her

‘Resource cearher feelq untrained to undetrtake consuttation tasks

—
W R
m

-
1 o]
QI
"
=
n

a}

r...q‘

o I A 136 .
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Attitiudes Toward Resource Teacher Consultation

Resource teachers have differing opinions about the place of consulcta:tion in their jobs.

The following statements reflect a variecy of vicws on that consultation role. Please

indicate vour opinion by marking am "x" in the space which best describes your agreement OT .

disagreenent with sach statement.

T 1 1 1

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

sehool administration is supportive of regular class ceachers' and

- apply skills learned in the resource room to their regular class

‘regular class teachers’ authority with their mainstrcamed pupils. .

_Remedial instruction is more important in resource teaching than is
. consultdation activity. : . S

- - '
~ -

2® _ _ e )

/

‘component of the resource teacher's job.

‘Consultation should be anm essantial complement o the instructional

f

Regular class teachers are eager to receive assistance from resource

teachers in working with their mainstreamed learners. -

Both reguldt class teachers and gesource teachers already have well-:
defined rolés, and comsultation attempts would only confuse matters.

resource teachers' efforts to consult with each other.

If regular ¢lass teachers and resource tééthétsliﬁtergcggéiéﬁﬁé
regular basis, mdinstreamed students could more easily be able to

Sy sharing their understanding of handicapped studencs, resource
teachers and regular class teachers could better plan strategies to:

work with them.

Resource teachers' schedules are too crowded to allow time for con-

sulting with regolar class teachers. . L

Regular class teacliers are generally unresponsive to resource
teachers' attempis to comsulc with them.
Since they shara responsibility with regular class teachers for .

people to consult with class teachers.

students' é&ﬁéétiéﬁél,ﬁr@gréms;ﬁ;ggggrce teachers are thie best

With. sufficient effort; time:could be found in regular class

teachers' schedules to enable them to consult with resource teacher

» consulfing resource teacher ould have the effect Of undermining

Contact between fesource teachers and regular class teachers is

often haphazard and ineffective.

. 137
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. B =
s oY - /
,{&6 ,éo" ’ ’gq{z ( ' .
) > 37
- o 3
A5 Vo 4
o S e . 4 3%
,5é3,¢0 & ,dds
I gl O ) ,;j,’b 4
&% ) #3,'c&, e :
1 1 1 771 14. 1f. they. consulted with regular class teachers, the resource caachers
job wpuld eventually be eIiminated. : .
T ] T ] 15- By consulting with resource teachers,:régular class teachers would
iearn strategies valuable for dealing with many pupils in additibn
’co choae identified as handicapped. ;
-1 1 1 T ] 16. Resource teachers generally lack under§gag§t§gigfishe problems
' which face regular class :eachers ‘who teach mainstreamed pupils.
™ T T T ] 17. Resource teachers are the most help to regular class teachers when
they schedule mainstreamed learners into a resource raam far as much
of thelr academic instruccian as posstble.
{ 1, 1 I- E ) 18. ansglgation between regular class. ceachers aqd resource ceachers
- . © would not make much difference in handicapped studencq educa:ion.
l _i T T T ] 19. class ceachers “prefer thar Eééaaiéé teachers not try to consult w;ch
them.
—— S R 1 Résourze teachers wish to provide assistance to regular ciass

~ teachers in dealing with mainstreamed learners:

[P

.




in the YES column if yo
column

where vou feei your Skl'i level lies on a

frank in your estimates. 7

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" The fdlldﬁiﬁg list,iﬁclﬁdeslskills and activiCi
sultants .in working wit!

regular class tedchers.

indicate wheéther you think each skill

Firse;

if vou .feel the

’.

skill is not needed.

‘Tate your own current tevel of'skill.

SeCOnd

( _

"Brainstorming with a ‘regular class teacher to

menerate possible solutions for a child'

classroom academlc/soclal difficulecies:

specific

Systema:ically evaluacing interventions devised

bv the resource teacher and the class teadacher to

determlne whether they are Proving effectzve.

‘social, and/or behavioral informacion abouc a

child as a first step in assisting a teacher with

that mainstreamed learner.

Observing in classrooms aﬁd other school environ-

ments to clarify the nature of che problem a child
is having

‘Including the regula: class teacher as an equal

partner in planning and carrying out programs for
mainscreamed learners.

occa51onally paraphrasing what the teacher. is
saying to be certain of underscanding his/her

meanlng.

~

Utilizing a planned sequencgifgr problem-solving

in working with regular class ceachers concerning
mainstreamed learners.

Establishing mucual trust wich the reguiar class
teacher ‘ B _ -

Regularly scheduling confereﬁces with regular

¢lass teachers to discuss wainstreamed learners
orogress and problems.

.

her you think is needed by respurce teachers.
feel the skill is needed by -resource tééChété; mark an_"x" in the NO

131

'
1

' NEEDED SKILL?
[ o

PYease respond ca each scatement .in Cwo ways

Mark an "X"

Mark an "X" in one box for each item to Show .
ontinuum from lic:le‘skill to much skill.

Please be

AMOUNT OF SKILL

YOU HAVE
yes no . 1ittle . some - much
C I3 [C LT 1 17
, .
s e R D s s s
CIT1 C LI 111
| -
11 BT 1 1 1-
*
T 1 CI T =T
‘1 . _ o L
T I 11
i e |
I C LT T T
[ e s s s

[HQJ!:":;'-L‘x'A : L




10.

11.

14

. Using specific techniques to EacilitaCe inCer—

-'Arriving ac and explicitly stating a mutually

NEEDED SKILL? -

iittle

AMOUNT OF SKILL
YOU HAVE

A
some,’

Resolvxng conflicts with regular class ceachers

in ways that minimize everyone 's "hard féélings :

I R ]

™

personal coﬁmhnicaC1on with regular class teachers.

pbtential positive and negative consequences of - 7/

planned interventions. , _ S

Conducting inservice workshops/skills craining L |

sessions- for individual or small groups of of regular—
class teachers. e

S“'—"

t

Probing to discover whether the problem a regular L;Al[ 1

cilass teacher states a mainscreamed learner is

- having is as he/she describes it or whether other
. factors are involved._

satisfactory definicion of che problem co be o

teacher.

'Explatning one's own percepcion of a problem - Lt r
. siCuacion to' che regular class teacher. : Coe

rggglgr gl§ss teachers and’other available

tndividuals/agenéies that might be of aasiscance
to the Ceacher ‘ ) i T SR
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Thank you for your cooperation in participatiﬁg 133
. in this survey. Any further comuments you wish tc make
about the questionnaire or about resource. teachers
roles and responsibilicies would be appreciated and
may be added on this page.' Please recu;n_your ‘survey

to the principal's office when you have completed

it:

A

* * * * ] * ® <t

Would you be willing to share further your ideas about Tesource teaching’ A follow-up

“to this suf%éy will include brief interviews wich résource teachers about their roles and

responsibiiities.

If you are interested inm participacing, please provide the information requested Eéiééi

e contacted to arrange a convenient tifie for an interview. As with the survey,
sured that your comments will be kept confidential, and will cniy be reporfed

and you may be

you may be as

anonymously. . SR
NAME )
area code -
PHONE NUMBER: -—( ) : —

BEST TIME TO REACH YOU
AT ABOVE PHONE NUMBER: _ . "

.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. S  REGULAR CLASS TEACHER

_ s ‘ A e 13

Questionnaire
o oon
Inféfééfiéﬁé Between
Reseuree Teeehers
: - and
Regular élé s Tea __ch.,ers_

o3
@2

iﬂi CENTER FOR mnowmon IN TEACHING THE HANDICAPPED
— c School of Eduamn indiana Univ m : Bloomnqton.




Pirections

T Resource roofi- programs have become increasingly popular as special-education

service delivery systems. In these programs; handicaored students féééi&é_g%”éiai

_that“is, their iﬁtef;ctiahs with the clarsroom teéachers with whom they share
students. It is the purpose of this survey to determine your perception of the

v
P - ST B T T T o

consultation aspect 6f'2230ufce.Eéaéhiﬁg; Wiﬁﬁiﬁhe information that you and other
educators provide, I hope to shed light on wha% resource teachersﬂé¢ﬁsuica;iaﬁ
 activities ara mow,.and what educators feel they should be.

Please complete this survey at your earliest convenience, but during the next
veek. e shéuld require fio ?ﬁaré than 15 minttes of your é_iiiie: iﬁaia?:ate_ycsur. response
to each item by writing vour answer or marking;an "x" in each appropriate space. Then |
blace the su/’rwiey in the 'attached envelope, and return it to the principal’s Sffi&é;'_
When the resilts of this survey have 5é;ﬁ~aaapiiéa, they will be made available to
deu through your priﬁ%ipéi. ‘ . |

. The ﬁuﬁbét on tﬁé:caver page is for EEC6§ﬁtiﬁg for surveys returned, and not

for individual idencification. YOUR RESPONSES WILL BE KEPT STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL,
AND WILL BE REPORTED ONLY ANONYMOUSLY:
. Your tifie and effort in compléting this survey are truly appreciated--thanks

for your help.

.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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3.

5.

7.

v
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N

T T ] d. Resource teacher feels consultition should nac he parc of his/her

T T —] & Resource teacher feels untrained to undertike consulcation Eéé&é

tnciuding the present vear, for how lotig have you -taught?
_____ 1 year or less 2 to 5 vears
____ 6 to 10 years ; . - more than 10 vears

In what level(s) of school do you teach? S N
elementary . . — middle school/junipr high . ____ high school

Inciuding the present year, for how _i’o’ﬁg have you had contact witli special education
resource room Programs? S - : { o
1 year or less ‘ 2 to .5 yeurs

‘more thian 10 years

l‘.

1
f

6 to 10 years
How many malnstreamed special education, students are in your class(es)? )
1. 2 3 A 5 — more than S ' ansure

—— c—— cmee—m— ee———

In which of the following area(s) do vou hold special education certification?
no special education certification ____ emotfonally disturbed =
learning disabled . ' _—_ educable mentally retarded

physicaily handiczpped’ ‘hearing impaired - \

| ]

L]

.visually impaired. other __

. S
P

5

at is the highest degree you hold in education?
B.S. or B:A: S . Ed.S. _
M.S. S S .+ Ed.D. or Ph.D.

ik

1f you vere told that sffantive immediately the resource teacher(s) im your building

were to spend, a portion of each day consulting with you about the special education
‘srtudents in your class{es),“to_what extent do you think each of the following factors - i

would. be'a problem im such a program? (Mark an "x" in one box for each item.)

L4

~

g

o
_ o 2z e®
I T O _ ot a2
- 5% - O gy
2000 e@@"‘—@"—\'—i}%i"v : o ,
2500 5? 035130 R . . v - , -

i ]| a. Lack of resource téacher time for consulting

T ] ] b. Lick of regular class teacher time for consulting

[T ] ¢ Regular class tcachers would be unresponsive to consultation efforts

N

. job responsibilitlies

/

—— T f. Lack of Supporc. from school administration

[H‘—H[**_J 8‘2 'o‘therl - . "'7 — : : - - 7_ — " . E

. Lo ) o

- B
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irce Teacher Consultation

Class ceachers have differilg opinions about the. place of consulta:ion i the resource

teacher's job.

The following statgments reflect a variecy of views on that consultation role.

Please indicace your opinion.by ma king an "X" in the space which best describes your'

e — (R
A A I S
" — —
- "
—— N R N
e s

Ei.ls,—LT

A N e =
——
» ;

ERIC
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117
12

13.

sulcing wit

" people to consulc @ith class teachers.

1

n essential complemient to the instructiomal

~component of the resource teacher's job.

. -

Regular class teachers are eager co recelve assiscance from resource

teachers tn working with ahgir ‘mainstreamed learners.

Boch regular clase tedachers and resource teachers._ already have well-

defined roles, and coq;utcacion attempts uould only confuse macters.

I

School admtnistration 1is Supportive of regular class teachers and

resource teachers efforts to consulc with each other.,

If regular class teachers and resource teachers interacted on a

regular basis, matnstreamed students could more easily be able to

apply skills iearned in the resource room tb their regular cldss
work. . -

By sharing thelr understanding of handicapped ‘studencs; resource

teachers and regular class teachers could batter plan strategies to

work with them. E
’ . S [
Resource,cégchers schedules are too crowded to allow time i&? con-

regular class ceachers.

Regutar. class Ceachers are generally unresponsive to resource

' teachers' attempts to. consult wich them.

4Since théy share responsibility wtth regular class teachers for

students' educational programs; resource’ teachers are the best _

YRS

With sufficien: effort, time could be found in regular class

teachers' schedules to enable them to consuit with resource ceachers;

(Rl /

A Eonsultingrre-~urce teacher would have che effect of undermining

régular class e ners authoricy with thetr mainstreamed pupils.

Contact between resource teachers and regular class teachers is

often haphazard and tneffective.

Remedial tns:rnction is mote impor:ant in resource teaching than ts

“consulcation accivity.
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N —— N R R T 1f they consulced with regular class teachers, ‘the resource teachers"
1 : . job uould .eventually be eliminated. s - 3 :

-0 AT T="1 ] 1i5. By consulgiggiuith rerource teachers, regular class teachers would
learn strategies valuable for dealing with many pupils in additién .
to uhose identified as handicapped. ; -

1T T T 1 16: Resource teachers generally lack understanding of the problems :

: which face regular class teachers who teach maiﬁéifeaﬁed pupils.

T [ [T 1 17. Resoutce teachers are the most ‘help to regular class teachers when

- they schedule mainstreamed learners into a resource room for as much
of their academic instruction as possible:.

T T 1 T 1 18. Consulta;igu between- regular class :eachers and resource teachers

" would not make much difference in handicapped students’ educacicn.

—r— 1 T [ 1 19. class teachers prefer thar resource teachers not gy to consult wich e

- : . them: | : :

rﬁ. 1 ]. T T 1 20. Resource teachers wish to provide assistaggeigo regular ciass

teachers in dealing with mainstreemed learners.:

.

.
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) . Resource Teaching Skills N - ‘

- FE B N L T - e .
The following list includes skills and activities identified as - sometimes valuable to con-.

sultancs in working with regular class teachers. Please respond to edch statement in fwo ways:
L o h - o . 4 - [ —— °
First, indicate whether vou think each skill is needed by resource Ceachers.

. Drsc, indicate whecher you cf _ vark an X" .
in the YES column if you feel the skill is needed by resource teachers: mark an "X" in the NO

colusmn if you feel the skill is not needed. g
. W777”§§E§§§irﬁ§iﬁ§7§6§i,éiﬁéfiéﬁééé with resouzce teachers as a basis, rate resource teachers’
current level of skill in each area. Mark an "X" in dne box for each item to show the amount .

. Please be frapk in your estimates.

= . N A

"of skill you feel resource teachsrs have; based on a continuum from liccle skiil to much skill.

. . . AMOUNT OF SKILL.
L . - NEEDED SKILL? * ReSQURCE TEACHERS
S . o | " HAVE

C L ' , 7 -yes no “little  soma - much

} 9 LN I e . -
oL "Srainstorming' with a regular class teacher to_ _ /. L L :
generate possible solutions for a child's specific ' : e

classroom academic/soclal difficulcies.

by the resource teacher and the clasg teacher t

3. Syscematically evaluating incervemtions devised - . [T =] T 1 T ]

determine whether they are proving effective.

3. Interviewing regular class teachers for academic, —1 ] E11 11

~ social, and/or behavioral infofmation about a
child as a first step in assiscing a teache:. with

that mainstreamed learmer.

.. 4. Observing in classrooms and other school emvirom= I I N N = =

ments to clarify the nature of the problem a ‘child .
: ‘is having. - - : ;

¢ ' . )

5. Iacluding the regular class teacher as an equal = I = ===

parcner tn planning and carrying ogct programs for °
mainstreamed learnmers. . ) . ) _
6. When conversing vith regular class ceachers, - - [T 1 . L g e
. oecasionally paraphrasting what the teacher is : ~ . - T

saying to be certain of understanding his/ter .
weaning. _ . : : o

’ N «

7. ytilizing a planned sequence .for sroblem=solving T e T L1

irr working with regular class teachers concerning . -
mainstreamed learmers. - .

& Escabtishing mutual trust ith the regular class - [ 1 1 [ s N A ]
' teacher. - ' C S '
)

9. Regularly scheduling conferences @ith regular T L -1 1 7

class teachers .to discuss mainstreamed learners'
_?rdgress.and~prqbiéﬁ§. : -
; ) ] 5

ERI
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10: Resolving conflicts with regular class teachers
© in ways that minimize evervone's "hard feelings'.
Using specific techniques to facilitate inter—

personal c??mﬂntcation with regular class teachers.

Assisting tﬁé,fégﬁlér!ciééét;éitﬁg;réqﬂiégqéigy

potential positive and negative cousequences .of
planned interventions. , v ‘ '

Conducting inservice workshops/skills training
‘sessions for individual or small groups of regular
class teachers. ; ‘ SR

Probing to discover whecther the problem a. regular
~ . class teacher-states a mainstreamed learner is
having is as he/she describes it or whether other

factors are involved.

)

-

 Afriving at and explicirly sctating a outually
C satisfactory - definition of the problem to be
" golved by the regular class teacher and resource .

teachey.
. v

Explaining one's own perception of & problem .
regular class teacher.

- situation’ to the
Functioning as a "resource limker! between
regiilar class. teachers and other available
individuals/agencies that might be of assistance

" to the teacher.

- . o .

A

B v

?

. N

NEEDED SKILL?: °

~

yes no-

Z

a0

_AMOUNT OF SKILL

-,
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_ Thank you for your cooperation in participating
. e e Lt ll@ .. A ‘
. . in this-survey. Any further comments you wish to make .
about tRe questicnnaire or gbout resource teachers' ]
) roles and responsibilities would -be appreciated; and ';' )
may be added on this page. 'Please return your survey . ?
to the principal's office when you have completed - -
. : ° . 2 . . X N P
: - it. ‘ . o 7 3
: . : N . . - . .
. Fl ; L :
t ~ -
¥ ‘
L} 0 L. -
1] . o /
; © : A S ) ¢ '
. . C. I;
. . . ~ =
, A P
!
; ; ) . j .
. . /
r . 3;' ;7/_/"' - . ~~ ¢
I _t . - 3
- g’,\g : - 3 .
: . ‘ 17 g g
—~ - o : - =
- R . Ve
¥
' . . ’ n",]
Q S , ) - ' : : ‘
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Resource room Progriius have Become:iﬁéiéééi&gi§ 565613? as special education

‘sducation classes for the réﬁéiﬁdét of the day. ti;tie atrtention has been paid,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

however, to the nature and content of resource teachers' consultation accivicies,

that is, their iﬁtefaciibﬁé with the classroom teachers with whom they share ;
studenié;‘ It is the ﬁﬁfﬁBSé.éf this survey to determine your péfééﬁtxon of the
ea&gaiaaeiaa aspect of resource teaching. wiih the information thét you épa other

educators provide, I hdpe to shed light on what resource teachers ?bﬁsultaticﬁ

week. It should require no more tham 15 minutes of your time. Indicate your respomse

to.each item by writing ycur ‘answer or marking .n "%" in each appropriate space. Tﬁéﬁ

place the survey in the attached envelope,'and return it to the large envelope in
which the questiocnnaires were delivered; atong with the surveys 6fAtEé cééchers
in the building who were asked to participate in the ptcject. When the feéﬁiig of
this survey live been compiled; ®hey will be made available :q you:

‘The mumber om the cover page is for accounting for surveys returmed, and not

for individual identificat on. YOUR RESPONSES WILL BE KEBT STRICTZY conrrnzvrzaz,

Your cime and effort in completing this survey are truly A§§fébiétéd:;théﬁks

for véﬁr help.

ot
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Background Information ‘
i. lacluding the present vear, for how long have you been a principal?
t year or less - B ' 2 to 5 years
6 to 10 vears - more than 10 years
2. In what level(s) of school do you work?
&
élemenitary ) middle school/junior high high school

3. Including the present year, for how long have you had contatt with resource room programs?
1 year or less ' ‘ 2 to 5 years

e
more than 10 years

|

6 to 10 years

4.~ Approximately how many mainstreamed Special education studencs are enrolled in your school?

. § or less 6 to 10 .
11 5 20 : 21 to 30 . '
31 t6 30 : - : more than 50

In addition to being a principal, what other school position(s) have you held?

5.
no other position : . special edufation classroom teacher
regular education classroom teacher other __ ' —

§. For how many years total have you worked im schools? ‘(Note: please include years as a

principal as well as those spent in other positions.) : : :
1 year or less _____ 2 to S years
6 to 1O years 1t to 15 .yeats
16 to. 20 years ) more than 20 years

-

7. 1n which of the following area(s) do you hold special education certification?

_ no special education certification ____ emotionally discurbed
_____ learning disabled - " ___ educable mentally retarded
_____ physically handicapped . . hearing impaired
_ visuilly impaired , other
- , .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Aooroxlmate-: ;hac percentage of time would _vou estimate 1s spent by the resource

‘teacher(s) in vour building in each of. the follow1ng decivities during regular school

hours? (ot=s: Please Fe sure Dour rotal eguals 100%.) '
B : ' ' : . 145
Diréct instruction of pupils &
Consultation with class tééthété e %
Preparation of lessons and matertals - , %
:

Testing and assessment  ° o ; '
Barcicxpaciou 1o parenc/case conferences —

A1l other duties and activities: Ianch, bus
and hall duties; etc.

§Q !

35 N

Total

;gingiggrg g;ven the opportunity to design an ideal resource room program, char 131”,”
one which _made the best use of resource room tedacher cime and skill to prcvide miaximam

benefits for special education. studencs; what percencage of time would you allot. to

each of the following activities? (NOTE: Please be sure your total equals 1002)

Direct instruction of pupils T ‘ L% . o
Consultation .with ‘class teachers B _ -
Preparation of lessons and materials - %
Testing and assessment ST % ’
participation in parént/case conferences .
All other duties and activities: lunch, bus _

and hall duties, etc.- 4

Total 100 %

1f _you were told chat effective immediately the resource Ceagbgggszign your buiiding
777777 each day conSULC1ng with you abogt-the special educacion

""" to whact extent do you think each. of che followlng factors ’;

. i t

-~ ot :

ﬁ(‘ £ : _ : w

% ooy . N
?Lﬂéfzgﬁggi, e *O S I . i
] | | "a. Lack of resource téacher time for consulting ;
[ T 1 ] b. Lack of regular class teacher time édr consulting
T 1 7 <. ' Regular class teachers would be unrespopsive ta_aaaétltatiaﬁ efforts

N P

C—T ] ] d.. Resource teacher feels consultation should nor be part of his/her

JOb resprn51bilicies ”“ﬁ ;

Resoiitce teacher feels untrained to undertake consulration tasks

[_._.
m!

Lack of support from school administration

. ) N - s
Lo

—1
}——
i

1!
m
o
|
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ijer Consultation

Principals have diffaring opinions about the place of consultation in-the resource

teacher's job. The following statements reflect a variety oi views on that consultation

réle. .

Please indicate your opinion by marking an "X" in the space which best describes

your agreement or disagreement Wwith each.statement.

]
-

1
b

people to consult with class teachers.

Consultacion should be an essential complement to the instructional

component of the resource teacker's job.

‘Regular clasa teachers are eager to receive. assistance from resource

teachers in working with their mainstreamed learners.

Both regular class teachers and resource teachers already hzve well-

defined roles, and consultation attempts would only confise matters.

School administration is supportive of regular class teachers' and

resource teachers' efforts to consult with each other. .

1f regular class teachers and resource teachers inceracted on a

regular basis, mainstreamed students could more easily be able to
apply skills learned in the resource room to their regular class

.

By sharing their understanding of handicapped students; resource

teachers and regular class teachers could better plangstrategies to
work with them. = o - ‘ -
Resource teachers' schedules are too crowded to allow time Eor con-

'sulting with regular class tedchers:

Regular class teachers are generally unresponsive to resource

teachers' attempts to consult with them. \

Since they share responsibility with regular class teachers for

students' educational programs, resource teacners are Clie best

With sufficient efforc; t

< could be found in regular class
teachers' schedules to enable them to comsult with resource teachers.

A comsulting resource teacher would have the effect of undermining

regular class teachers' authority with ctheir mainscreamed pupils.
Contact between resource teachers and regular class teachers is

oftem hdphazard and ineffective.

- Remedial instruction is more {fiportant in resource teaching .tchan ts

consultation activity.

Q

ERIC
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(1 1 T | i4. 1f they consulted with regular class teachers, the resource tsachers’
job would" eveﬁtﬁélly be eliminated.
L T | 1 1s: Byiggnsulglggiwich resource teachers, regular class ceachers “would
learn strategies valuable for dealing with many pupils in addition
’ to those identified as handlgapped. :
(11 1 [ | 16. Resource ceachers generally lack understanding of che problems

s s e s s B -
CT T T 1 1
[—— T N R

"which face regular class Ceachers who teach mainscreémed pupils.

they schedule mainscreamed learners 1nco a resource room- for as mucﬁ

"of their academic instruccion as possible.

would not maks -wuch difference in han@icapped students' ediication:
Class teachers prefer that resource teachers not try .to consult with
them. ' i

Resource ceachers wish to provlde asslstance co regatar ciass

teachers in dealing with mainstreamed léarners. X

Q T =

ERIC
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The 'ol*owing tist includes skiiis and activities identified as sometimes vdluable §o con-

sultants in working with regular clacs teachers. Please: respond to each statement it two ways:

7rirsc. indicace whecher _you chink each skill is needed by resource teachers. Mark an "X"

in the YES coluimin if you feel the skill is nzeded by. resource teachers; mark an "K' in the NO

column if you feel the skill is not needed. i

Second: using your experiences with rescurce Leachers ag a baats. rate resource te:-ners'

current level of skill in each area. Mark an "X" in one box for each item to show the amount

of sRill v0u reel resource ceachers have; based on a concinuum from little sRill to much Sskill.

AMOUNT OF SKILL,

NEEDED SKILL?  ResguRCE . TEACHERS
' -HAVE.
. ; yes no . iiﬁtieﬁv some - much

t: "Brainscorm*ng with a regulgriclagg»teacher to —1 I N S N
generate possible solucions for a child'’s specific
classroom, academ:c/social difficulties. .

2,j Syscemacically evaluacing ingervenctons devised ) LA*APAAAJ [ | [

" " bv the resource teacher and the class teacher to c ,
determine whether they are proving e.fective.

3. 1Interviewing regular class ceachersfgogfgggdemic. | ] o " — I N
social; and/or behavioral informatiom about a L
child as a first stegf?qiasststing a teacher with ‘ h T
that mainstreamed learmer. . : _ . e oo t.x

- 4. Observing in classrooms and other school enuircn— T [ - R P
ments to clarify the nature of the problem a child < R
is having.

5. Including the regular class teacher as an equal | r—1]1 L T~4744441f47L?_J
partner in planning and carrying out programs for
mainscreamed learners 7

6. When converslggiwith regular class ‘teachers, ST l'-el;"+“‘+*”'r;ej

: oecasionally paraphrasing whagfgggiggacher is P : : :
saying to be certain of underscanding his/her L

. meanlng » , »

7. Utilizlng a planned sequence for problem-solving 4] | —1 [ 1 1
in worging with regular class teachers concerning : ' | :
mainscréaﬁéa learners. L ) S ; ‘ 7

8. Establishing mutual trust with the regular class C 11 | —

teacher.

r
e gular1y scheduling conferences with regular [::jI:::] L | ] 1 _,L

O

zlass tedchers to discuss mainscreamed Iéarners
progress and probiems.

E lillc e — T A 1-56”_‘,7,,_,“,,'__ 44,_“*%___* 7 -~
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' class teacher states a maindtreaded learner is

.reguiar class teachers and other available -

- e

S

.Resolv1ng conflicts with regular class. teachers

in ways chac minimize evervone 's "hard ?eéiingé :

Assisting the regular class teacher to identify

potential positive and negative consequences of
planned 1nterventions

;Conducting inservice workshops/skills traintng

sessions for indivtduai or smaii groups of regular;

class teaﬁbers

Probxng to discover whetheér the problem a regular

having is as he/she describes it or whether other

teacher

Explaining one's own perception of a probiem

_situation to the regular class teacher. ' :

Funetioning as a "resource 11nker" between

‘individuals/agencies that might be of assistance
:to the teacher;_ . . ‘

'l

HHMM ;
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AMOUNT OF SKILL

NEEDED SKILL? | RESOURCE TEACHERS
HAVE

yes no & 1lictle some  much

Il‘llA

—

1
H-1
L.
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.
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| Tible | |
Munber of Ré‘épbndénts in Each School District by Professional Role and Schod] Level:

* PROFESSIONAL ROLE

- Resunrce Teacker 'ReqﬁEd Teacher gr@gﬂ_ . |
R G MBS0 B WESO B WO W T
0 25 9% 013 93 . B8l 6
B4 340 - 3340 3211 0 (R
Mos 220 W40 23100 i
5% 323 Whze  Wmy3e 1k
6 121 0 2 5 2 0 0 1100 1 o
070 %60 Boo Tl 0 W
(I TN T S A A A R | A A O S A
WA ek 1 n "t munn nom
| lote, [l elementary, M= mdd]e schoo] or junior high; Ha =high schuul O=more than one level
of school; MR=no response. | e

81

st -
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Table 2 ,
Competence Factor and Scale Reliability

"Item HNo. o o Factor Loading
: N - C'q’mpe.ténce

R
.634 .
- 679
} - .665
1620

] OJNJ Ty

QN Oy G
(o))
(73]
N

10 a o :637
1 . S | .728
12 - L 742 -

13, o 591
14 | - . 1669 (\ﬁ

15 | - 749

18 o | - 80 #
7 S .. .68

Alpha o | 907

No. of Items . , o 17

% of Common Variance | -
Explained : - 100

162
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; Table 3 y
o Attitud$EToward Consultation by Resource
achers in Different Types
of School Districts
; ' Type of District -
VYariable Me;&gg%iit an Non-ﬂetropo11tan ot B
S —— ) (8=60) (138)
Student Impact ~ 2184 . 21.70 .39 .699
-~ RCT Responsive- ‘ - ' - o
ness . 1036 10.67 - =75 - .456
€onsequences - 20.62 « | 20.45 .40 .692. -
Feasibility - 14.79 - 14.59 .70 - 486
Item:1 4.49 . 4.45 41 . .681
2 3.27 3.28 =.10 .921
3 4.31 " 4.19 1.02 311
4 3.67 3.68 N -.10 .919
5 4.54 4.38 1.62 .107
6 4.56 4.50 _.62 ¢ .538
7 2.52 2.03 2.04 \ 017
8 3.53 ; 3.58 -.29 N 770
9 4.04 .4.08 - -.33 .739
10 3.58 3.72 -.96 .340
11 4.21 4.20 - 06 952
12 2.93 2.88- 24 .808
13 3.08 3.12 -.22 .823
© 14 4,20 4.22 -:19 , ".846
) 9 15 © 4.21 4.28 -.73 . 467
- i 16 3:95 - 13.90 38 .708
17 3.54 3.46 36 649
18 4.40 4.45 53 .595
19 3.64 3.80 -1.04 .298
20 4,27 412 1.42 .157
~
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Tab]e 4

Resource Teach1ng Experience

No: of Years of Resource-
Teaching Experierice

Variabie 1 or less 2-5 6-10 more than 10 ~ F = p
A (N=:33) (N=79)  _{(N=31) _{3;744)

Student Impact 2".91 : 280 -840
-RCT _Kesponsive- S S - o o
n2ss 10.47 10.32 10.81 10.60 .287  .33%
Co:.sequences 20.71 20.40 20.83 20.30 - .278  .841
Feasibility 15.56 14.62 15.53 14.40 .993 398
Item 1 4.67  4.42  4.37  .4.60 1.5 .207
2 '3.30 3.18 3.32 3.60 .428 '+ .738

3 4.30 4.18 4.36 4.20 _.518 . .671

4 3.94 3.96 3.52 ~—"3.50 1.279 .28

5 4.45 4.18 4.61 4.60 .869 459

. B 4.52 4.52 4.55 4.60 057 932
7 2,97 2.10 2.13  2:40 4.377  :006°

8 3.58 3:51 3.61 - 3.40 :124 947

9 4.00 4.05 4:10 4.20 .176 913

10 3.85 3.65  3:36 3.60 1.744 .16l

11 4.12 4:26  4:19 4.20 .242 867

12 2.9« 2.98 +  2.77 2.80 216 885

13 3.15 3.09 3.00 3:00 123 947

14 4.25 4.17 4.19 4.60 750 524

15 4.22 4.26 4.37 = 4.40 -190 203

16 3.94 3.86 4.00 4.€0 1.216  .306

17 3.61 3.46 3.61 3.20 379 768

18 - 4.41 4.40 4.53 4.20 .601 616
19 3.62 3.68 = 3.87 3.60 ~.479 698B

20 4.34 4.20 4.20 3.40 3.361 c21

Teachers with two to five years of experience were a1gn1f1cant]y

different trom those with one year or less at the .0T level.

bTeachersﬁw1thﬁmQ§g7§Héh,iﬁ yaars of experience were s1gn1f1cant]y '
differznt 7i-om those with ure »2ai or less at the .05 level. :

L ]
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Tabie & |
muwmTwwdmmMGUMof%mwwTMWWSWWDWﬁmmmmmmof'
: Consultation Training

| Minber of Hours of Consiltation Training -
il foe 105 6wl Hbols, Jwy) mgdm £
b)) e e ) B eTe)

Student Impact 21.74 21,73 21.38 - 20, 87 TR 22 00 ‘ ;202.. ;96?
RCT Responsive- - = = o o |
ness o 9:94 10013 11.46 10:77 11.59 10,2 1.5% . .183

- Consequences  20.06  20.41 21.25 20.38 2.9 23 108 %6

| fea51b111ty 14:86 14.73 14.62 14.62 15.14 14.54 VAT

[tem T 1.5 440 4.23 .61 - &1 428 83 .52

? 3150 30 AT 331 A0 32 1% 09w
3 423 42l 4.33 §.23 429 4% 202 961
b 38 36 408 346 400 355 86 5%
T Y/ B T ¥ O TR I 1 S
b 446 45 4E 4.5 4:43 S H TS K B
! 2.5 3y xR o, 2.5 21 1928
IR I X ¥ L69 369 86 366 .6 g6
J 4.06 .87 4.15 4.15 4.43 gal) 984 40

O A R X S ¥ N T R R 2

Tt Y T IR 5 Y ¥ R B
12 H /N T N - R R X TR KN T
3 N8 293 . R N [ N 3% 890
i 406 813 438 .31 a1 1%
[ <A N 423 Al £29 - 43 20915
o L0 37 4.0 4.08 4.43 3.6 -1.685 182
[V N R X | N V| 3.46 Y R 339 .88
18 .06 448 §.54 431 470 455 1B%6 L7
19 AT 400 3T W00 R L0l .38
20 SR I { I R VA P | IR . 48 3% .00 368

9GT



. Table 6-
nutltlde Toward Resource T sacher Consultation by Regular Class Teachers 1n D]fferent
School D1str1cts |

- J’r _ : _ o ! - ,
N : v ; ~ School Dlstr1ct o KR
lariable o0 os W % %6 6 B F . p.

C(he0) (en) (N9) (W21)  (t=15) (H=7) (W13) - (6,102)

Stuent Tipact 21,07 2120 206 A 2002 2.8 .05 123 .29
RET Responsive- / e TR

ness - 12.08 180 . 1.3 2.8 12.18

Consequences 1937 1930 2040 19.88  18.87. 05 964 . 45
- Feasibility 13.60 1300 W We 2\l 14.65  2.4722 028
ftewl 439 400 4y 484U . 1350 e 4y
2 406 420 416 4 4 Y. 105 20 9%
3 CO3% R0 00 A w1y 38 430 W L4
4 BRI R Y P/ I 1S 1/ SN X B S UVt )

C 5 305 B0 4 42 408 RW 4B 6 0
o L L 4 a0 418 N6 L3 .99 43

] 18 280 2B M 0% 2% 280 0 .64

B 380370 %8 400 . 390 37A LA 81 L5

y 38 430 400 4% 39 38l 405 1485 19
10 3% 280 -3 33 329 361 305 859 5%
1 A8 400 4y 428 400 389 4.5 2001 666
12 292300 30 2% 306 2% RS 3598

13 200 280 330 308 2.8 27 290 8% 48
14 405 350 48 420 K12 KBE 450 2:36 033
15 109 400 4T W3 34 4 400 3472 .00
I 349300 298 3B 313 306 .60  T.8% 086
Bl 289 3 3.0 2% kW 32 2557125 .20
18 LI T 1 I A R R X A
19 106 390 43 408 423 400 T 430 U8R 509
20 B6 0 &3 408 3T 39 405 261 .09

I
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Table 7° o
Att1tude Toward Resource Teacher Consu]tat1on,
by Regular Class Teachers in D1ffereht
Types of Sch001 D1str1cts . .
S - Txpe of D1str1ct
Yariable Metrope]1tan Von-Metrepe]1tan Tt o]
{(N=114) (N=80) {192)
Student Impact 21.08 21.00 . ' 25 .80¢
RCT Responsive~= o . S » o
_ness: - _ 12.10 12.22 - ' -.52 €03
Consequences 19.54 ‘ 19.56 -.05 963
-Fpas1b111ty 13.70 14.21 -1.93 055
Item 1 4.36 - -4.31 :51. 611
2 4.17 4.10 .61 541
3 . 3.99 - 4:15 -1:42 155
4 3.59 .~ 3.86 -1:99 048
5 4:19 419 -.02 987
6 4.38- 4.29 HE 261
7 2.75 2:54 1:35 178
8 - . 3:83 3.98 -1.19 236
9 4.01 4.08 . -.63 528
10 ? 3.35 - 3.35 -.01 991
it 4.20° 4.20 - .05 958
12 2.97 - 3.04 -.35. 723
13 2.78 - 2.92 =1:08 283
14 4.12 4.25 -1.25 213
15 - 4.13 4.04 .95 345
16 3.34 3.38 -.25 800
17 3.03 . 2.98 _.33 741
18 4.17 4.01 - 1.60. 111
19. 4.09 4.15 - .56 573
20 3.85 3.99 -1.29 198
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Tab]e 8
Att1tude Tomurd Resource Teacher Consuluat1on by ‘Regular
N C]ass Teachers with Differing. Lengths of
Educat1ona1 Serv1ce t
" No- of Years of
. , Educational Service -
Variable -1 or less 2-5 . . 6-10 . more than.16 . 'F - p
- {(N=2) iNfszﬂgigjsl‘ (N=104) __ (3,788)
Student Impact 21.00 21.69 . 20.60 21.12 . 1.729  .163
RCT Responsive- o - L
ness 11.50 - -12:.14 - 12:05 12.26  .296 .828
Consequences 21.00 20.45 - -~ 18.93 19.63 <« 2.759 .044
Fe:sibility 15.50 13.52 13.67 14.10 1.77  .155
CItem 1 - 4.00 - 4.41 - 4.26 4.38 . .697 .555
2 o 4.00 4.10 4.05 4.22 .726 .538
-3 -4.00 4.21 3.95 "4.08 . - .,772 .511:
4 4.50 3.55 -3.54 3.81. - 1.744 .160 -
5 4.00 4.41 4.09 ° 4.18 1.277 .196
6 4.50 4.55 4.25 4.34 1.947 .124—
7 - 3.00 3.07 2.32 - 2.713 3.826° .0112
8 3.00 3.90 - 3.88 3.92 . - .825 .481
-9 4.00 4.17 . 3.95 - -4.05 _.629. .597
10 4.50 3.52 3.26 3:.34 1:094 .353-
| R 4.59 4:10 4.07 4.29 1:593 .192
12 2.00 2:79 3011 3.63 :857 .465
13 2,00 3.00  2.75 2.86 1.024 .383
14 "4.50 4.38  4:10 4:16 1.060 368
15 1450 4.14  4.05 = 4.09  .329 .804
16 4.50 3.55 3.29° 3.30 - 1.20s. .309
17 - 3.50 3.45 2.88 2.95 - 2,225 .087
18 4.50 4.31 3.98 4.1 . 1.743  .160
19 4.50 414 - 4.2 B O 218" .884 -
20y 4.50 ~3.62 - 3.88 - 3.97 7 2.252 .084

3Teachers with six to.ten years of experience were significantly

d1ffek9nt ?Féﬁ those with. two to five years at the .65 level:
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Table 9

* Attitide Toward Resource Teacher Consultation of ’
- Regular-Class Teachers with Contact of Differing
. Lengths with Resouree Programs’

, - No. of Years of Contact

o ' —with Resource Room Programs —— . ~ A

Variable ~lor less 2-5___ 6-10. more than 10 _F _ p
- ' {N=20) {(N=101) {N=51) (N=18) . (3;186)

Student Impact 19.95 21.24 21.19 21.11 2

RCT Responsive- . | a4 o

- ness . . 11.50  12:33 11:96  12:67

Consequences 19:61 - 19:78 19:40  19.22

Feasibility =~ -~ 13:90  13:65 ~ 14.49 ~ -13.94
Item 1 : o . :
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O M I~ UTEW N
I

N O W OwW.

(@]

(@]
—_— itk —d N)
:‘.w“-\_‘ll.w u:.‘ e e e

e |

| O

—

()]

(851

o 4l e

OQ—=DODUIN — 00D N IO I~

DONDOD 0 NEGN— RN
‘ Lo B IO LD B S L0 NS 0 00 L N B 8 P B
oo ‘ W OO

K 1O

(S}

[ Yol

§s

[o))

N

ot

(Yol
[en]
-w-&:-:i-h‘ww-h‘-h‘ DO GO S QO R IND B

SO0 =i DN —1 0 00 O N
W N BN D — Q08 i~ 001D

a—
o
0B 1P L0 L0 L 5010 1N 100 100 13 100 RO 100,00 1 G0, 4
Y | W =}
N
PR WL D BT W WS W IR

N



- o
Table 10
Attitude Toward Resource Teacher Consultation by
Regu1ar Class Teachers With and Without Spee1a1
Education Eert1.1cat1en
- Variable . With -~ Mithout t !

o (N=T7) - (N=187) (192)
Student Impact ‘ 21.86 o, 2102 _ - o 1.00 0 .313
RCT Responsive~ S L ' o ,
ness , 12.714 - 12,13 .92 :361
Consequences 21.00 - 19.50 1.46 - .145
Feas1b111ty 1471 13.88 To1.23 0 222
Item 1 4.57 . - 4.33 - .98 .327-
2 3. 71 - 4:16 -1:.54 .125
3 4.50 4.G64 . 1.42 .156
4 3.86 3.69 <45 1656
5 4.57 47 1.54 124
6 4357 4.33 1.09 ;275
7 3.14 - 2.65 1.22 - .225
8 4.43 3.87 1.76 -079
9 3.57 4.05 | -1.74 -084
10 3.71 3.3¢ .91 - 366
11 4.57 °* 4.19 1.43 -156
12 2.57 2.02 -.93 .352
13 3.14 . . 2.83 .88 - 380
14 4.14 4.7 -.10 919
—35 4.57 4.08 1.86 064
16 - -4:.00 - 3.33 1.61 .110
17 3.43 - ~2.99 1.08 .283
18 ) ~4.37 4.09 . 1.88 .062
19 4.57 4.10 1.71 .089
. 20 4.29 3.89 - 1.39 .166

]
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e - Table11 -~ .
‘Attitude Toward Rasource Teacher Consultation
by Principals in ifferent Types of School

‘ ‘Districts - ‘

o __ Type of Distriet . __ )
_ Variable ~ Metropolitan  Non-Metropolitan ., t P
o (N=103) \ (N=72) (173 L

Student Impact 21.35 21077 - . .78 . .435
!RCT Responsive- - . o Lo
ness SR I 11.69° -.84 -400

Consequences 19.88 19.82 - .16 .87
Feasibility 15.01 14.73 1.61 - .109

Item1 . 4.40 © 4.38 .26 ¢ .795

S .947
4.04 - -.72 474
4.35 , T2 .471
' 35 -178
59 114
92 - .356
98 .327
.52 -605
.33 . .186
.35 . .727

~J
w
w
~
[9)}
(@)
~

-

=]
[AM]
—
—
L
o

v

—
U ¢
QO

4.38

\(p NIOY ULV BN

s s e

WO S — D WO~ = 0TI SO

.62 .107
.57 0119

.31 1757
-'59  .557

e T T VT T TR
. ‘
w
&

ot
(]
LoV
o]
9
19

~Y -

743

1 . .zl
.52 .132
.41 . .682

NN WO -~ OV~ N~ = P IO I 1N !

O 1= W U =4 = 00 00 N, GY D 00 (O
—d g g |
i N I
(F=N

OO NN
A 00 4T DL S (O L0 L RO
OGN0 RN O — g B o

[}
e
fﬁy%wwhhwmbwwwwﬁﬁﬁwu
o)




163

Table 12
: Att1tude Toward Resburce Teacher Consultation by
Pr1nc1pals with Differing Lengths of Educat1ona1
Serv1ce
_ . No. of Years of
Educational Service :
- S o e ‘more . than o
Variable 6=10 11=15 16-20. 20 - E- o
T {N=12) - (N=18)" (N=36)__ - (N=187)- (3
Student Imbaét 21.08 20.72 21:53 - 21.23 .491  .689
RCT Respons1ve- P S T L : ‘
ness 11.42 11.61 11.50 1v.52 025  :995
EthédﬁéhFés 19.25 19.83 19.92 19.94 .268 849
.Feas1b111ty 14.67 15.00 14:53 15:10 1.403 .244"
Item 1 4.58 - 4.22 433 4:40 1:085 o -357
2 + 3.67 3.72 3:75 3.76 .040  .989
3 3.33 411 . . 4.08 4.02 © 3.127  .027%
4 4.58 4:50 . 4.28 4.37 .945 " .420
5 - 4.08 4:22 . 4:31 4.31 440 . .724
6 4.33 4.33 4.53 4.47  .652 = .583
7 2.83 3:06 3.14 3.02 .190 .903
8 3.67 4.000  3.78 3.73 .564  .43¢
9 3.83 3.9% 4.1 3.89 .898  .444.
10 3.337 - 3.33 3.58 3.48 .307  .820
3! * 4.33 - 4.17 4.G8 4.20 _.399 .754
12 2.33 2 88 - 2.47 2.89 2.048 . .109
13 - -~ 2.58 Tu. 11 3.00 2.97 712 .5386
14 4.25 4.11 4.19 4.31 .751 .523
15 4.25 4.00 - 4.25 4.17 = .829  .597
16 3.50 - 3.56 3.78 . 3.75 498 (5;684
17 - 3.17 .. 3.22 3.15 3.24 -308 .820
18 4.17 -4.22 4.14 4:17 050  :985
19 4.08  3.89 3.97 - 4:01 193 .901
20 4.25 411 4:00 "~ 4.06 ;591 <622

Pr1nc1pa1s with six to ten years of service were s1gn1f1cant1y
different from those with 16“%to 20 years and those w1th mene than
. 20 years of service at the 05 1eVé1 :

[
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Iab]a 13 '
Att1tude Toward Resource Teacher Consultation oT
Principals with Contact of Differing Lengths w1th
Resource Programs
- - No.cf Years of Contacf
 “with Resource Room Programs 7
Variable ]ﬂor,]ess 2-5  6-10 more than 10 - F  p
T _(N=2) - (N=73) (N=76) {N=20) - (3,788) ¢
Student Impact 21:50 ,  21.38 21,18  20.74 .39  :7§7
RCT Responsive= Sl S
ness . : 12.00 11.53 11.44  11.68 116 2951
Consequences 21.00 - 29.26 19.73 18.95 1.614 .188
Feasibility 16.00 14:93  14:80 15.50 1.367  .255
- Item 1 " 4.50 4.45 . 4.28 4.50 1.482  .221 .
‘ © 2 4:00 3.78 3.66 3.84 ° - .428 (733
3 4.50 4.04 3.95 3.95 -446 (721
4 . 4.50 4.43 4.29 4:.50 ©:951 7 418
5 4.00 4.28  4:29 . 4.26 <115 2951
6 4.50 4.50 4.43 - 4.35 - <405  .749
7 . 4:09 3:75 * 3.76 "3:80 S .069 (976
8 3:00 3:15° 2:99 2.74 ~ .590 .g22
3 4:00 4.01 3.96 3.60 1.699  .169
10. - 4:50 3:46 3.47 3.45 +  .640 .590-
11 4-00 4.24  4.20 3.90 1.172 .322
12 3.00 2.69  2.76-  3.05 .585  .626
13 2:50 2.92°  2.96 2.15 .~ .412 .744
14 5.00 . 424 4.32 4.05 2.120- .099 -
15 4.50 . 4.14  4.22 4.10 .469  .704
16 4.00 3.68 3.7¢ 3.74 _.146  .932
17 3.00.° - 2.51  3.12 3.05 2.272  .082
.18 - 4.50 4.22 - 4.15 4.05 .427  .734
19 4.00° 3.96  4.01 4.05 101 .959
20 4.53 4.10 . 3.99 4.21 ],280 . 283
| 175
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o o ' | Table W | -
! Self- Ratmg of Consultatmn Competence by Rescurce Teachers in D}fferent | |

. School D1stmcts o
, : #

S Distrc B

Yariable 0 o6 W 6 ® W B F

B (o (I (I (I (S I T (= LY (774 -
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. Table 15 v
Self-Rating of Consultation Compétence by Resource
Teachers with Differing Lengths of Resource
- Teaching Exper1encn
Mo: of fears of Resource
Teaciiing Experience
Variable 1 orless 2-5  6-10 more than 10  E p -
(N=33) (N=79) (N=31) (N=5) (3,144) ‘
Competence 56.45 £8.46 £0:17 68.60 1.267.  :289
Item 1 3.37 3.66  3.87 4.40 2.603  .054
2 3.19 "3.49  3.55 3.80 1.068 .365
3 3.61 ~3.81  3.90 4.00 602 614
4 3.31 3.47 3.869 3.60 ~.530 622
5 3.31 3.72  3.76 4.25 1.631 18t
b 3.58 3.56 " 3.66 3:80 117 95€
7 2.67 3:69 3.08 3:40 - - 1.328 .268
8 4.24 4.15 -4.36 4:20 - .483 1695
9 3.15 3.21 © 3.72 3:40 1.450  .231
10 3.82 3:52  3.30 4.00 1:469 1226
11 3:15 3:16  3:.25 3.75 = :348 1790
12 3:30 3:25  3:34 3:20 . .068 .977
13 2.06 . 2.42 2.86 3.25 - 2.469 .064
14 3.18 3.32 3.40 3.60 - 321 .810
15 3.36 3.42  3.50 3.60 ‘ 113 952
16 .09 3.94  4.07 4.00 - .309 .818
17 2.94 3.29  3.23 3.80 .627 .430
3
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Tab]e 16
Seli-Ratings of Consultation Competence by Resource Teachers w1th
Differing Anounts of Consultation Training

| Niber of Hois of Consiltation Trainiig
ariable none  Tto5  6tol)  NMtol5 Toto0 mrethml F o p
C e ) RS 3 e (RR) (5T

53.00 .27 6.0 6.3 1666 .48

<
~—]

Competence 57.16 .08

e 1 L5 3.3 3.38 3.9 650 N i 499
2 3.8 (RN, 3.69 3.43 I L9
3 3.6 355 L7 3:92 4:00 100 1.300 .26
j 3.64 3 3 303 386 369 a2 A
9 3.4 ST SR XX 390 1813
i 3.7 8 35 3.75 429 569 1800 117
7 2:8] 103 508 L0003 E /Y 1 I
) B5 40 4 L5 45 48 50 6
: T X 2 YA X R YA R
1o 3.46 TR 350 A4 L 1G53 .3
I 314 289 2.69 3.45 L. 3B 1700 %
12 316 KL 3.50 (R 1 I P T
B .08 253 1.8 2.3 3.00 30 %148 00"
[ 1630 30 3.3 35 38 1405 .20
15 3.3 3% 300 17 3,66 L6 13 .6
16 3.94 L 38 BN Rl 18 1480 .20
17 3.21 00 - 247 3.8] 3.57 B 88 53

Teuchera uith six to 10 hours of training were s1gn1f1cant1y different from those with for¢ i
20 hours at; the cud level: :

150
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Table 17

Rating of Resource Teacher Consul®tat o

Class Teachers in Different Type.

168

Competence by Regular
of School Districts

Type of District

Variabla Metropoliten Non-tetropc:itan St 'p
“(N=114) ¢ (N=80) (192) ‘

Conipeterice 54.84 52.82 81 422

frem 1 3.43 3.23 .02 .985
2 3.19 3.13 .33 .741
3 3:63 3.39 1,49 137
4 3.22 3.03 1,02 .309
5 3.08 3.10 S .908
6 2:16 3.2% .49 .623
7 2.85 3.0] a7 .324
8 3.8y 3.93 BT 5L
9 .98 2.¢ x 433
10 3.44. 3.25 1397
11 3.15 3.10 w21
12 3.16 2.90 1.49. L1237
13 2.44 2.16 1.37 173
14 2.95 2.97 - 915
15 3:30 3.36 -.34 735 -
16 3.57 3.%: .78 .435
17 EIN 2.95 1.50 .13%

&

o

4
e



Table 18

_whating of fesource Teacher Consultation Competence by Regular

Class Teachars with Differing Lergths of Educational

169

Servitce
No. of Years of
, Educational Se vice
Variable 1 or less. 2-5 -10  more than 10 Y
: (N=2) (N=29) :57) (N=103) (3,158,
Competence 62.50 51.33 51.40 55:86 1:315 .272
Item 1 3.06 3.34 3.38 3.42 ’ 296 .827
2 2:50 3.00 3.05 3.26 .855 .465
3 5.00 3.45 3.36 3.62 1.967 .120
4 4.00 2.93 3.06 3.23 . .817 .486
5 3.50 2.79 3.16 3.08 . .231 .535
6 4.50 2.90 3,186 1,25 1.6A7 .176
7 2:50 2.83 2.02 c 7Y 35 .822
8 4.00 3.93 . 3.77 £.01 . 555 .546_
9 3.50 3.07 2.4, 2.09 3,017 .031
1 3:50 3.32 3.36 3.38 020 .995
P 3:00 3.45 3.04 5.02 1.001 .34
12 3:20 3207 2.98 3.06 75 L0914
13 3.50 1.9¢ 2.10: 2 51 2.413  .063
14 * 50 2.90 2.91 3.00 - .243  .863
15 1,80 3.04 -3.30 - 3. 39 1.464 .2%6
16 2250 ool 3.37° 3.54 .933  .426
v 17 ¢, 00 2.86 2.87 3.30 2.076 .105

“Teachors with <ix to lu »

from those with more than

s of cervice w. . zignificantly d-
10 years at tne .05 level.

15

s
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s © Taple 19 \
Rating of Resource, Teacher Consultdtiun Competenice by Regular
Class Teachers with Contact of Differing Lengths with
Resoirce Programs :

.
No. of Years of Contact
with Resource Room Program
Vaviahle 1.or less = 2-5 ~ 6-10 more than1C° F
(N=20) (N=101) (N=51" (N=18)  (37186)
Competence 51.4% 3.33 57.54 52236 .982 .403
Ttem 3:29 3.40 3.48 3.65 409  .7d7
2 3:11 3.0¢ 3.29 3.33 523 .6E7
; 3 3.68 3.53 3.55 3.33 .331  .803
4 2.58 3.17 3.38 3.00 1.926  .127
5 2.8 3.00 3.38 3.12 1.27¢  .301
6 . 2.7 . 3.28 3.18 3.22 ,.009  .290
7 2.79 2.89 2.98 3.06 230 -.875
8 4:10 3.88 4.06 3.72 667  .573
-9 2.58 2.9] 3.00 3.11 ~.612  .608
10 3.3 5.98 3.43 3.20 L1500 <.930
11 2:79 3.19 3.28 2.62 1,795 142
12 2.71 .07 3.24 -2.88 1.095 0383
13 to2:19 £.29 2.26 2.27 . .53C .6B2
i4 2.76 2.92 3.13 3.00 48 .650
i5 3.22 3.27  3.45 3.44 426,734
; 3.47 3.55 3.49 3.56 .045 .98y
2.78 3.05  3.37 3.22 1173 0322
. i .

183

.



S <fable 20 = _ ,
Rating of Resource Teacher Consultatioir Competence by
~Regular Class Teachers With and Without Special

_Educatiscn Certification

iyl

Variable ©o 0 With . Without ot p
(N=7) . (N=187) (192)

Compe tence 52:56 54.09 -.26 .795

Tiem 1 ‘ 3.29 3.44 -:38 . .704
2 3.57 3.15 .97 :333
3 3.71 3.52 245 .654
4 3.00 3.15 -:30 764
5 3.00 3.10 -:21 .837
6 2.96 z.20 -:60 426 -
7 3.00 2.97 19. :848
3 3.86 3.4 -:17 -869
9 3.00 2.3 18 -861
10 2.86 ¢ 29 -1N4 .225
1 .17 3.1 212 .903
12 2.83 3.06 -:49 -626
13 2.71 2.30 :81 418
14 3.00 2.96 - 09 . 927
15 ) 3.00 3.34 -7 7435
16 3.57 3.7 214 .892
17 3.00 3.12 -:24 .19
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Table 21 S s
by Principals in Different Types of School
Districts :

: _ Type of District
Variable Metropolitan Nen-Metropolitan . t P
~ (N=103) (N=72)

Competence 58.48 55.54 .35 176
Item 1 342 3.44 .24 .813
2 . 3.13 3.26 1.43 . 156

"3 3./ 3.51 1.98 .G20

4 3.59 .17 2.27: .024

-5 - 3.68 J.55 .77 441
5 3.32 3.22 .57 572

7 3.7 3.06 .88 .374

8 3.93 .72 471

9 3.12 1.95 .BE?

iC 3.27 -~ Y .75]

11 3.1 _ .43 .671

12 S 20 3.13 1.71 - . 089

13 2.64 2.39 1.30 :196

‘14 ' 3.37 - 2.97 2.5t .g812

15 25D - 3.32 1.16 . 248

16 3.050 3.40 1.74 ;933

17 3.2¢ 3.21 .28 :779

14
’ ¥

3
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Table 22
Rating of Resource Teacher Consultation Competence.
by Principals with Differing Lengths of >ducational-
Service ; :

No. Of Years of

Educational Service

variables -+ 6=10  11-15 . 16-20  more than 20 = E p

: (N=12)  (N=18) . (N=36- (N=167) (3,759)
Competence 55.00 50.44-  57.47 58.%9 2.000 .17
Ttem 1 3.67 3.00 3.36 3.57 1.584  .195
2 - 3.42 3.11 3:28 3.47 - 792 .450
3 3.75 3.17 - 3.60 3.75 2.440 .066
4 3.25 3.06 3.26 3.57 1.382 .250
5 3.27 3.22 3.75 3.78 1.679, .174
& 3.25 2.72 . 3.29 3.38 1.805 .148
7 3:90 2.78 3.14 3.24 1.037 .378
) 3.67 4.00 4.14 3.00 708 .548
5 3.00 2.78 . 3.31° 53 2.177 .093
: 10 2.50 3.17 . 3.25 D A 1.970 .120
11 350 2.83 3.31 3.7 1.327 ..268
12 3:17 2.94 - 3.31 3.34 932 .426
13 2.38 2.35 2.36 2.66 . 690 .559
: P4 3.27 2.75 ° 3.31 3.23 1.270 .286
15 ' 3.33 3.0 3.96 3.45 .953 1416
16 .3:91 3.53 3.72 3.44 1.440  .233
17 < 3.17 2.94 3.28 3.27 419 .746
N\
o . I
6-;

i
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Tab]e 23
Rat1ng of Resource Teacher Consultation Competence

by Pr1nc1pals with Contact of Differing

tengths with Resource Programs

No:.of Years of Contact
444444w1ih4Resource Room Programs

Variable. ] orless  2-5 6-10 more than 10 F  p
(N=2) (N=74)  (N=78) _l=20) {3.768)

Competence - 58.56" 56.27 56.61 57.27 526 .592
[tem 1 4.50 3:55 3:43 3:25 972 .407
2 4.00 3.47 3.32 3:30 . .506 .678

3 4.50 3.79 3.56 3:47 1.813 .147

5 4.00 . 3.70 3.65 3:42 13047 750

- 6 3.00 3.48 - 3:16 3:05 1.318  .270
7 4.20 3.26 3.18 2:90 7.058 .369 -

8 4.50 4.08 3.93 3.35 .02 .€25

9 ..00 3.43 3.21 2:10 1.009 .299

10 4.0y .3.17 1321 5:45 .636 .593

11 ~3.00 3:35 3:1 3:15 .,.787 .503

12 ARl - 3:46 0 ¢ 311 3.35 1.787 .152

13- 2,90 268 2:43 ?.65 572 .6

14 3:58 3:27 3,08 3.37 .530  .566

il 4.00 3:62 3.25 3:40 2.086 .10%

jo. - 4:0€ 3.58 3.9 3:60 1.331 .266

17 $.5906. 2:31 3.23 2.95 ) .753 .522

Tem,




Summary of Resource Teacher Demograp’ - Irn‘giwation

{(Repc. ' . Percentages)
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Yéafflﬂﬁ a -Rescurce Tecujuf~
1 6r less~ 22.3 ' 2to5 53.4
6 to 10 20.9 more than 10 3.4-
.1 of scheol * o .
elementary ~ 53.6 _ m.5.73.h. _ 210:1
~ high sclwol 12.1 : 2 or 3 levels 24:2
:jpeEAG?Athlern Served ] :
LD K885 EMR 66.7
PH 3:¢ ~hearing impaired 1.3
visually he = 3:2 other 1.3
EA 38:5 :
Ut-er Fosition(s) Held in Education |
none % 23,1 '\ sp.ed.class teacher 52.6
reg.ed. teacher 23.7 - - other 20:5
G, OF tears as Reg. EQ. Teacher (based on W=35) T
1 oor less 231 " 2tos T
Ato 10 . 25.0 more than 10 29

ilighest Begree ne‘* in tducation

B.S. 27.6 S oms. 72.4

Total flo. of ChiTdren 15 TaseTozd o T
1 to 10 5.5 17 to.28 34.5
21 to 30 39.2 31 tr 53 17.2 0
more than 50 3.5 .

To. oF Caildren Taugnt Cach Day — — ~
Tto 10 10.3 11 to 20 40:4.
21 o 30 o0 :36.3 - 31 to 56 ) 11:0

more rhan 50 2.0

than one IPSpOHSE

fwte: When percentages do not total 100, teachcrs could inark more



.
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How Trained for Consultation vutii:
no train ng  .19.9  workshop
coursewor- 56.8 . info:froem principal

L.

Ho. of Clock -‘curs of Consultation Training' . -
1 to5 .

11 to 15
more than 20

no tréihing 36.
. b_to 10
16 to 20

Aoy,
O D =

T e
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N Y i _ ) o .
summary of Resource Teacher "Other" Responses
ITEM AND RESPONSES " NO.OF RESPONSES

Types of childrén served

Regular education - ,l o _ ]
Commun1cat1ona11y hand1capped

Other positions keld in educat1en

—

Conference teacher

. Summer =zhool teacher

Specia’ -d:._homebound teacher/hospital teacher
Substit. e teacher r
+ .Speech «nd hear1ng therap1°t ]
~- Correc - ons - . ’ —
;'PE/(;r\ T . BN ‘
Part- e special ed. class
: Depu «ent head

~ Re§o..:le teacher at a d1ffewent 1eve1
“Couric.or

Music teacher

Aa' 't education . g
" Preschopl special ed. teacher

Special ed. supérvisor

Case conference coordinator ' ;
Suonrv1s1n3 teacher in preschpol
{

_J\—.l_dw_l\._lw._r_JuN;_;wJ}__JC‘.‘Nb—JHV,)\

How_ lr&]ntu to Cc.. bU]t

" Individual iritiative wark ,

Help from previous rescurce teacher
Previous experience as a4 resource..téacher
Indirect help from elementary educat10n c]asses

—_— et o s |
9

Problem Fac*orc to Consyltation

Vegat1ve aititude of regg]ar educat1on to .
~ “.special ed. '
Program 1nrors1>t°ncy 5 '
Reg.ed.ynwillingness to adjust WOrk for Spec ial
ed.sfudents
Lack of n.terials to share ,
Reg.ed.lack of understand1ng of special ed. and
- its students
YOverall lack of t1me/Schedu11ng problams
Resource teacher serves students whose tedchexrs
' - are-in.a aifferent tuilding. , v
, No monetary reward from sta*e/fed.funds f0r '
e - consulting ” o . 1

——nN

N = |

N
o wmrt

N G
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Suinmiary of Regular Educat¥®n Classroocn T2z :
Demographic Information
(Reported in DercenkaqﬂSJ
// .
. >
No. of Years of Teach1hg Experience .~
- S 1E oA
1 or Tess 1.0 . 2tos 15.0
NG 29.56 Loveé than 10 5314
aval % SCpoo] T :
// T < - ' .
eiemantary . 7[7’ 5 nosi/jh ) 16.0
high school 4@ 3 cr 3 levels D
flo. of Tears or Cohtd;& w1th Kesource Room Pragrams B ,
1 or less 10.5 .2 w0 5 53:2
A to 10 ,/' 26.8 more than R
Aighest Davies m.m in Eduzzzion T T
3.5. 13.9- . OHLS. RE. )
Ed.S. 7 Lo Ed.D d
/ S —
Type(s) of Spacial tducation .eacqwng Certificanr. 7uia ST
none 1 43.3 £H ; z
LD 2.6 ENR SR T
“H o ) hearing impaired 0
visually h. L other 1.5
Ho. of Special Education Students in b]dSS(é‘ ‘
one / 26:3 Lo 2201
three 14:7 four 5.3
fiva 5:8 Tore than iive I
note. When orce . Uotocal 100, teachors Loulo rarh uoro
than one res.
i
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Summary bf Régdiaf Edication Classroom Teacher

"Other" Responses

ITEM AND RESPONSES : NO .

Special education Céftifiéatiég héid"

Trainable mentally retarded
Speech therapy
~ School psychometry

Problem factors to consultation

Time is a critical factor

Ambiguity in resource teacher job definition

Special éd;}étﬁdéﬁt attendance

Lack of matching time |

Takes away from resource teacher direct
instruction time

192
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Summary of Principal Demographic Information
(Reported in Percentages)

No. of Years as Principal
1 or less 5. 2t05 22.7
6 "o 19; 18.2 more than 10 54.0

Eevel of School
elementary ~ 68.8 .5,
high school 9.6 2 or

7i.h.
3 levels 1

P No. of Years of Coatact with Resource Room Programs
1 or less 1.1 2 to 5 43:7

6 to 10 - - 437 more than 10 11.5

Other Position(s) Held in Education
none . 2.3 sp.ed.class teacher 4.
i"ég.Ed.tEaChéi" 93.2 other - 41.

I\JJQ\

Types of Special Education:leaching Certification Held
nene . 97.2 EH
: MR
hearing impaired

other

o
s i

OO0

— O — O,

visually h:

Total No: of Vears of Educational Service
. 6tol0 1.4 . 11 to 15 10.
' 16 to 20 20.6 more than 20 61.

- - 8 -

' (7N0. of Mainstreamed Students in School

5 or Tess 12.7 6 to 10 5.
11 to 20 . 35.2 el to.30 20:
31 to 50 - 17:0 more than 50 9.

N

O

Note: When: percentages do not total 100; principals could mark more
‘than one response:

Y
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R
Summary of Principal "Other" Responses
ITEM AND RESPONSE s NO. OF RESPONSES -

Special education certification held )

Spécial education Kg. to 12 1
; Rradiftg specialist ' 1
Other poZitions held in education

Maziar teacher, open- p]an
Asst.uvrincipal/Vice- pr1nc1pa1 3
Drug education supervisor
Department head

Coach/PE

Remedial read1ng teacher
Consultant ' 1
Adult education teacher
Headstart supervisor.
Summer school superv1sor

Pr1nc1pa1 in another 1eve1/type of school
Teacher of gifted : R
Counselor
Dean of boys
Asst. To~ super1ntendent ,
Alternative school coordinator
Director of inservice:

! Super.ntendent -

ProbTem factors to consultation

Need resource,teaehemﬂjn’ou]idfhg fpii tiie
tack of principal time for involvement
Need for reduced 1nstruct1ona1 day

— md e e PO Nb)—‘—‘—‘\l-l:‘hLoJ:h—lm_J

— LI

) and c]ass teachers

General lack of time

Need more resource teachers to hand]e student
, load

Lack of central off1ce support

[NVHAVE

—_—
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'S
SUmmary of Resource Teacher Bemograph1c Information
(Reported in Percentages)
i

Years as a Resource Teacher
1 or less 22:3 ‘2to5 53:
6 to 10 20:.9 more than 10 3.

s

Level of Schoal

elementary 53.6  m:s:/3:h: - 10:1

high school  12:1 > or 3 24.2
T_YDES Of Ch1 1 dren SEY‘V;di - .

LD 88.5 66.7 .

PH 3.2 1.3

visually h- - 3.2 1.3

EH 38.5

Other Position(s) Held in Education

none . 23.1 sp.ed.c¥ass teacher 52.6
__reg.ed. teachér 23.7 _ other ; 20.5
"~ Wo. of Vears as Reg. Ed. Teacher (based on N=35)
1 orless = 23.1° 2 to 5. 50.0
6.to 10 - 25.0 ' more than 10 13.9
Highest Degree Held in Education... - _
B:S: | 27:6 T M.S. - 72.4
ToténgogibfiéB;garen in Caseload N — o
1 to 10 5.5 11 to 20 34:5
21 to 30 - 39.3 - 31 to 50 17.2
more than 50 3.5 : '
No. of Chi]dren Taught Each Day - 7W”
1 to 10 10.3 11 to 20 40.4
21 to 30 - 36.3 31 to 50 11.0
more than 50 2.0
ALL“

Note. When “percentages do not tota1 100, teachers could mark more
than one response.
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8 .

How Trained for Consultation Duties
no training  19.9 o= workshep
coursework 56.8 &~ info.frgm principal

\

No: of Clock Hours of Consultation Training
no traiming 36
© 6 to 10 . 9
4

. 1to5
16 to 20 i

1
07 11 to 15
‘9 more than 20

— O 00

24

198 -
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‘ Summary of Resource Teacher "Other“ Responses
" ITEM AND RESPONSES ' - NO.OF RESPONSES.

Types of children served

Regu]ar education . o , i1

Commun1cat1ona11y handicapped
Other p;§1t1ons held in education

—

-Conferehce ﬁeacher ’”,

Special ed homebound teacher/hospital teacher
Substituta teacher “
Speech and hearing. therap1st

Correttions

PE/Coach B}

Part-time spec1a1 ed class

Bepartment ‘head

N : 'Mus1g ;gachef ‘o
- h Adult education

Preschool special- ed. teacher

Special ed: supervisor

i -wpsLbidl BU. SUPRI VISV .

i Case conference coordinator

Supervising tedcher 1in preschoo] -
How Trained. to 60nsu1t “o , I

et e e e e G N B e Y N i (), )

He]p from previous resource teacher
Previous experiénce as a resource teacher
Ind1rect he]p from e]ementary educat1on classes -

Bncblem4£aciorsgrogcoasuliatlon

Negat1ve attitude of regu]ar educat1on to
. special ad.
~ Program inconsistency ,
Reg.ed.unwillingness to adJust work for spec1a1
ed.students _
Lack of materials to share o
Reg.ed.lack of understand1ng of spee1a1 ed. and
its students
Overall lack of time/Scheduling problems

— P

S

[ASN ) N =t |

Resource teacher serves students whose teachers

are in a differént building.

No :monetary reward from state/fed. funds for o
consulting = , ‘ 1

—d,

2
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Summary of Regu]ar Education Classroom Teacher
Demographic Information S
' (Reperted in Percentages)

>

No. of Years of Teaching Exper1ence ‘
1 or less - 1.0 2to5 15.0

6 to 10 29.6 more than ]G 54:4
Level of School 3 <
" elémentary 70.6 m.s./j.h. - 16.0 (U
high schoo] "10.3 2 or 3 levels 3.1~
ﬁﬁ:ié%iYears of Contact With Resource Room Programs
1 or Tess 10:5 2tos5 53.2
5 to 10 ‘ 26.8 more than 10 9.5 -
; Highest Degree Held in Education - ] — 7
B.S. . 13.9 CoMis. 85:1
¢ Ed:S: ' : £ Ed:D. . - 5
Type(%?fof Spec1a1 Education, Teach1ng Certification Held -
* none 93.3 . EH .5
LD . 2.6 " EMR } 3:1
PH 0 hearing 1mpa1red 0
vistually h. -0 other :5
No. of Spec1a1 Educat1on Students in Elass(es) : —
- one ; ' 26.3 two 22.1
three - - 4.7 = . four . 6.2
five ' "5.8 moré than five 17.4

_Not&é. When percentages do not total 100; teachers could mark more
.. than one response. .




" Summary of Regular Educat1on C]assroom Teacher

. "Other" Responses = . Lo L

ITEM AND wsroses 0 Q_ O~ OF Respomsas

Spec1a1 ‘education certification he]d

Trainable mental]y retarded -1
Speech therapy ]
1

School psychometry

>

EnoblemefactorsAtogconsultatlon

Time is a cr1t]g§] factgr- 77; o ‘ 4

Ambiguity in resburcefteacher Jjob def1n1t1on 1
1.

1

Special ed. student attendance

Lack of match1ng time
Takes away from resource teacher direct o .

instruction time Co

|
-

Ai‘

e

L



/ : © -~ 1is9 ;
X )
Summary of Pr1nc1pa] Bemograph1c Informat1on B =
CReported in Percentages) = . =
e s
No: of Years as Principa] “ R
1 or less 5.1 2to5 . 22.7
6 to 10 . 18.2 more than 10 54.0
Level of School T .
- éTéméhtéry,,2 68.8 m.s./j.h. 9.7 .
high school . 9.6 2 or 3 levels 11.9
A No. of Years of Contact w1th Resourte Room Programs . N
1 or less 1:1 - 2to5 . 43.7
. 6 to 10 . 43 7 more than 10 11.5°
f B ‘:
Other Pos1t1on(§) He]d in Education ‘ ;
o none . = " i3 sp:ed:class teacher 4.0
# Fég ed: teacher -+ 93: 2 : other - 41.2
Tyﬁés of Special Education Teach1ng Certification He]d _ -
none ¢ 97.2 - EH 0
o . 0 MR ' 1.1
PH 0 hearing 1mpa1red 0 _
visually h 0 other 1.?
Total No. of Tears o Educational Service _ s
6 to 10. 7.4 11 to 15 - 10.3 - %
16 to. 20 20.5 . ‘more than 20 61.7- < S
No. of Ha1nstreamed Students in Schoo] ~
570[71355 ' 12%7 6 tol0 5.4 ‘
11 to 20 - 35.2 21 to 30 20.0
3] to 50 17:0 more than 50 9.7
. A
Note. . When percenta es do not total 100 pr1nc1pa1s could mark jore -
than one response. - _ o K
4 i

3




_Other pes1t10ns~held41n4educathm1 %

: o
. ‘i/, {; ’
Summary of Pr1nc1pa1 "Other" Responses ’ ’
T ITEM ANB RESPONSE P = NO OF RESPONSES
.’SQec;alAeducaIJda,cert1f1cat1on he1d 7 ) ' A
Sper1a1 éducation Kg.- to 12 oo o }
Reading specialist : . o 1

VI

Master teacher, open ‘plan. o ' o
Asst. principal/Vice- Br1nc1pa]
Drug -education superV1sor
Department head . ) )
Coach{PE e : ) .

Remedial reading. teacher

Consultant — ; - L

Adult educat1on~teacher

>z=z . .

" Headstart supervisor

. Summer school supervisor
College lecturer/Instructer )
Principal in another 1eve1/type of schoo] ‘
Teacher of gifted _ !
Counselor - : o I
Dean of boys . : o .
Asst. to. super1ntendert - »

B]recter of 1"serv1ce

Superintendent . : . ' -
) - o~

Prob]em factors to confultatien

. " ’ -\“

Lack of pr1nc1pa] time for 1nvo]vement

Need for reduced instructional day

Need for joint .preparatio# t1me for re%ource

.~ and class teachers
- General -lack of time

Need more - resource teache?s éh handle student

. Joad
" Lack of centra] off1ce support ~—

> : /
- Y ! \

—-‘3-‘-' grom —wMN
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Description of Computer Facilities Used

e e T ,77,',‘,,7,

The pilot data entry system was implemented on .the DEC
SYSTEM 10 running the TOPS-10 operating system. The program
was written in ALGOL-60; a precursor to PASEAL,; which permits

modular bfééfammihg; Th1s feature enables the user to eff<ciently
make changes to tﬁé*pndgram; and perm1ts convenient data entry:
Data could be éhtékédzfﬁtd"thé:data Files frdii any iocation, pros
viding a.téiéphoqé”ahd computé?*términai were available. The
program perm1tted the user to edit any data point, and m1ss1ng

values cou1d/be ass1gned as needed. The program also nade it

campus, through the Indiana Un1vers1ty Gomput1ng Network to the

Contral- Data Corp 0rat1on CDC) 6600/EYBER-172 1ocated in B100m1n ton.
1. Data Corp (coc) / g

The data were then ana1yzed\ag?ﬁg\twn\paekaged programs: EDSTAT

{Vveldman, 1967)5and SPSS; vers1ons 7 and 8 (N1e, Hull, Jenkins,
SEéiabféhhéf; & Béht—’1975f Rull & Nie, 1981). \Thenformé? is

T\Z T
—

{nnpvat1on in Teach1ng the Hand1capped (CITH) and which conta1n%

"N

a re]atﬁve]y stra1ghtforward procedui7/for comp1et1ng factor

analysis and ca]cu1at1on of Cronbach alpha. SPSS is a ?kequent]y
/

- used: software package wh1ch contains procedures ‘for numerous

 statistical tests. \\\uu, : e T
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_Field Test of Sirvey _ : 5

I - - N - i - -
The data entry system and storage of all data from the field
test phase of this projeci was implemented on the PRIME-750 running

the PRIMOS 'o'pérétin"g system A %a'cﬁity avaﬁabie on ﬁﬁiMés is ;

- Anderson, Cqﬁen, Gazdiik ‘Cohen, Karpel, Miller, & Stein, 1980)

version 2.03. The SIR system is a large, 1nteract1ve software package‘»
which allows the hierarchical organization of data sets for ease of
retrieval and analysis. - The SIR System was selected for use because

of this feature; since it chables transient reérééﬁﬁiétﬁéﬁs.ér

subsets of the data to be easily created and ana]yzed The seTeEtﬁéﬁ

of SIR as the cenkra] repos1tory for data was also dﬁctated by

the fact that SIR pérmits data entry; rétriéﬁa1 and maiﬁtéhéhée

at the terminal. The céntral 1nteract1ve po1nt in the SIR system

_ Add1t1ona1 ana]ys1s was also performed using SIR or SPSS, version 8,
which was also available on the PRIME Systen. NN
Summary -of Use

By employing the two systems and programs just described; it

| was possible to enter and analyze the pilot test survey data from 0

'approx1mate1y 156 respondents in a 3-week period; and to enter and

analyze field test data in four months. These activities were

206



completed in that time frame even though. they were tasks added
to the investigator's full-time schedule: The flexibility and

to adhere to that time line.
Throughout the selection, development; and use of the systems
and programs, CITH provided the technical and software support -

necessary to make these facilities available.

]
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With Resource Teachers About fonsiltation
f\, ) v 'v‘? .

Al

maximum amount of data poss1b1e on resource teacher consu]tat1on, a

paper-and-pencil .ns;rument was determined to be an appropriate means’
of data éaiiéétion._\éy using a survey, a large number of respondents -
fﬂEdu1a be sought, éhd;a flexible procedure could be used to encourage |
ﬁaffﬁé?ﬁéiﬁéﬁ; | : “
However, survey procedures have drawbacks. The closed format of
a survey- which simplifies data gathering and analysis p}éVéhts the s\\
collection of ricker types of défa,-e.gi,rgxamp1és of behaviors, ard
déSCfiﬁtiéhs‘6F activities: For that ieééén; one objective of this
project was té‘s&bﬁléﬁéﬁt the survey information by conducting interviews
With a sample of the resource teachers who participated in.the survey.

‘It was anticibatéa tﬁat tefféaefatiVé data and information béféhiiaiiy

would be obtained through the ihtékViéwsi
Method

Interview Schedule

ﬁFG@Témé'kesource teachers encounter, strateg1es they employ in. working
with regular education classroom teachers; the types of consultation
activities in which they engage; and their perceptions of the strengths

. and weaknesses of. resource room programs.
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development and Friend's (1979) prelininary studyson resource teacher
ro]es and respons1b111t1es,(a prototype survey schedule was deve1oped
This schedule was eva]uated by spec1a1 ‘education facu]ty members from
Indiana University, and was p110t tested with ‘'several resourcé teachers
Several revisions were made t -

activities: The final form of the inte

those quest1ons were cons1dered necessary if the conversation seemed
to warrant th1s ;

The first part of each interview consisted of brief explanatory* _
comments by the interVEeweryaBOUt the purpose of the conversations an
assurance of anonymity, and gneeral statements designed to establish
7 rapport. The first major question asked of interviewees was to
” describe”a typical day in their schedule. It was ant1c1pated that this

would enab1e the co11ect1on of 1nformat1on about the amount of time
. devoted to consu]tat1on, and the frequency of resource teachers' consu1t1ng'
\ act?y?ties The 1nterv1ewees were then asked to describe an instance ' A

: of working w1th a regular educator and obta1n1nq very -positive resu]ts,

nd an instance of working w1th a regular class teacher and - cons1der1ng

the 1nteract1on a failure: These questions, based on F]anagan S (1953).
crﬁt1ca1 incident technique, were 1nc1uded to e11c1t examp]es of
app opr1ate and.1nappropr1ate strategies; and to obtain examp1es of -

typical resource teacher consultation problems Which might later form




LY

 training for the esent pos1t1ons, their perceptions of the success

199

the basis for training activities. Finally, the resource teachers
were asked several questions about the nature and adequacy of their

o

of the resource room mode]e ‘aiid changes they would 1ike to iake in their
program. Finally, the teachers rated on a 10-point scale (1=1ow;
10=high) their satisfaction with being a resource téacher.

The interview schedule was used flexibly, o so questions,were

frequent]y presented in a d1ffer1ng order, and ‘were occas1ona11y para-

. phrased

SubgecisgandASettlnq

A pool of resoorée teachers to contact ?6? interviews was generated

during the field test of the- survey instrument. A1l resoﬁrée teacher

surveysrcontained an invitation to_part1c1pate in an jinterview and

" provided spaces for the teaéﬁeris/ﬁame; school; and phone number 50

that each could be contacted. .A total of 63 of the 149 resource

teachers who completed the survey responded to the 1nv1tat1on Since

30 interviews were p]anned; criteria were estapl1shed to sélect the
interviewees. First, the resource teachers' responses on the actual’
t1me and ideal time for consultation survey 1tems were recorded. It
was judgéd that teachers wanting less time than they currently had

probab]y opposed consu]tat1on and that want1ng more wou]d probably

»favo§,1t. Only four resource teachers fall into the former group,

R
all of these were 1ntegy1ewed so that as w1de a range of responses

as possible could be coliected: Of the resource teachers Fé&orihd
éoﬁsdiféfﬁoﬁ; those WHose total time derived for consu]tat1on was Tess

than 5% of the school day were e11m1nated from the samp]e _The

212
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. Femaining teachers were selected so that school district representation
in the final interview sample was approximately proportional to school
district. representation in the total survey Sample. Resoupbe Eeachers
From LEAs 02 and 08 could not be included because of time 1imitations.
Thus, 15 teachers from LEA 013 3 from LEA 03; 3 from LEA 04; 5 from

LEA 05; 1 froi LEA 06; and 3 from LEA 07 were contacted for interviews:
A1 the resource teachers agreed to participate. o .
The 1nvest1gator general]y metwthearesource teachers at the1ro.;f
schools to comp]ete the 1nterv1ews. They were conducted e1therﬂ;n&the
teacher's ciassroom5 a conference rooim; the teachersi 1oungé; or.in

Procedure : v ' ,/
The resource teachers~weré'contactedfég teiephohe and reminded-
of their response to the surVey Once agreenent to be interviewed
was obta1ned a t1me and p1ace for the meet1ng was established. i
The 1nvest1gator conducted all the 1nterv1ews She met each
resource teacher at h1s/her-schoo1 suggested a re]at1ve1y qu1et
place be used for the interview, and comp1eted the pre11m1nary comments
Vcassette recorder, all of the 1nterv1ews were recorded The 1nvest1gat1on

jndicated that the interview schedule would be referred to as necessary i

to ensure 1nterv1ew comp]eteness

i

"Each 1nterv1ew was_ then he1d, adher1ng to the 1nter01ew schedu]e :

-
A

as much as poss1b1e. The 1nterv1ews ranged 1n.1ength froin 20 to 90

t
b
»
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- -

At.the conclusion of each interview the participant was thanked,
~.and any additional questions asked about the study were answered.
(S R

Typical Day ~
| With the exception of the resource teachers in LEA 04, all the inter-
views indicated that their daily schedules consisted of sessions of

direct instruction of resuurce Efﬁéféﬁ students interrupted by a

~preparation and a lunch period. None of ihe teachers had a §§é6§??é'
# time slot for consultation during regular school hours. In LEA 04,

where the éTéméﬁféFy rescurce teachers are housed in a central office

ahé function primarily as diagnosticians; time for édﬁtééﬁ’ﬁitﬁ\btﬁéf

teachers was reported-to occur only at case conferences and occasionally

s - during brief hallway encounters. - . A o

Positiive Ifcidents

Resource teacher examples of problem situations that worked well

‘genetally fell into three categories. One group (50.2% of all responses)
o . ’

included a variety of behavior management programs. For example, one
resource, teacher degcribed a child whose classroofn behavior was '

extremely disruptive. The two teachers conferred about the probiem,

“'a management system in which' the resource teacher provided reinforcement

for appropriate classroom behavior was devised;,and the regular educator

- provided a daily report on behavior to the resource teachbr.

= =)

A second group of responses (28.5% of all responses) included
,Aé1afi?yi%§ handicapped children's capabilitiés and/or limitations to
regular education: A éé66ﬁdaf§ resolirce teacher reported that after he
demonstrated to a government teacher that astudent scored 90% on a

2
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test when it was read to tﬁe_éfﬁaéﬁt as opposed to the 30% scored when
the tect had been read by the student; the teacher became very
supportive of the child and the program; readily making accomodations

f-

for the staaéﬁtf !

between the spec1a1 and regu]ar edueators. for examp]e; one resource
teacher described a note-writing system she and 4 classroom teachar
devised.to ensure they were working oh similar academic skills in both
classes. 7

~ Negative Incidents

Several (20%) of resource teachers' reports of negative incidents

with regular educators concerned classroom teachérs' unwillingness to

make curricular adaptations. A junior hioh resource tecacher described

a 1engthy written poetry Essighment.iedU%iéd by an Eh§1?§h student:

Ore resource student a]though not able to comp]ete a]‘ of the written

* work, began his own poetry collection, began seLect1ng poetry books in

the 1ibréry;_éhd struggled te use nzems at difficult reading levels:
eli him in the unit for not completing

The English teacher; however; fail

tﬁf written work

1qg1dents resource teachers related. / These exper1ences genera].y
1nv01ved the regu]ar class teacner 3e1ng 1nf1ex1b1e about scheduling,
refus1ng to a110w students to 1eaye c]ass, or fa111ng students due
to c]ass work missed while Tn the resource rocm. For sxample, one .
teather exp1a1ned that a resource pup11 Swas padd]ed in. front of his
classmates when he was five m1nutes 1ate returning to h1s room the

NG
SN
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willing to- accept that exp]anat ofi.

the regu]ar educator "was. y

A totai of éi ?% o the resource ‘teachers 1nterv1ewed re1ated an

1nc1dent 1nvo]v1ng resource teacher des1gned and produced behav1or

. management programs wh1ch fajled when regu]ar c1ass teacher part1c1pat1on

was sought. One teacher exp Zined that she dev1sed the. s1mp1est
checkmark system she could in order to have’ the c1assroom teacher
record whether.student assigrments were comp]eted— but that once the
record1ng chart was given to the teacher, it was never seen agaJn
Resource teachers related errors they had made in work1ng wi th
regular c]assroom teachers in 8.7% of the examples’ g1ven One teacher

exp1a1ned that she wanted to observe a resource’ student in his regu]ar

A educat1on classroom: She went to the room while class was in sess1on,

and ‘announced her intention to observe: The teacher allowed her to

enter, but requested that the principal not ajjaw the resource teacher

-back into the ciassroom* ‘The résodrce teachef’?eTt the incident

Finally, one resource tsacher noted that partieaiar teachers
. V., ) li,,, R R . - .,,,, L
undermine the resource program;/te1ling students that it.iSJWO?th1é555

is simply a means of avoiding classwork, and is designed for "dummies."
Training Needed by Resource Teachers g

The most frequeﬁtiy mentioned training need was for regular

. EdULatTON or spec1a1 educat1on self=contained classroom teaching

_exper1ehce before resource room ass1gnment 43.4% of the interviewees

. made a: comment on this topic: Reasons-g1ven generally 1nc1uded acquir{ng

]
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conflicts was 11sted by 39:1% of the interviewees. Other training
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a regular educator s perspect1ve to increase understanding of those 7

" teachers' cohstraiﬁts and bq11d1ng professional cred1b111ty A total -

of 25:0 of the resource teachers noted that they had been traihéd,

- ) L
so]e]y in operat1ng a se]f conta1ned c]assroom, they felt hat coursework
and/or pract1cum exper1ence in resource: room programs would be behe??cﬁaj;

Tra1n1ng in dea]1ng with regu]ar classroom teachers and in resb%ving

needs identified by the resource teachers included behavior management; -

- assessment; requirements of federal and state law,. and scheduling and

time managefient. No particular training needs were suggested by 8.7% of .
the sample. : , o 7
Reqular Educators, Perceptions of Resource Teacher and'ﬁesource_ﬁoom

. . . ,
- D

Program- o S -

AN

Several of the resource teachers were" very spec1f1c in the1r views
Y

'of how regu]ar educators perce1ved them; 33. 3? of them felt they were

seen on]y as tutors or remedial teachers, and 25.0% indicated they
operated as building- baSed special education ekbérts, prov1d1ng
ass1stance to regu]ar educators; exp1a1n1ng federa] requ1rements to
administrators; and funct1on1ng as a one-person support’ system for
stodentsf A total of 20.8% of the interviewees. ment1oned that reguWar

<

educators were unsure of what the resource: room program and resource

teacher;were supposed to do. . i

U N |
A number of resource teachers ment1oned that regular class teachers /.

<~ i

- R

leither felt threatened by SPEC1a] educators, or were jealous of. the

;

samll c]ass 5izes they genera]]y have, 29 2% 1nc1uded comments on. these

< topics among the1r percept1ons of regu]ar educators yiews of them -

Other descriptions resource teachers gave of c]assroom teathers
;

;"\\ ‘ 7} | . 217:’

o



¥

Principals' Perceptions of Resource Teacher and Resource Room Programs

The resource teachers interviewed generally made fewer comnents about
school- administrators' perceptions of them than about any other interview
topic. A total of 79.1% of them indicated that they had réiatiVéiy
lTittle contact with their principals, or that the principals were
programs, and/or teachers. Direct conflict was reported with principals
by 12.5% of the resource teachers, while 8.3% ihdié%ied.thét they had
édEﬁiéEé support and Uhdéféfihdﬁhg from principals. It should be
noted that most of the Fé§6ﬁ?éé_féééﬁé?§; 55?%36ﬁ15?1y Eﬁ6§é who had
resource Eéﬁéﬁf iﬁ §éiiéf51 buildings; qualified their responses to Eﬁi‘g
item by §Eéﬁﬁ§; fﬁéf individual if)fi'ﬁéi’f)aﬂé varied tremendously in their l
perceptions:. | '

Changes Recommended. for Resource Room Programs

Of the resource teachers who recommended changes in resource room.
programs; most made several suggestions. A total of 41.7% of the ‘teachers

to one teacher. Several reported having caseloads of 40-50 pupils.
Changes in scheduling, including time for resource teachers to meet -
with regular educators and parents, was listed by 41.7% of the interviewees
as needed.
Another change recommended by 17% of the feachers concerned
materials -and assistance; increasing budgets for iﬁéf?déf?éﬁéT materials

and hiring paraprofessional to assist in paperwork, etc.; were frequently

218 .
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mentioned. Another change perceived as needed is to c1ear1y 1dent1fy
resource teacher responsibilities and increase their authority in
working with other teachers, i.e., enable them to determine scheduling
of students instead of the regular educators. A total of 20.1% of the
resource feééﬁer mentioned these areas. Other changes recommended
were q1v1ng cred1t for resource rooi attendanee to high school pup11s,
more conservative evaluation and p]acement of students in resource
programs; inservice for all staff meﬁbers on resource teacher
respons1b111t1es and hand1capped ch11dren S character1st1cs, and to

expand resource programs to include vocational education. No changes

were suggested by 16.6% of the ?ﬁEeFViewees.

Program Efficacy

The resource teachers ‘were asked whether they felt the resouree

program rea]]y worked, i.e. , accomplished what 1t was esta b11shed

to qO. A total of 70.0% of the teachers responded affirmatively to

the guestion, e1aborat1ng with examples of ch11dren who are succeed1ng
in the mainstream. A few teachers (17;4%) 1nd1cated that program
success depended Targely on the appropriateness of the placement for
each child. Each teacher mentioned instances of students who either
should not have been removed from the ma1nstream or who could have
benefited from full- time p1acement F1na11y, 12.6% of the 1nterv1ewees
responded that they could not answer the quest1on since they were

not comp]etely stre of the resource program's goa]s.

Job Satisfaction Ratings

When the interviewees rated their jobs on a 10=point scale where

a response of "1" meant that obtaining a different job Was a top

219
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priority and "10" meant that resource teaching was an ideal occupation,
_the mean rating given was 7.3. Responses ranged from 1 to 10 and one
individual refused to respond to the question: Most of the teachers
reported that they enjoyed the flexibility and challenge of the job;

but were frustrated by paperwork and d1ff1cu1t1es in dea11ng w1th

other teachers, princ1pa1s, and/or parents

Discussion
_

supported the data obtained from the survey. ‘Resource teachers were
pbsitive‘about many aspects of their jobs, and most commented at soie
point on the 1mportance of effective, ongoing c0mmun1cat1on with regu]ar
educat1on teachers. It was also apparent from the 1nterv1ews, however ,
that resburée"rééﬁ programs do not operate in Ind1ana(sch001s as
recommended in the literature; nor do resource teachers feel satisfied
with the present programs: Resource teaéhers‘repérted having virtually
no schoo] time-allotted to consu]tat1on, their school hours are spent
in d1rect’1nstruct1on; routine duties; and in rural school systems; in
travel among buildings: "

| The ihterview data resuitea in the iaéht{%icatioh a# saverai
teaching. For examp]e; several resource teachers commented on the .
isolation they felt, and remarked that it would be tremendously helpful
just to have regular meetings at which to commiserate and share ideas.
Also, a suprisihé number of resource teachers stated that they p—
percefved;as a threat by the @ther teachers in the buiiddng because they
'essent1a11y are assigned the task of remed1at1ng where regular educators

have failed. These comments suggest that this area needs exp]orat1on
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Information useful for designing training exercises in eéhsa1tafiaa
étfafégﬁéé was also gathered through the survey activities. The
critical incidents teachers related, for example, could be used to
design modeling and role-play éxperiﬁeces for resource teacher trainees:
Likewise, the scheduling problems reported by the interviewees caui&
be incorporated into 5?651éﬁ-ééiv%hg.éxperiences. Finally, several
resource teachers mentioned that they have trouble asserting themselves,
i.e.; they generally acquiesce to a regular educator's wishes even if
they feel they are not in the student's best interest. This suggests
another avende for training. ' |

The

sample was composed of volunteers; undoubtedly s biasing factor.

Also, no data were collected from regular edacation classroom teachers

through which to corroborate the resource teachers' views. Such informatio

is needed before the data collected here could be evaludted for accuracy. .
In conclusion, it should be noted that this report has only

presented an overview of the interview data. ﬁany examples of situations

resource teachers encounter and .numerous comméﬁ£§ about the édvahtégé$

' and drawbacks of being a resource teacher were related by the interviewees;

and it is anticipated that this informaticn will be used as a springboard:

for future research and development activities.

~ : i
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Tentative Interview Schedule

Introdiction

As you could probably tell froi the survey, I'm interested in finding
out ahout what résource teachers are doing in their job . and what they
think about different aspects of their job.

Typical Day

One way to find out about resource teaching is just to look at what

you do during thefcourse of a day.  Could you describe what a typical day -

say yesterday - was Iike for you? (Prompt: Just go through all the things
you did yesterday:) '

Critical Incident

One area of your job that I'm especxaliy interested in is your contact

with the regular classroom teachers; It seems like it would sometimes

be important to work.with the regular class teacher in order to help the
kids that you're teaching.
. If you can; think of some time recently when you were meeting with

a class teacher about one of the special ed. kids - I'll call that consulting -
and the whole meeting - however long or short that was - really went well.
What were the general circumstances of your meeting? When did it occur?
Where? -

What do you thlnk made the meetlng so good°

_ What did you - as a resource teacher - do that really seemed to help
thlngs go we11°

How did this all turn out? /

Now, can you th1nk of a t1me recently when you Were consultlng w1th a
teacher and the meeting was pretty much d1sastrous\- you didn't accomplish
what you were trying to do?

What were the circumstances? When di it occur? Where?

What made the meeting go poorly?

Reflecting back, can you think of things that you did - or didn't -

do that you would have changed to improve the sxtuatlon9

What was the outcome of the meeting?

Other Qﬁestibﬁs

-How do you balance teachlng children and see1ng teachers in your job§
-If you didn't have to be concerned with othér factors, how would you
like to allot your time between teaching and Wbrkiﬁg with teachers?
teachers would have been helpful to you as a resource teacher?

-How else do you w1sh your teacher training had been different to help you
prepare for resodrce teaching? -
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_-What do you think the classroom teacher's perspective is gh working with
you and the students who go to the resource room? (

.

~How did you
develop these? - \\\

-What's the greatest obstacle to workmg with class teachers? NG

-What is the admlnr\tratlon 's perspectlve on the way resource room

programs should operate?

-Onec 1ast qpesgron - Do vou thlnk the resource room program works = )
mean, does it provide the services the k1ds enrolled in it need? Would -
you change the setup? How’ -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Description ofeaeEroiotypeAWQrkshop
on Eonsu]taiJODAStrategles ,

The primary goal of tﬁisiFéSéaFéﬁ project was to gather
data on regular education and sﬁéeﬁéi_éauaafiaﬁ practitioners’
Z;;attftuaés toward and\perceptions of the resource teacher's don- +
" silation role. fhis goai was aeeampiishéa through the aéVéiéﬁ-

It was recogn1zedr however; that data gather1ng represents on]y
an 1n1t1a1Mstep in the’ proces f 1mprov1ng educat1ona1 practices;
Inrormat1on'on attitudes and percept1ons should 1ead to the de-
velopment. of training techniques and plans which foster aesired:
attitudes and increase skills perceived as needed. |

In order to make some slight progress toward devising train-
ing methods, a prototype workshop was conducted as part of the
project's activities: Its purpose was to determine whether skills
identified as applicable to the resource teacher's ééhsuitatioh
'Fble are amenable to training, and whether such a workshop wouid

increase hfaétitibﬁe?S' kﬁ6w1ea§e of consultation sfféfééﬁes and

J1

ut111ty to them.
Method

Training éonteht

Because of time and economic constra1nts, 1t was necessary to

the workshop. Pr0b1em;so1ving was Se]ected.as}ah approphiéte

training topic.
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Several models for problem-solving have appeared in the

and was used as the basis for the workshop. The model is pre-
sented in;F%guré 1.

The first step in the problem=solving process is probler
identification or formulation. This is often the most difficult
stage of the process since symptoms are often labeled problems .
without focusing on the specific behaviors that comprise the -,
problem. The second step is to produce proposals for soi€ing
the problem: This step is also ééj1éd brainstorming, and its,
successful completion is dependent on the noncritical listing
of many solutions; with 1ittle consideration of feasibilityvor
potential ramifications: The third problem-solving step is ?6;-
casting consequences and testing the solutions proposed ?é the
second step. Through this process, the persons involved in solving
the problem are able to eliminate unacceptable strategies and to
identify potential advantages and drawbacks of the other options.
This stép‘résuits in a narrowing of the number of possible
solutions, and culminates ih a decision on théﬁsoiutiOh to employ.
Once identified, it is necessary to complete the fourth problem-
solving step, action bTShhihg. In this step, responsibilities are -
during implementation and guidelines are ééfébTﬁéﬁéd for evaluat-
ing the 6ﬁfééﬁé o the intervention: After EHé{éBéVé steps have

been taken, the agree-upon solution is implemented. This is the
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Figure 1 | .

A Model of the Problem-Solving Process

6 \\  Forecasting solution™ /P 5
‘Evaluating \\  consequences, /] Taking
{ outcomes testing - action |
\ x\Proposals v A steps

Note: From Pmcess Eonsu]tatmm _Its Role in Brgamzatwn Bevelopn ent
by E:H. Schein, 1969, p. 47. Copyright 1569 by Add1son wesley

Publishing Company. Reprinted with perm1ss1on.
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fifth step of the problem-solving model; ‘and if care has been

taken in the earlier stages of the process, it should be

re]at1ve]y eas11y eompleted F1na]1y, in the sixth step; the

soluction is eva]uated Three opt10ns ex1st at this po1nt =

L

a) the solution s 3udged sueg\;sfu] and 1s cont1nued thereby .

comp]et1ng the process; b) the soiution is seen as fa1r]y suic=
‘7

cessf”1 but modifications are made to increase its effect1'e” SS—

) the solution is cons1dered by those involved to be un-
q

successfu1, ang/the problem- so1v1ng procegs is begun aga1n

The mode] presented by Sche1nf(1969) and the.steps in the

. o r s o S
problem-solving process comprised the -content of the workshop.
Subjects and Setting T

13

- - 7 R
A tota1 of 30ugraduate students 1n spec1a1 educat1on~ v

,part1c1pated in the wo?kshop A1 except two of the students

were teachers: The part1c1pants were ehno1}ed in a graduate-
s

level course in remed3a1 straté§1es Por teach1ng hénd1capped

ch11dren at Indiana Un1vers1ty dur1ng the sammg? semester The
wehRSHGp was eéhduetéd;as:a unit of thé:coursg.
Procedure L ’ - o
The wc?kshop participants were asked to complete a duiz on
strategies for prob]em so1v1ng before beg1nn1ng the worPshop
session. The qubz, constrﬁ;ted by the 1nvest1gator, required
respondents_ to identify the prob]em-so1v1ng steps; apply guide-
lines of problemssalving to, hypothetical situations involving
i —regu%ah_educatiéh:téééhehé; and ﬁ?ﬁﬁé?ﬁt obstacles or possible

]

Al
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constraints to us1ng proplem-solving strateg1es In addition;

students ?ﬁaiEéféa on a 5-point Likert-type scale the ékféﬁf

the dent
. f

of their know1edge of prob1em so1v1ng strategies,; the frequency -
with wh1ch they used a p1anned prob1em—so1v1ng approach, and

their estimation of the wsefulriess .of such strateg1es—- It shou1d
G -
also be noted that the students were assured that their scores
on the‘qu1z would not affect-the1r course grades. .
/ b

role- p1ay, and sma11 group activities were comp1eted in a 2 1/2

2 -
S

hour sess1on to present the pr1nc1p1es and pract1ces of prob]em-
so1v1ng. F1rst5 the crncept of p1anned;prob]em-so1v1ng]sequences'
was introduced; Schein's (1969) model was displayed through over- .
.head projectidn so that the steps of thehprdcesé couid be exb1éihéd
. As each step was’ 1ntroduced, examp1es ‘of effect1ve and 1neffect1ve

probtem-solving strateg1es were app11ed to prob]ew examples supp11ed

by the students. In add1t1on, after ‘the bas1c steps had been pre-
sented, a problem §U§§é§féﬂ by a student was used to demonstrate
the problem=solving pueess to the iplementation phase: Teachers -
with regular education experience hféséhféd'iaéas;'céhstféiﬁts5 |
and obstacies which might concern regular educators; and special
educators indicated their views: -After the large-group exercise,
the participants divided into small groups, and the brobiém:soivihg;
b‘iﬂ"cjt;éd'tjiﬂ'é ‘was repeated with another student-suggested problem. As
before; ﬁért o? the students édobtéq a regular education ‘perspective
and the rest participated as Sp"iai educators. | L
The above act1v1t1es requ1red ‘the entire t1me ava1ﬂab1e for

the worksnop Two days later, at the next meet1ng for the c]ass,

students were asked to complete the same qu1z they had comp1eted




before the wokkshop session. The oniy difference in»the aésess:

sequernices in the past.
Results - ,
Among the probié@é,étudéhtéfﬁhdiéétéd‘dUFﬁﬁéitHé workshop

thdy encountered in working with reguiar education teachers were
the following: K |

-/1: Regular educat1on teacher neglects to 1nform the resource

teacher when there is a change in‘ the dail y schedu]e because of

!

field trips; spec1a] programs ; etc As a resu1t; children mmee

resource sessions and teacher t1me 1s wasted

vé; Regu]ar educat*on teachér does not want spec1a1 educat1on

,,,,,,,,,,,,,

resoUrce room as the class is leaving. Resource teachefr- per’cewé"s**{

thi€ 3s unfair to the student and an imposition on his/her own
time.
- : ) : )
3. Re ’ource teacher is regu]arly asked by the pr1nc1pa1 to

cancel student sessions to substitute for absent teachers or secre-

“retaliation for refus1ng.
- L ,,,,,,,,;,;&\ U
4. -Resource teacher perce1ves the spec1a1 educat1on program

arithmetic curr1culum; Regu]&r educat1on teacher perceives the
N ' -

program as tutorial and repeatedly sends uifinished classwork to

the resource room with students:

- 230
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5. 1In a secondary school, the mathematics department has
a policy of not allowing books, workbooks, or tésts to ieave class=
rooms. As a result, resource program students receive little
supplemental assistance in math; and most are failing in' their
course: Resource teacher requests a copy of the text: the re-
quest is Fefpied;‘ I 7‘.

6. Tﬁe.FéQHTéF;eadééfiéﬁ teacher tells resource program

students that if they misbehave or fail to complete thier work,

- they will not be allowed to go to the resource room: Resqurce
teacher ?ee1§ tﬁié stfatégy is ébmﬁ1ete1y’ihahbfdbifate*

, eefh1ng dev1s1ng strateg1es for students’ c1assroom academ1c and
‘behavior problems; some invalving teacher-taacher inté%pérgdzéi
conflicts, and others concerning appropriate roles and responsibil=
‘jties for regular and special educators teaching méiﬁ%treamed;ij‘
students. : | _ -

In analyzing the resylts of the pretest and posttest;

found that.the mean number of problem-solving steps correctly
identified before the training session was 2.0. Nome of the

part1c1pants 11sted a11 of the six steps; and 0n1y two students
listed f1ve of the steps On the posttest, the mean number of
correct1y listed steps was 5:56; with 20 students 1dent1fy1ng all
512 of the problem- -$olving steps: . . - _

When 1dent1fy1ng gn1de11nes for bra1nsterm1ng, 27 6% of the :

part1c1pants responded eorrect1y on the pretest wh11e 82. 8% did

wr
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so o the posttest. Only 13.8% of the students identified the
most difficuTt phase of .pi oblem-solving (problem formation} on
the pretest; 69.0% succeeded on this item during poéttéét%ﬁg. Y
Before the workshop, 62.1% of the students identified a strategy
for {nvoivihg a regular class teacher in the problem-solving. ;

process. . A total of 93.1%'described a strategy after the training

activities. Finally, 41.4% of the participants correctly ident-

a mainstreaned student through the regular education teachers on
the posttest, 86.2% were successful on the item.

On the Likert-type scalg; when the students rated their
knowledge of problem-solving strategies (1 = little knowledges
5 = much knowledge); a mean rating of 2.1 was obtained on_ the
pretest; the mean péSttéSt“két{ﬁgiwas 3.2, Students’ méah‘ratihg
of problem-solving usefulness (1 = little usefulness; 5 = much
usefulness) was 3.9 during pretesting and 4.6 during posttesting.
Before the workshop, the mean student rating of the frequency
of their use of problem-solving strategies was 1.8 (1 = seldoms
5 = often)s~ After .training, they Tndicated potential frequency
of use s]ighﬁT§/H;;;;;‘(ﬂ_= 2.1). :

1 g — - — g ——

The pretest and posttest data and the students' self-ratings
of knowledge levels demonstrate that the special education.
teachers who participated in the workshop on problem-solving

éf?éfégﬁes increégéa their kﬁéW]éagé of a planned sequence for

problem-sclving: . The participants also rated the usefulness of

-

- 232
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results tentatively suggest that it is possible to train teachers

in bfébTéﬁ-SbTVihg strategies: It is recognized; of course; that
the procedures empioyed in the workshep limit fﬁé 65ﬁ616§i66§

that may be drawn' from the data obtained: No attempt was made

to randomly select a sample of participants From local schoo]
systams. No control group was established to which tb‘ébmpé?é \
the trainees. The assessment instrument, although designed to . |
measure skill attainment spéci%iéd as:workshop objectives, was -
neither validated nor pilot-tested. The relatively low priorit&l
the project piaceé on the workshop and the constraints imposed by
time 1imitations prevented more attention bé?hé giVéhrid'iﬁééé
methodological issues: o

Even within the Timitation just aéééF%Béa§ the workshap

evaluation data are promising; especially considering the incidentally

of the workshop concerned dealing with the problems they encounter
working with other teachers; students were eager to provide examples

problams. Several students commerted that more time should be
devoted to the topic. In addition, when the entire course was
evaluated by studenté at the end.of the summer, several noted-that
the most pffectivérport30n'6f the class had been the probﬁem-éoTviné
unit. - B

In addition to the preliminary data suggesting that training
in the §F651é5-§6163ﬁ§ component of consultation is ?ééééBTé; this

prototype Workshop resuited in additional ideas to be applied to

233
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similar training éc@%vitiéé“%h the future: For example, more
rigidly structured ;61é-biéy’ activities would be helpful i‘ﬁﬁw
ensur1nq adequate representat1on of various perspectives 1n a
problem-solving s1tuat1on; The use of mode11ng of appropr1ate

problem-solving behavior, berhaps through the use of v1deptape

-would also facilitate the 1éafhiﬁg process:

In sum, while this werkshop was truly a first effort at

denonstrated thpt such tra1n1ng is poss1b]e and is perce1ved

‘as beneficial by trainees. It suggests that the development of

training programs and matériais for consultation is an appropriate

avenue for future research.




