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Although the use of the consultative resource teacher model has been the

practice of the Provincial Department of Education for two decades, its implementation

has been difficult. This exploratory study attempted to provide some insight into the

many reasons for this difficulty.

The study is descriptive. Resource teachers and principals in flrve suburban

junior high schools, within a school division that has had a divisional policy on a

collaborative-consultative resource teacher service for nine years, were interviewed.

Questionnaires were distributed to classroom teachers in these schools but the rate of
return was very low. The data from these questionnaires and interviews were

compiled into case studies.

Because of a low rate of response to the questionnaires, I do not claim that this

study is a true picture of the consultative resource teacher program in that schooi

division. The true state is unknown. I believe that I have made the best and most

appropriate use of the data.

The case studies suggest that each school had adapted the resource role to fit
its unique environment. Even though the divisional policy stated that a collaborative-

consultative role was to be used by the resource teachers, every school had a tutorial
program. Some schools differentiated this program from the regular resource program

and it functioned alongside a modified consultative approach. In other schools, the

resource progam encompassed the tutorial program and it was difficult to determine

the degree to which consultation and its resulting progam modification actually

occurred.

This study shows that system and organizational conditions must be

considered when implementing a new program that involves change in roles and

curriculum. The addition of a collaborative-consultative resource teacher to a School

involves a major change in the structure of the school. When the structure is not

changed , the new program is likely to be adapted to be congruent with the existing

structure.

ABSTRACT

ll



Sincere appreciation is expressed for the constructive direction and advice

given by Anthony Riffel, Jon Young and Gerald Bravi who served as advisors for this

thesis. Special thanks are given to Anthony Riffel whose encouragement led me to

pursue this topic of study and to continue to develop this idea into a finished piece of
work.

Secondly, I wish to thank the administration and the resource and classroom

teachers who provided the oppornrnity to develop the questionnaires and interview

schedules as well as to conduct the interviews and distribute the questionnaires. The

cooperation and support shown by the personnel of the school division is greatly

appreciated.

Lastly, I wish to thank my family for thei¡ continued support and

encouragement. Without the support and assistance of my husband and the patience

and understanding of my children, this project would never have reached completion.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

ill



AB'TRACT ::ITT:: . ü

ACKNOV/LEDGEM8NTS............... .................üi

CONTENTS ............... ....................iv

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS AND TABLES ...................vi

CI.IAPTER ONE OVERVIEW OF TITE STUDY

History and Background........... ............1

A Personal Perspective on rhe Problem of Change ..................4

The Purpose.............. .............6

Design and Procedures............ .............6

Analysis of Data .................g

CTIAPTER TWO REVIEV/ OF TITE LITERATURE

The Evolution of a consultative Approach to Resource Teacher

Service .............10

Effectiveness of the Resource Teacher consultant Approach...............11

Models of Consultation......... ...............12

Factors Related to Implementation of Consultation...............................13

Summary.. ........20

CHAPTER THREE A REVIEW OF TTIE STUDY FINDINGS

A Review of the Study Findings ........22

Divisional Policies..... ........22

Case Study One: Commason Junior High......... .....................26

iv



Case Study Two: Dr. Darrell Junior High......... .....................36

Case Study Three: Anacreon Junior High......... .....................41

Case Study Four: Bayata Junior High......... ...........50

Case Study Five: Esbak Junior High......... ..........60

Divisional Trends

CHAPTER FOUR DISCUSSION

V



APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

The Resource Model.. .....103

APPENDIX B

The Interview Schedules.......... ........110

APPENDIX C

The Questionnaire..... ..........120

APPENDIX D

The Panel. ......13g

APPENDIX E

The Letters................ ......141

APPENDIX F

Glossary ........147

BIBLIOGRAPHY .....I54

Vi



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS AND TABLES

TABLE ONE

EFT1ECTS OF INTEGRATION ..........79

vrl



This thesis is a report of a study of the collaborative-consultative resource
teacher program at the junior high school level. The program reviewed was in a
suburban school division that had a policy advocating its use for nine years. The
purpose of the study was to (1) describe the curent state of this collaborative-
consultative resource teacher program and to (2) present information regarding some
of the many variables which may affect ¡þe implementation of this type of reso¡rce
program at the secondary level. By studying the factors which affect consultation, it is
hoped that a deeper understanding of the complexity of the resource teacher-
consultant role and its relationship to the other professional roles in the school systgm
will be achieved.

History and Background

Until 1970, provincial financial support for special education services was
limited to grants for segregated special education classes (Stephan 1976). The
emergence of the resource teacher role in the province in the 1970's is usually
attributed to the political pressure of various parent gïoups as they sought better
learning environments for their children. The Associations for Children with Learning
Disabiiities were leaders in this regard. They demanded financial support for
educational services for children with learning disabilities and advocated a school
organization where children with average to above average abilities who were not
successful in their learning would receive in-school and in-class assistance (Chale
1979). The Department of Education advocated the adoption of a supporrive prog¿Lm
which would enable children with learning problems to remain with their peers most of
the time and receive short term assistance from a specialist teacher. This concept
evolved into the role of the resource teacher (Stephan lg76).

Provincial Regulation 143170 designated a resource teacher as a teacher whose
principal duties were to diagnose individual problems, prescribe special remedial
measures for use by teaching staff and provide consultative services to staff and
parents. Regulation 79/71' amended M3n0 by adding "and provide direct assistance
to students in need of special help." The goal of the program was to enable chil¿ren
with learning difficulties to receive assistance in terms of revised teachine

CHAPTER ONE
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methodology and classroom arrangement so that they could progress without being

removed from the "mainstream." Prescriptive teaching rffas to provide remediation of
specific learning disabilities and prepare the child to cope with the demands of regular

curricula. The responsibility for the total educaúonal program was to remain with the

classroom teacher. The resource teacher was to be seen as a helper and it was hoped

that the resource teacher would develop into an inhouse consultant (Stephan 1976).

The resource teacher role was visualized as one of diagnosis and program planning for
children with "specific learning disabilities," for the purpose of enabling regular class

teachers to appropriately accommodate the learning disabled in the mainstream
(Cenerini 1980).

When the resource teacher was introduced to the provincial school system, the

role was largely confined to elementary schools. The idea of learning d.isabled

students was new and there \ryere no guidelines to help establish school procedures,

teacher work loads, operating budgets or the desired organizatiónal structure (Chale

1979). Regional meetings were held with superintendents and principals to introduce
and clarify the resource teacher concept, but Stephan suggests that the administrators
were mainly interested in the financial aspects of the program and very few questions

were raised about its implementation (Stephan 1976).

As a result, suggests Chale, ideas were often in conflict. Trustees and

superintendents thought it best to proceed cautiously and economically. Principals put
priority on immediate help and most often held individuat tutoring to be of highest
importance. Classroom teachers were willing to accept help if it meant that someone

would take care of, or provide a cure for, a troublesome child. In most school divisions
no one told these teachers or their principals the job description that was envisioned.
Most parents were satisfied by the existence of the resource teacher. At least there

was someone with whom they could consult (Chale 1979). First, it was assumed that
minimal training and experience requirements would assure the adequate perfonnance

of resource teachers in their job; second, that children with "specific learning
disabilities" could be neatly categorized; and third, that school divisions understood

the concept of resource teaching, and would be committed to its implementation
(Cenerini 1980).

The situation at the secondary level was somewhat different. At this time,

segregated special education programs for the educably mentally handicapped and the

learning disabled were in place. Some children were integrated into the mainstream if
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the special education teachers felt that it would be possible. Many regular education

students encountered difficulty, but they often behaved in a way that could account for
their poor progress. Teachers were not easily motivated to consult with a resource

teacher to modify programs for students who were a problem to them. They thought

that if the student truly could not handle the regular program, he or she should have

been placed in the special education program. Therefore, the problems must be

discipline, and this area of difficulty was the guidance counsellor's responsibility.

Another obstacle to the secondary program at this time, was the lack of
program materials and strategies at this level. Students whose academic progress

had not improved through remediation at the elementary level were not willing to try
more of the same at the secondary level. Acceptance by peers was a student goal and

a program which differed from that of one's classmates did not foster inclusion in one's

peer group. Teachers were subject area specialists and resource teachers did not
have their content knowledge, the concept of data-based instruction was new and did
not fit into the present instructional practice, and teachers were afraid of a decline of
standards if programs were modified. Programs were oriented to the curriculum and

divisional final exams rather than to grouping students or using assignments at many

different difficulty levels.

In 1980, the Department of Education provided categorical grants to school

divisions for students with handicapping conditions who required some direct service

to function in the mainstream. These Low Incidence grants were in addition to the

block grant used to provide resource teacher service to High Incidence students. They

were used by some school divisions to provide additional resource teacher services

and by other school divisions to provide paraprofessional assistance. The purpose

was to provide additional assistance to students so that they could be successfully

integrated. In 1984 many of the junior high school special education classes were

closed and students were "mainstreamed."

The writer experienced a change in role as a result of this "mainstreaming" and

the Level One grants. Because the school division in the study chose to use the

grants to increase resource teacher numbers rather than to provide additional

paraprofessional service, Departrnent of Education officials required that the resource

teacher provide direct service for a designated time period. The resource teacher

workload increased dramatically. Since the identification of more students resulted in
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more assistance, resource teachers were encouraged to increase applications to
reduce their workload.

The increase in numbers of resource teachers became a concern in some

schools. Another concern was the blurring of the resource teacher role. The policy
had clearly supported a collaborative-consultative model and now with the advent of
required direct service, everyone was confused. This situation changed in 1988 when
the Deparunent of Education added the grant for l,evel One Low Incidence students to
the exisúng High Incidence block grant and gave control of this grant to the school
divisions. Categorical funding remained for l-evels Two and Th¡ee Low Incidence
students. At the time of this study, the proposed change of the Level One grant had
been announced but not yet implemented.

A Personal Perspective on the Problem of Change

Attempting to implement a collaborative-consultative resource teacher model
at the secondary level has been difficult for the writer. Initially the problem was to
gain acceptance of this role by the staff. Although the division had decided that this
role was to be policy, many teachers were resistant to this id.ea. This resisrance
resulted in rnany informal discussions on the benefits of the program and formal
inservicing of the staff. By the end of the writer's first year, it appeared that the
teachers were beginning to accept the new role.

The next year the phasing out of the special education classes for the learning
disabled at the grade seven level resulted in an increased caseload. Because school
enrollment dropped, tesource time was cut. Now that teachers were more accepting of
help, time became a problem. However, progress in the development of the consulting
role continued to be made.

The following year the caseload again increased because of the closure of the
remaining special education classes and because of the increasing tutorial demands of
the specially funded students. It appeared that the consultative resource role would
be effective, if only the caseload was more appropriate. Because time was consumed
providing direct service, it was almost impossible to observe in the classroom or find
time to consult. Yet program modifications were occurring and teachers were
consulting.
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The following year resource teacher time was increased at my school. One
more full time resource teacher and two paft-time resource teachers were added to the
staff. In addition, a large turnover of classroom teachers occurred. I was optimistic
about these changes but the result was very different from my expectations. It
became clear that not all schools had developed the consultation role similarly and
many of the teachers from other schools were not accepting of this resource teacher
function. The school staff resented the addition of more resource teachers and did not
unde¡stand special education funding. Many felt that their class sizes could be
reduced if the number of resource teachers were decreased. The result of increasing
the number of resource teachers within the school seemed to be the instant
destruction of a consultative program that had taken three years to develop. Teachers
were resistant and uncooperative.

The change was sudden and dramatic. Why did this happen? The writer could
not answer this question. There seemed to be so many influences. Every year the
program seemed to be different. Discussion of this problem with colleagues at the
secondary level within and outside the school division revealed that their problems
were similar. The desire to anticipate the effect of changes within the school and the
effect of changes imposed from without motivated the persuit of this study.

It seemed imperative to determine if a collaborative-consultative resource
program could be implemented at the secondary level so that resource teachers and
classroom teachers could consult and develop appropriate programs for mainstreamed
students, and, if this consultation was a desirable persuit, what were the factors that
affected it? An understanding of the dynamics of this consultant role and the effect it
has on the operation of the school seemed. to be necessary for the resou¡ce program
to function and for the resource teacher to feel useful and successful. To this end, this
study attempts to identify variables within and outside the school that may affect the
collaborative-consultative resource teacher model. It also attempts to describe the
cument state of implementation at the junior high school level and. to relate the school
program to conditions within the school.
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It was the purpose of this study to describe and analyze the current state of
the consultative resource program in a suburban city school division. The specific
aims were:

1. to collect information from teachers, administrators and resource teachers about the
degree to which a consultation model was in use in their schools.

2. to analyzo the school factors of climate, administrator, teacher and consultant to
determine the relationship between these variables and the degree to which a

consultation model was in use in the schools studied.

Design and Procedures

The Purpose

Setting

This study was conducted in a medium sized suburban school division which
had used a consultative resource progr¿lm for nine years (an outline of the resource
model is in Appendix A) . Inforrnation was collected from the teaching and
adminisrative staff of five junior high schools.

The Study Instnrments

To gather data on the resource program in this division, resource teachers and.
administrators were personally interviewed (interview schedules in Appendix B). A
questionnaire, (Appendix c), was given to classroom teachers.

The initial draft of the questionnaire contained items utilizing inforrration drawn
from the literature review that were intended to determine the degree to which a
consultation model was in use and to describe the school climate, administrator,
teacher and consultant variables. The school climate variables of organization and
politics were not included in the study. The climate variable of trust was only
questioned indirectly because of its sensitivity. The interview schedules were
constructed parallel to the questionnaire.

The draft questionnaire was submitted to a panel of teachers, resource
teachers, and administrators familiar with resource teacher services at the junior high
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school level in the school division studied to obtain their view of the instrument
(Appendix D). In addition, the draft was submitted to a professional who designs and

conducts surveys. The questionnaire was revised on the basis of these responses.

This revised draft and the draft interview schedules were submitted to the Faculty of
Education, University of Manitoba Ethics Review Committee and were again revised
to meet with this committee's guidelines.

Procedures

All respondents were advised that individual responses and schools were to
remain confidential and that a report on the study would be available on request. To
ensure confidentiality, no names of respondents or schools appeared on the
questionnaire.

Resource teachers were asked to support and assist in the distribution and

return of the teacher questionnaire. The questionnaires we¡e distributed to the
resource teachers in early May, 1988. The resource teachers placed them in the
teachers' mailboxes and discussed the purpose of the study at their May staff
meeting. They informed the teachers that they supported the study, that alt responses

and schools would remain confidential, and that results would be made available on
fequest.

Three weeks later, a follow up letter (Appendix E) was sent to the resogrco
teachers for distribution to all teachers. After three weeks, resource teachers were
telephoned and asked to encourage teachers to reply. Three weeks after that,
resource teachers were again contacted. The low rate of return was indicated and
further requests were made to encourage the teachers to respond. Teachers returned
the questionnaires individually through the divisional delivery service.

Interviews were conducted with all resource teachers and all administrators in
the five schools studied. Resource teachers and administrators were interviewed
individually for approximately 45 minutes. They were told that the information
collected would be used for a thesis study, that all responses and schools would
remain confidential, and that they were free to decline to answer at any time. The
pu{pose of the study was explained and they were told that the results would be made

available on request.
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Questionnaire Rate of Return

Questionnaires were sent to all teachers in the five schools but most of the

teachers in the larger schools taught in specialized areas that did not require program

modification or the use of the resource teacher. At one school these teachers

requested to not complete the questionnaire and returned them. At the other schools

some of the questionnaires were simFly not returned. In addition, many teachers

indicated that the questionnaires were too time consuming and while expressing a

desire to complete them, did not in fact, do so. Administrators indicated that many

such questionnaires had been distributed the previous year and the teachers had felt
that this method of gathering data had been overused.

Using approximate numbers of teachers in major subject areas as respondents

rather than all junior high school teachers, the return rate was 37Vo. However,
differences did exist among the schools. Anacreon, Dr. Darrell and Bayata junior high
schools had simila¡ return rates of approximately 33.37o. Esbak Junior High had a

return rate of 6Vo and Commason Junior High had a return rate of 60Vo of all teachers

(fictitious names used). Because of this low rate of return, the data from the
questionnaires are combined with the adminstrator interview data in the case studies.

No questionnaire responses are reported for Esbak Junior High.

Analysis of Data

Responses from the questionnaires and interviews were analyzed to develop a
description of the collaborative-consultative resource programs and of each of the
school variables of climate, administrator, teacher, and consultant. Relationships
between variables were also examined through the development of case studies for
each school.

Assumptions and Limitations

I

This study assumed that responses were made in good faith, and that the data

received accurately reflected the beliefs and practices of the respondents. The major
limitation of the study is the poor rate of questionnaire return.

It could be assumed that the questionnaires returned were completed by
teachers who had attitudes more favorable to the resource program. If this was the



case, these responses could reflect a more positive attitude than that which would

have resulted if the return rate had been higher. It could also be assumed that the

questionnaires were completed by teachers with negative attitudes towards the

resource program or that the low return fate was due to a lack of consultation

experience with the resource teacher. Because of the many possible reasons for this

rate of return, the study cannot claim to accurately indicate the opinions of junior high

school classroom teachers in the division as a whole

To put the questionnaire response data in perspective for the reader, actual

numbers of respondents ¿¡re given rather than percentages. This should more easily

allow readers to formulate their own opinions of the generalizability of the responses

and the relationships of the data.

Data Interpretation

The data are presented in case study format. Each school in the study is a
unique entity and the development of the resource programs within each school is best

understood by considering the school as a whole. Generalizations about the factors

as they may apply to entire school divisions or to individual schools are made as a

result of the patterns that emerged through the case studies. This study attempts to

isolate factors that could be used in further studies and represents an initial attempt to

make sense of a highly complex role in an interdependent system of roles.
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Traditionally, resource teachers provided service to students in a tutorial

fashion. Students were categorized as a result of diagnostic testing and special

education was set apart from regular education. This categorical approach

legitimatized the inflexibility of schools and maintained an expectancy that students

were to adapt to school programs. As a result, resource teachers functioned

separately from classroom teachers and often neither party was aware of what the

other was doing flMill 1986).

Another \¡/ay to provide resource teacher service was initiated in the late

1960's. This consultative approach emphasizes maintaining students in their regular

classes and thus supports the concept of mainstreaming. Resource teachers act as

consultants to classroom teachers in order to assist them with the development of
programs for their special education students. A consultant is a person in a position

to have some influence over an individual, a group, or an organization, but who has no

direct power to make changes or to implement programs. The role of teacher-

consultant within a school is a relatively new one and may be difficult to implement.

The Evolution of a Consultative Approach to Resource Teacher Service

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

CHAPTER TWO

10

The resource teacher-consultant is a special educator who works largely in
educational diagnosis, preparing instructional objectives to be used primarily by other

teachers in their work with students having unique needs. This consultant supports

the work of handicapped or learning-disabled children in the regular class (Sabatino

1972). Consulting teachers assist with referred problems in regular class settings,

help students transfer newly acquired skills from resource to regular class settings

and assist teachers in the use of new instructional techniques (Idol-Maestas, Lloyd,
and Lilly 1981). A consultant has influence but no direct power to make change or
implement programs (Btock 1981).

The change of role from special educator to teacher consultant has been

advocated throughout North America largely because of the increased practice of
mainstreaming special education students. Mainstreaming or maintaining special

education students in regular classes has become more conìmon because of an
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increased perception of the failure of pullout special education programs to meet
student needs (Will 1986) and because educating these students in the mainstream
has been shown to be largely effective (Wang and Birch 1984). Moreover, "effective
schools" research indicates that public schools are designing achievement oriented
environments for all srudents (Idol Maestas et al. 1984).

Effectiveness of the Resource Teacher consultant Approach

Speece and Mande[ (1930) assessed the delivery of support services from
resource teachers to elementary classroom teachers involved in mainstreaming
learning disabled students. A list of 26 services was developed from the literature
and was distributed to 228 regular education teachers who were asked to rate the
importance and frequency of occtuïence of each service. Regular educators rated. nine
of the services provided by resource teacher consultants as critical for effective
mainstreaming. Only two (remedial instruction and informal student progress
meetings ) occurred on a regular basis. (provincialTeachers' Society 19g5)

Data -based instructional practices advocate that program goals for students
are derived from an analysis of student behaviors and that instruction is directed
toward achieving desired behaviors. Instructional objectives are revised according to
progress appraisals. Deno (1972) provided a collection of data-based models which
indicated that a data-based model could be used to train students effectively and could
provide appropriate service to handicapped learners in regular classrooms.

Medway (1979), in his review of consultation research published between
7972 and L977, found that767o of the research reported at least one or more positive
effects resulting from consultation intervention. He concludes that the practice does
appear to be effective in modifying the behavior and attitudes of consultees and their
clients and is being well received by school personnel .

Resource room models provide remedial programs to minimize students'
academic deficiencies. However, skills acquired in one setting most often do not
generalize to other settings (Mishel 1968). When no attention is paid to t¡ansfer or
the demands of the natural environment, student gains made in the resource room
decrease rapidly in the regular classroom @eshler, Alley, Warner and Schumaker
1981). When ca¡e is taken to ensure transfer and attention is paid to regular
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classroom demands, students can be successful (Anderson-Inman 1981). Close

cooperation between special and regular educators is necessary for this to occur.

Knight, Meyers, Paolucci-Whitcomb, Hasazi and Nevin (1981) evaluated the

effects of consulting teacher service on reading and math achievement of mildly
handicapped children in a four year comparison. They found a significant difference in
test scores between those students who had received consulting service.and those
who had not. In addition, the service goup m¿intained its initial gain in achievement

while the non-service group gained at a much slower rate .

The evidence suggests that the consultation approach is not only successful,
but necessary if students are to maintain the gains they make with direct assistance.

Consultation is a way to assist classroom teachers in developing the necessary skills
for mainstreaming and may also make classrooms more accommodating for all
students.

Models of Consultation

Various consultation models have been identified. The models of resource
teacher consultation to date have relied on an inquiry approach (Bravi 1976, Cipani
1985, Deno 1.970, Knight, Meyers, Paolucci-Whitcomb, Hasazi and Nevin 1981, Prouty
L970). This perspective concentrates on defrning the problem, developing a tentative
answer, testing the hypothesis, developing a conclusion and apptying it (Bravi 1976).
Decision making is collaborative while data-collection activities are the primary
responsibility of the resource teacher (Bravi 1979). Heavy emphasis is placed on the
use of data-based instruction as fi¡st introduced by Deno (1970).

Tharpe and 'Wetsel (1969) and Tharpe (1975) described and researched the
triadic model of consultation. This conceptual model includes three components: the
consultant, the mediator, and the target. Their model places the consultee as the
mediator of change between the consultant and the person in whom the behavior
change is sought (target). The mediator is typically the classroom teacher, the person
who can achieve the goal of assisting the target; the consultant is typically the person
with knowledge or skills to mobilize the mediator's influence. The triadic model was

conceptual model that attempted to use a process approach to consultation.

A process approach @lock 1981, Brokes, 1975) is generally advocated for
resource teacher consultants. This process approach emphasizes a cooperative
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approach to problem identification and problem solving, as well as a shared

responsibility for implementation. A collaborative, or cooperative approach, is

designed to promote consultee ownership and minimize resistance. The inquiry model
and process model have been combined and used as the basis for many reso¡rce
teacher consultant models such as the Vermont Consulting Teacher Training Program
(Paolucci-Whitcomb and Nevin 1985).

The University of Illinois Resource Consulting Teacher Program (Idol-
Maestas, Lloyd and Lilly 1981, Idol-Maestas 1983), Project Con sept at pacific

Lutheran University (Idol-Maestas et al. 1984) and the Triadic Modet of Collaborative
consultation ( Idol-Maestas, Nevin and Paolucci-whitcomb 1984) from the

Universities of Illinois and Vermont ¿ìre further refînements of the combination of
inquiry and process models. They emphasize data-based instruction, curriculum-
based assessment and effective problem-solving and communication skills. They rely
on collaboration between the consultant (resource teacher) and the mediator
(classroom teacher), are based on mutual cooporation and are manifested in formal
naining as well as formal consultation.

These consulting programs share the philosophy, that, with appropriate
planning and interventions, effective educational programs can be provided for
mainstreamed students. Data support this philosophy (Deno 1.972, Deshler, Alley,
Warner and Schumaker 1981, Knight, Meyers, Paolucci-Whitcomb, Hasazi, and. Nevin
1980, Idol-Maestas, Lloyd and Lilly 1981, Miller and Sabatino 1978, and wang and
Bi¡ch 1984). However, obstacles to a successful program occur in implementation.
Resource teacher-consultants have noted a lack of time and administrative support for
consultation (Idol-Maestas and Ritter 1985) as well as teacher resistance to
mainsneaming (Gallagher 1985) as possible reasons for unsuccessful implementation.

Factors Related to Implementation of Consultation

The factors that appear to be necessary for effective consultation are many. It
is necessary to have a consultation model established and to have the support of the

administrator in carrying out the consultant role. It is helpful if the school climate is
supportive of change and the teachers are prepared for the use of a consultant.

Teachers' attitudes to mainstreaming and individualization of instruction as well as

their willingness to be open about their lack of training and expertise also influence
successful implementation. Lastly, the consultant, herself, is a major determinant of
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success. She must neat teachers with respect throughout the process, be able to
handle conflict, be an expert in communication skills, be able to manage change so that

it is not intolerable nor ineffective, be an expert on procedural strategies, maintain

equal responsibility through the consultation stages and effectively provide feedback

so that the mediator can identify success. This is clearly a difficult job. Knowledge of
how to handle conflict situations, practice of appropriate responses and support may

be an ongoing requirement.

System and School Factors

Carner, in Judith Apter's book, Ps]¡chological Consultation in Educational

Settings (Apter 1982), suggests that the consultant's success depends on negotiating
sanction through all levels of the system's hierarchy. She states that consultation

theory considers the basic dilemma of how to effect change. Weinstein, in the same

book, suggests that the consultant working at an individual level is frequently forced
into serving as a feedback mechanism between teachers and administration while the

school's response to problems never changes. He stresses that institutional
influences control new programs in the classroom. Schools have a loose structure

which is framed around the autonomy of classrooms where individual solutions are

stressed and relationships between staff are minimized (Weinstein lgï2).

To a large extent, teachers "own" their classrooms, collaborate and
interact little with their co-called colleagues, and are difficult to
supervise or direct (Han 1989).

Corbett, Dawson and Firestone (1984) describe eight school conditions thar
affect any school project. These conditions are: (l) availability of school resources,
(2) incentive, (3) school organization characteristics (special efforts are necessary

due to loose coupling), (4) school and district priorities, (5) politics (competing

interests of different groups), (6) staff turnover, (7) the amount of behavior change

required (if too ambitious it may fait; if too congruent it may be too trivial), and (8)

cumulative residue of prior projects. They also encourage the use of external field
agents, sequential and systematic planning and the encouragement of teacher
participation. Special care must be taken to institutionalize the change or it will
disappear. V/ithout organizational support, an individual's impact on a school is muted

by the attitudes, beliefs and actions of other school members as they pursue their own
purposes.



Seymour Sarason, in The Culture of the School and the Problem of Change
(1971) argues that the school is a culture and that teaching any subject matter is in
part determined by the sructural or system characteristics of this culture that have no
intrinsic relationship to the subject matter. He feels that any attempt to change a
curriculum independent of change in some institutional feature runs the risk of partial
or complete failure.

Sarason also suggests that the culture of the junior high school is very
different from the culture of the elementary school. Junior high school teachers view
themselves as specialists in subject matter and view the junior high school pupil as a
young adult. These va¡iations in culture may result in a different impact of change at
the secondary level, a different effect on the consultant role and a different attitude
towards mainstreaming. In a study on mainstreaming conducted by a Western
Canadian Teachers' Society in 1984-5, junior high school teachers viewed the effects of
integration more negatively than elementary teachers.

Dealing with teacher resistance to change or consultation is a part of the
consultative process. When implementing a consultative resource model, not only is
the model itself a change, but the resource teacher becomes a change agent within the
school, who is constantly dealing with effecting change. Change that brings with it a
shift in power is the most difficult to accept (Kee 1980). The resource teacher-
consultant changes the power structure for classroom teachers and administrators and
thus, may be unacceptable to both. V/hen status is eroded, conflict tends to arise
(Kee 1980).

Admini strator Infl uences
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' Cox (1983) identified principals, external assisters and central office personnel
as important to school change efforts. Principals who were successful in implementing
change made su¡e that: (1) all teachers were aware that successful implementation of
the practice was a top priority, (2) the requisite materials were available, (3) teachers
had ready access to personnel who were experienced with the practice, (4) teachers
were given time to use the practice, (5) the schoolwide climate was conducive to
continuous, systematic problem solving, (6) teachers understood the expectation that
¿ll the components of the practice were to be implemented, (7) when all of the above
were in place, teachers were allowed to figure out on their own how to meet the
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expectåtions, and (8) teachers, parents, and central administrators were working in a

realistic time frame and did not feel pressured by premature evaluations.

Friend (1984) identified some of the stumbling blocks to consulration. Lack of
t me for consultation and administration hesitation to implement the program with
consultation time are fwo such stumbling btocks. Idol-Maestas, Nevin and paolucci-
\ilhitcomb (1984) feel that 20-40Vo of the consultant's day should be devoted to
consultation. Administrators, they suggest, feel that special education teachers are
teachers and should be with students like other teachers. They may also feel that the
other school staff see consulting time as extra free time for teachers who al¡eady have
special privileges. Sarason (197 L) reported that the principal became upset when he
found out that the clinic member had consulted with the teacher to work out and
implement a new procedure or approach. This example was used to illustrate the
difficulty some administrators may have allowing a teacher to assume a role that
closely resembles their own in its abitity to develop curiculum and. provide
instructional leadership as well as in the freedom to plan ones day without the
restriction of a rigid timetable. To be effective, consultants must be free to talk to
teachers, observe in their classrooms and together develop a plan of action that will
facilitate the educational progress of target students.

Classroom Teacher Influences

The use of a consultant may threaten teache¡s in many ways. Sarason states
that teachers find it extremely difficult to say that they are having difficulty presenting
subject matter or that students are having difficulty learning in their classes (Sarason

1971)- Although some teachers may not be hesitant to refer students to the resource
teacher, they may often wish confirmation of their teaching ability rather than
assistance changing instructional practices. Powell and Posner (1978) state that fear
of the unknown and fear of failure and frustratioh as well as the threat of change in
social relations, to status and to pride in proficiency at the existing job cause
resistance . Often, teachers feel that they do not have the skill to deal with the
mainstreamed child or they may nor support a mainstreaming philosophy. They may
be hesitant to implement a change because of genuine concern for the child (Hasazi
1976), because the suggested change is not realistic, or because the consultant lacks
credibility (Spadek 1982). Resistance may also be understood as a useful defensive
mechanism against hasty or unwamanted change.



The use of a consultant has not been part of the school system for long, and as

a result, teachers have not generally been prepared to act as a consultee. Carner

states that there are several categories of understanding that a consultee must learn

in order to benefit from the consultant's skills. These include: (1) learning how to
present relevant information about the problem client; (2) what kind of help to expect

from consultation; (3) what the consultant has to offer; and (a) learning about his or
her own style of response and how it may affect a situation (Carner 1982). Problems

of resistance may result from this difference in professional preparation for
consultation.

An essential theme in the resource teacher-consultant-classroom teacher

relationship is the belief that general classroom instruction can be modified so that
handicapped students can learn without undue hardship or decreased learning for
normal classmates. This infers that students in graded classrooms could receive
various forms and levels of instruction at va¡ious times and that the teacher does not
always have to be the person to directly teach the students. Classroom teachers who
believe that: (1) all students should receive the same instruction at the same time;
(2) all students of the same age should learn the same knowledge; (3) the best way
to instruct is to teach to the "average"; (4) the professional teacher is the best person

to directly teach students; or (5) the role of the teacher is to teach children, not to
make them behave, will have diffîculty using a variety of teaching methods and

difficulty integrating handicapped students (Idol-Maestas, Nevin and Paolucci-
Whitcomb 1984).

In some situations,it may be advisable to not consult with some classroom
teachers. Conoley and Conoley have identified four conditions that might signal no
entry or a discontinuation of consultation services. These conditions were: (1)
extremely autocratic or unsupportive administrators; (2) a system in extreme crisis;
(3) a system with an overwhelming need for direct services; or (4) a large percentage

of children who were hungry, tired, or abused (Conoley and Conoley 1982) 'When the
forces restricting consultation are equal to or greater than the forces facilitating it,
consultants may need to redesign their activities until conditions change or until they

can obtain assistance to change the enabling conditions.
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consultant Influences - variables of Knowledge, Attitude and Role

Consultants may use one of three roles. An "Expert" role implies that the
consultant is to solve the problem and thus will be held responsible for results. In this
role, the clients do not learn how to resolve their own problems (Bravi 1986) and the
students are not able to generalize their skills to new settings @eshler l9g1). The
"Pair-of-Hands" role implies that the client retains full control and the consultant is to
apply specialized knowledge to implement the manager's goals. A major drawback of
this role is that the consultant can become a scapegoat (Block 19g1). When
consultants work in a collaborative role, they don't "solve" the problems; they help the
client solve the problems. The consultant and the manager become interdependent.
They share responsibility, decision making and data collection. Communication is
two-\¡/ay and responsibilities are determined by discussion and agreement. The
consultant's goal is to solve problems so that they stay solved. This collaborative role
is the one suggested in most resource teacher consultant models @rger and Lates
7975,Idol-Maestas 1983, Idol-Maestas et al. 1984,Idol-Maestas, Lloyd and Lilly
1981, Idol-Maestas, Nevin and Paolucci-Whitcomb 1984, Paolucci-Whitcomb and
Nevin 1985, Tharpe 1975).

The problems with collaboration are many. Block (19g1) srates that
consultants working for administrators that wish quick solutions are often seen as

indifferent or as "dragging their feet". Artmi¡i5¡¿tors who prefer the "pair-of-hands"
role may interpret collaboration as insubordination. Consultants, themselves, fea¡ a
dilution of their expertise. Collaboration can come across as implying equal expertise.
Collaboration, he suggests, should not occur on the technical aspects of the problem,
but should occur on how the stages of consultation will be carried out. The way this
process is managed will affect the client's use of the technical expertise. The client
should be involved in the process without downplaying the consultant's expertise.

Block (1981) maintains that in order to manage the collaborative role
successfully it is necessary to follow a series of stages. He identifies these srages as

defining the problem, deciding to proceed with the project, selecting dimensions to be
studied, deciding who will be involved, selecting the method of data collection,
collecting the data, funnelling the data, summarizing and organizing it, feedback of
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results, making recommendations, and decision on actions. Block states that each of
these steps is a series of opportunities to engage the client, reduce ¡esistance, and
increase the probabitities of success. To do this, it is necessary to constantly ensure
that each phase involves a sharing of responsibility. It is very easy, her suggesrs, ro
assume an "expert" or "pair of hands" role rather than a collaborative one and the
resource teacher must be aware of communication strategies necessary to manage
these stages.

Lippitt and Lippitt (1986) have also identified important stages of consultation.
For each of these stages or phases they identify critical intervention questions which
focus on behaviors necessary for the development of consulting skills. Lippitt and
Lippitt feel that a consultant must be able to react to "critical moments" with a large
repertoire of responses. They also feel that value criteria must also be considered.
The consultant must be ca¡eful to keep her distance, to reject responses that would
cause the client to feel guilty, defensive or ang4/, be aware of system effects caused
by their working relationship, consider the degree of influence they should exert and
balance change with support so as not to make stress intolerable. By paying attention
to the stages of consultation, the goals of each stage and. the communication skills
necessary for success, the resource teacher consultant can increase the probability of
success, and maintain the detachment necessary to respond in an effective manner.

Idol-Maestas, Nevin and Paolucci-Whitcomb (1984) feel that consulranrs musr
be aware of six principles of consultation. These communication principles include:
(1) the use of principles for situational leadership; (2) cooperarive goal structures; (3)
use of appropriate interview skills; (4) use of active listening principles; (5) use of
jargon-free language; and (6) the utilization of positive nonverbal language. They
further acknowledge four principles of collaboration that are important in the triadic
model. They are: (1) team ownership of the problem; (2) recognition of individual
differences in developmental progress as these affect the target, the mediator and. the
consultant; (3) reinforcement principles; and (4) making data-based decisions .

In addition to the use of appropriate commì¡nisation strategies, successful
consultants must recommend effective procedural strategies for general classrooms
suggest Idol-Maestas, Nevin and Paolucci-Whitcomb (1984). These strategies
should: (1) be easy to implement in general classroom settings; (2) be designed for
use with any student who is achieving poorly; (3) be based on the use of classroom
curricula; (4) include components that teach students to generalize; (5) be useful for



group instruction; and (6) directly teach students the skills they are required to

master.

Idol-Maestas, Nevin and Paolucci-Whitcomb (1984) suggest that evaluation is

another irnportant aspect of the consultation process. All parties involved in the

program should be responsible for and directly involved in evaluation. This may

include teachers, parents, administrators and other support personnel. These persons

should work as a team to identify and evaluate various program components. By

evaluating the program together not only does the consultant receive valuable

feedback but successes are noted and thus all parties are encouraged to see the

consultation process positively.

It is also important that the consultant be casual and vulnerable. McDonald

calls casual consultation "one-legged conferencing "and states that the ability to talk
in the hallways and ask about progress is a successful technique when used

consistently over time. He also states that observation with feedback is one of the

consultant's most powerful tools but only if both parties share responsibility and

vulnerability. Both of these processes are effective over time. There is no "quick"

way to effectively consult (McDonald 1989).

Summary

20

Although change hurts and conflict and resistance often results (Montgomery

1978), successful consultation is possible. There are many factors influencing it,
however, and these factors constantly change and influence each other as well as

influence consultation directly. These factors may be described as system factors and

school factors.

The senior administrators within a school system, influenced by political and

societal demands, attempt to initiate a change. They must provide sanction for the

change and the'necessary resources to overcome the effects of loose coupling in the

school organization and teacher apprehension and mistrust.

The school staff attempts to effect the change, which, in this study, is

consultation. The effectiveness of any change is enhanced or destroyed by school

conditions or factors. These may be described as school climate, administrator

influence and teacher (consultee) attitudes. Within this environment, the consultant
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acts as a change agent continually attempting to implement change and to change
attitudes and climate. This factor may be described as consultant behaviour.

Each of these major factors is composed of many minor factors, which,
together, forrn the major factor. These minor factors change, grow and decline in
importance and affect each other. The result is an ever evolving "school influence"
which may produce its own version of consultation. (Figure one suûlmarizes the
factors influencing consultation.) This "school influence" is also affected by what
Sarason calls the culture of the school. Sarason lists tentative characteristics of the
school culture that could adversely interfere with the objectives of change. Three that
seem to apply to the implementation of a consultative resource teacher role at the
secondary level are,

It is extremely difficult for a child in school to srare that he does not
know something without such a statement being viewed by him and
others as stupidiry.

It is extremely difficult for a teacher to state to the principal, other
teachers, or supervisors that she does not understand sornething or that
in certain respécts her teaching is not getting over to the pupils.

One of the most frequent complaints of teachers is that the school
culture forces them to adhere to a curriculum from which they do not feel
free to deviate, and, as a result, they do not feel they can, as one
teachers said, "use [their] own heads." (Sarason tglt)

This study will describe the factors of school climate, administrator, classroom teacher
and resource teacher and will attempt to determine the relationships between them.
Better understanding of these factors and their influence upon each other will be
developed through the descriptions of the schools and their resource programs.



The purpose of this study was to describe and the current state of the

consultative resource program in a suburban city school division which had a policy

advocating use of such a program for nine years. In this chapter, the divisional policy

will be reviewed, followed by a presentation of the data. This study considered

administrator, teacher, consultant and school slimate factors. These factors will be

discussed for each school in a case study format. A synthesis of the findings for the

entire division will conclude the chapter.

Divisional Policies

A REVIEW OF TIIE STUDY FINDINGS

CHAPTER THREE

The following divisional policy is taken from the School Division Resource

Teacher Handbook.

Diagnostic-Collaborative (DC)

Introduction

The current emphasis upon providing educational programs for
students with special needs within the mainstream of education makes
the development of functional support services imperative. The pro$am
aims at facilitating and supporting programming for students with
exceptional needs within the mainstream of education.

The resource teacher is a member of the educational team and as
such can function effectively if there is general agreement about the goal
for the program, the operational model, and the respective
responsibilities and relationships among all members of the educational
team. The resource teacher's main function is to provide basic skills
instruction to students with learning problems and to work directly with
subject area teachers to assist them with instructional techniques,
classroom management and program adjustments that would allow
these students to work mo¡e successfully in the classroom.

I. Refenal

The referring teacher submits a written referral to the resource
teacher through the principal, outlining the teaching/learning problem as
he/she perceives it. This form is aimed at acquiring pertinent
information concerning teacher's perceptions of the student's behavior
and other factors related to the problem. It also requests information
concerning steps already taken to resolve the difficulty.
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tr. Referral Conference

The resource teacher confers with the referring teacher (and
principal if required) to review the referral and together plan diagnostic
procedures. The referral conference serves to attempt to clarify the
reason(s) for the referral, and to pinpoint specific behaviors that are of
concern to the teacher.

trI. Diagnostic Procedures

a) Observation

It is desirable that the resource teacher observe the referred
student in the regular classroom setting.

b) Tests

Tests may be administered by the resource teacher to obtain
concrete data regarding the sfudent's:

-vision and hearing
-instructional level
-academic strengths and
weaknesses
-learning styles
behavioral patterns

-programming
-placement

On the basis of this systematic process of diagnostic
procedures, inferences are drawn and tentative instructional strategies
constructed, to be tried during the diagnostic teaching phase

(c) Diagnostic teaching

Diagnostic teaching is conducted individually or in a small group
setting by the resource teacher to determine appropriate teaching
techniques and materials based on the student's strengths and needs.
The diagnostic teaching can take place in the classroom or in the
resource room setting.

IV. Educational Planning

a) Conference

A conference is a¡ranged between the referring teacher and the
resource teacher (also the principal if required) to discuss the
diagnostic findings and to formulare program plans.
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The resource teacher and referring teacher together evolve an
educational plan for the student. Explanation of and open discussion
about diagnostic procedures result in program and/or classroom
modifications mutually agreed upon.

b) Educational Plan

The Educational Ptan designed by the referring teacher and the
resource teacher should include :

L. diagnostic information
2. specific objectives
3. recommend methods, materials and resources
4. the roles and responsibilities of the resource teacher
and of the referring teacher
5. monitoring and evaluation procedures
6. parental contact

A written educational report is prepared, recommending well-
defined techniques, materials and implementation strategies already
tested and found workable which are compatible with classroom
organization.

It is important that the referring teacher claims "ownership" of
the referred student.

V. Follow-up

The resource teacher will facilitate implementation of the
educational plan. It is during this period that the referring teacher
generally formulates hislher perceptions of the educational plan. During
this time, problems concerning the utilization of the educational plan can
be resolved. This may result in revision and/or modification of the initial
educational plan, and the modified/revised program implementation is
repeated if necessary.

After the program has been implemented, the resource teacher
and the referring teacher will review the educational plan and will make
any necessary revisions. The resource teacher will consult with
teachers on an "as needed" basis concerning previously referred cases.

The resource teacher provides implementation assistance for the
necessary period of time along with demonstrations as requested.

"The first priority is not to serve the child but to get the teacher
hooked on success. When you remove the child, you remove the reason
for change."
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VI. Case Closure

The case will be closed when the resource teacher, the referring
teacher, and the principal view the student's progress as satisfactory.

v/hen assessment of educational planning objectives indicate
mastery, the case will be closed. The resource teacher does nor
assume responsibility for and/or "ownership" of the problem. The
resource teacher provides service for all teachers in the school and
therefore cannot continue monitoring a situation once the objectives of
the initial referral have been met. However, the resource teácher will
consult with teachers on an "as needed" basis concerning previously
referred cases.

In addition to the resource teacher policy, this school division had a policy on
unit staffing. The unit staffing policy provided guidelines to principals for staffing and
also credited them with "units" of teachers that could be used to staff the school. One
staffing unit for every 500 students was given to each school for a resòurce teacher.
This was added to the school total units when the Diagnostic/Collaborative Resource
Program was implemented. In addition, the schools were given additional staffing
units for.students identified as 'slow learning' according to a divisional formula and as

'Low Incidence' according to Department of Education criteria. The Low Incidence
funds were monitored by the Department of Education and were to be used to provide
additional assistance to the identified students. This school division used these funds
to provide additional resource or classroom teachers for tutorial assistance. The
principals often chose to use the Divisional funds given fo¡ slow learning students in
much the same way as the 'Low Incidence' grant. In this manner, the number of
resource teachers in each school had gradually increased over time and they had
gradually assumed a more tutorial role.

Commason and Dr. Danell Junior High schools had provided extra classroom
teacher tutorial service rather than using only resource teachers for this assistance.
The result was a higher resource caseload at these two schools, as the classroom
teacher tutorial time was not used to provide service to students referred to the
resource teacher, but was used instead, to provide tutorial service to other students.
The resource teachers were required to provide service to Low Incidence students in
addition to following the divisional resource model. This was similar to other schools,
but, the resource time at these schools had been decreased to allow the classroom
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teachers to have tutorial time. Resource teachers were also given some responsibility
for the administration of the teacher tutorial program.

Both Commason and Dr. Darrell we¡e small schools and this use of unit
staffing had been a response to the diffrculty of staffing the school with specialists
using the enrollment based unit staffing formula. The administrator at Commason had
previously been the principal at Dr. Darrell and had initiated the teacher tutorial
program at that school. When he was transfered to Commason, the program was
implemented there. The new administrator at Dr. Darrell continued. the program.

The data will be presented in a case study format which will include the
responses from the interviews and the questionnaires. Commason Junior High is the
only school which had an adequate questionnaire rate of return. Since the
questionnaires represent the views of the classroom teachers, no conclusions about
the opinions of the teachers at the other schools can be drawn and similarly no
conclusions can be drarvn at the Divisional level. Case studies of Commason and Dr.
Darell will be presented first.

Case Study One: Commason Junior High

The case study of Commason Junior High is interesting because it best shows
the effect of the consultant on the school. The resource teacher in this school seemed
to be able to use collaboration extremely well. She provided d^irect assistance to
students while attempting to maintain responsibility for student programs with the
staff. The staff at this school had the most positive attitude towa¡ds mainstreaming
and program modification. Even though the resource teacher did not use all of the
stages in the resource teacher policy because of a heavy caseload and lack of time,
she did involve students and parents a great deal and. practised McDonald,s ,,one -
legged consultation" (McDonald 1989). Classroom teachers described her as ,,alwavs

there".

The staff, generally, did not have a strategy in place for the solution of
problems and the leadership style of the administrator was "top down". At the
beginning of the year, resource programs did not seem to be a priority (evidenced by
the lack of resource teacher time in the school), but the principal had planned to
change this by eliminating the teacher tutorial program and increasing the resource
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teacher position to full time. This seems to show that the consultant has some impact
on the priority of the resource program.

The School

Commason Junior High had a teaching staff of 15 individuals filling 13.5
teaching positions. At the time the data for this study were collected, three of these
teachers taught in the school on a paft time basis. One taught mathematics in the
mornings only, one was the resource teacher and one was the guidance counsellor.
The resource teacher and the guidance counsellor worked all day on alternate days of
the six day cycle and, as a result, rarely saw each other. One paraprofessional was
employed full time to assist the ¡esource teacher, as well as mainstreamed special
education students. Students were given d.irect assistance by the paraprofessional
individually or in small groups and the paraprofessional assisted the resource teacher
when remedial instruction was provided by the reso'rce teacher.

All but one of the teachers taught in a major subject area for at least part of the
day' Since program modifications usually involve the major subject a¡eas such as
mathematics, language afis, science and social studies, almost all of the teachers
could be expected to have some interaction with the resource teacher at some time or
another.

Only four staff members had been in the school five or more years. The
resource teacher was one of three teachers who were new to the school at the
beginning of the fall term. Two staff members (one returning from leave; one new)
began their duties at the beginning of the Spring term. Two of the new teachers were
recent graduates with no previous teaching experience.

when asked to describe the way in which new programs were implemented.
and the attitude of the staff to problem solving, the administrator stated that

some solve their own problems or ask for assistance, other teachers
want others to solve the problem for them, still othe¡s 'bitch'and
complain and do nothing or do not take the suggestions offered.

He also stated that

new prograqs areimplemented from the top down (some are directed.
by the superintendent's depar:tment), otheri are impìemented uy 

-

discussion, forming committees and studying recommendations.
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The staff was introduced to the decision making process only by telling them "why and
where (who decided) a decision was made." "Open discussion, forrring committees to
involve the staff in implementation and bringing in outside personnel" were snategies
used. Resources were not always available for hew programs but when they were in
place, the teachers generally used them.

Eight of the nine teachers responding to the survey were neutral to negative in
their response to the questionnaire item "The staff at my school develops new
pro¡fams." . Eight also indicated that new programs were developed. outside the
school' One felt that this was almost never the case. The resource teacher felt that
no strategies to solve school problems as a staff seemed to be in place--"They
complain in the staff room and blame others." She stated that new programs were
implemented in the school in both a "top down" and a " bottom up" manner.

The staff feels that a lot is not allowed in this school, when, in reality, it
is allowed. They have to be encouraged to express their opinions añd
share their ideas.

Generally though, the style was described as "top down."

The resource teacher was new to the school but not new to resource work.
She had been a resource teacher for seven years and had worked at both the
elementary and junior high school levels. She also had nine years of classroom
experience at the elementary and junior high school. This year she was working as a
resource teacher at both ajunior and senior high school. She had not been trained. in
collaborative consultation during her university resource teacher program but had
worked on the Divisional Committee that had developed the resource teacher policy
and had attended many intensive workshops on consultation skills.

The teachers saw the school's 200 students as being made up of two d.istinct
populations. The majority of the students came from what teachers described as
"upper middle to middle class" homes where many parents were "entrepreneurs or
middle class professional." About 307o of the students lived in government subsidized
housing for families in need of low cost accommodation or multi-family dwellings such
as apartment blocks or condominiums. The resource teacher stated that one parent
who lived in the government complex described it as "the ghetto" and complained that
these children found it difficult to bring their school friends home because of "drug
dealing" and "gang fighting." The school had a transient population. The resource
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teacher also stated that there had been five new Low Incidence students at the
beginning of the Fall term. Three of these students had. left by the spring term. The
student body consisted of a majority of "well behaved high achieving students" with a

large minority of students having difficulty. About 25Vo of the students were referred
to the resource teacher and many of these had severe learning problems. A large
number of the students were enrolled in the gifted program. The adminisfator stated
that "the students in this school scored very highly on divisional tests."

The Resource Program: View of the Resource Teacher

The resource teacher described a resource program that included. "referral, file
search, conference, observation, testingdiagnostic teaching, conference, on going
contact and referral to clinicians if.necessary." The majority of referrals (B1Vo) were
made by classroom teachers. The amount of school time designated for resource work
used for consultation with referring teachers va¡ied according to the time of year. 20 to
25Vo of this time was estimated as consultation time before Christmas with l\Vo
estimated after Christmas.

Low Incidence students, slow learners and others designated by the principal
were timetabled for regular instructional sessions with either the resource teacher or
the paraprofessional for about one period per d.ay. Usually the time was taken from
French or business education classes. During this time, students were taught
learning strategies (resource teacher) or assisted with organization skills, homework
and studying (paraprofessional). In addition, teachers were responsible for tutoring
students on a regular basis. This teacher tutorial program was planned by the
principal and largely administered by the teachers. The teachers selected the
students they thought would benefit from tutoring. Although the resource teacher had
been asked to plan and monitor these tutorial sessions, she attempted to maintain
this responsibility with the principal and teachers as much as possible by asking the
teachers to plan thei¡ own sessions, and keep their own student files. The principal
and teachers had agreed to this suggestion. The resource teacher assumed
responsibility for timetabling the tutorials.

Consultation often took place before school started in the morning, during lunch
hour and after school. The resource teacher felt that the time used was insufficient
and that an inadequate job of consultation was being performed. The reasons given
were "heavy caseload--a large number of referrals and. since I was new to the school.
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all students and teachers were new to me and therefore required more time." When
asked what stages of the division's consultation policy were used, the reply was
"Whatever I can squeeze, in. Evaluation is weak."

Strategies utilized to encourage collaboration with teachers consisted of
involving the teachers in the process as much as possible; for example,

diagnosis--they do classroom activities and bring their results and work
samples to the educational planning conference. We decide together at
the referral conference who will be responsible for what parts of the
diagnostic testing/teaching process and what we will evaluate.

Following a more "formal" consultation process such as the one

outlined in the Division policy, was also indicated as a collaborative strategy

that "should" be in place. students and parents were also involved in the
process whenever possible. The resource teacher stated,

If the teachers don't want to participate in the conferences with the
student and parent, that is acceptable, as these meetings all take place
outside of school hours. I then ask them for a written progress report
and plans are made with the student and the parents to implement
change at home or in work habits anüor behavior at school. I give
everyone a copy of our 'contract' and this usually results in some
improvement in behavior or work in the classroom. I've found that the

. teachers then become more encouraged and gradually they participate
more. They also then perceive me as 'working'as I meet mônthly with
parents of students who require this constant feedback . This image is
important at the secondary level, as classroom teachers often percèive
teachers without classrooms as not working as hard as they do. It also
puts a little pressure on the teachers because they are now 'forced' to
work with the parents to some extent and feel more accountable to
them.

30

Strategies employed to encourage communication between the resource

teacher and the referring teacher consisted of "smiling, a sense of humour and trying to
present an image of self confidence and knowledgeability.". Conflict was handled by
"staying calm, being firm about expectations, putting plans in writing with the

teacher's signature, and, as a last resort, informing the administrator and leaving the
problem to him."

The resource teacher felt that her ability to handle conflict was weak because it
was difficult to confront staff on sensitive issues. She stated, " it could be better."



I am concerned about my own survival and it depends on positive staff
relaúons so I approach confrontation with caution. I have to be
sensitive to the teachers and the political situation. One teacher told
me I was 'quiet and low key but always there' I think she meant that
she felt I was checking on progrcss. This is pretty informal. Another
has told me that I use a 'non-combative' straìegy.

The amount of change expected of the teacher during the referral process was
controlled by varying the expectations to the teacher:

sometimes I take more than half of the responsibility; somet'mes no
change is required and the teacher takes all the respônsibility for the
program. I just assist with witing the modificationì and monitor
progress. If the teacher is uncooperative and. without any reasonable
reason to be-so, I_ usually withdraw and either work with the parents or
just inform the administrator and leave the situation to him. Sometimes
the student will be removed from the class. If there is a reason why the
teachers won'lcan't cooperate, I try to help them as much as possi6le.
This is where I might take more than my share of the workload.

The resource teacher described the teachers' attitudes towards the changes
embedded in the consultative collaborative approach to resource teacher services as
positive. "At first it appeared negative, but, for the most part, it is, in reality, quite
positive." Teachers'attitude to mainstreaming was described as mixed. "Some are
positive and some are negative; on the whole, it is average to very good. It has
changed a lot this year." Their attitudes to program modification and consultation are
also mixed. "Some do; some don't. One of these is a first year teacher with heavy
extracurricular demands. "

Resources were someúmes provided for new programs but not for the resource
pro8Ïam or program modification. "Few good tests or materials were in the resource
room when I came- The resource budget was $100 per year. Time was extremely
scarce this year." Most of the time the teachers used the resources when they were
provided. Although the resource program had not been a priority in the school, this
was changing. Plans for the following year included increasing resource time from half
time to full time.

The Resource Program: views of the Administrator and the Teachers

The principal described a resource program which used the stages of referral,
resource teacher meeting with the student, diagnostic testing, the resource teacher
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making recommendations to the classroom teacher,and the teachers modifying
programs. In addition, slow learning and previously identified low incidence students
received direct service. The classroom teacher received information about these
students from the resource teacher and the teachers consulted with the resource
teacher. He indicated that the divisional model had been modified to "make it work in
our school. Consultation time was described as a small part of the program. In his
view, about L0 to líVo of the resource teacher's time was spent consulting.

Nine of the 13 teachers in this school who were sent questionnaires
responded. Eight of the respondents indicated that they had students on
individualized programs . The number of students designated ranged from one to
seven per teacher. The teachers reported from one to seventeen students in their
classes who risked failing grades. All teachers but one indicated that they had
referred students to the resource teacher this year. The teacher who had not referred
any students this ye¿ìr, stated that the students from those classes that were seen by
the resource teacher had been identifîed as requiring resource service in previous
years. All teachers had discussed students informally with the resource teacher.
Five respondents indicated that "four to five" students had been discussed in this
fashion. In response to the questionnaire item on resource teacher use, two indicated
that they used the service as much as they could and five used. the resource teacher a
great deal but not as much as they could. Five teachers stated that they referred all
students at risk.

The responses of the teachers in this school showed that many different
approaches were taken to deliver resource teacher services. One of the teachers
indicated these resource services were tutorial without any consultation. Three
thought the services were tutorial with a minor consultation component. Two
described the program as tutorial with informal consultation. A formal consultative
program which followed the Divisional policy was selected by three of the
respondents. Two of these, selected the "consultation with additional learning
strategy instruction" item. One teacher selected more than one "model" and one did.
not respond. When asked to describe the program, some teachers described teacher
tutorial time, "Parental contact for resou¡ce obtained, Testing, Resource time allotted,
Tutorial time added."; or a resource teacher tutorial program "Teacher gives referral,
Resource teacher analysis of student situation, Resource sets up timetable for
student, Student takes resource time." and others described. a consultative
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approach,"Does a 'cum'file search, Speaks to referring teacher re: student, Does

diagnostic testing and observes student, Discusses results with referring teacher and.

parents, Develops an IEP with the teacher, Implements the plan." Another described
neither situation, "Testing and meeting: if no problems, then tutorial or end of case; if
problems, then funding requests, scheduling for resource, meeting with involved
teachers, request fronr parents for help, strategies to overcome problems, guidance

help if necessary."

It seems that these responses do not reflect the resource teacher's program
alone, but also include the other tutorial programs in the school. These may be
perceived to be part of the rcsource program. However, the resource teacher herself
was not pleased with the amount of time she spent consulting with classroom
teachers and the principal stated tliat the "teaming" approach of the collaborative
consultative model was new to the staff.

Seven respondents answered the questionnaire item asking for a description of
the steps the resource teacher follows when receiving a new referral. Of the
consultation stages listed in the Divisional policy, the stage consistently indicated by
the teachers as being used by the resource teacher was diagnosis. The educational
planning conference was indicated by six respondents and referral conference and.

implementation were indicated by three responáents. Evaluation was never indicated.
This is consistent with the resource teacher responses. She stated that she used
whatever stages she could fit into the scarce time and that evaluation was weak.

When asked to describe the referral conference, four of the teachers selected
the response "the tesource teacher asked me what I thought the problem was." and
four of the teachers selected, "The resource teacher asked me what I thought the
problem was and then added some of her own ideas." In response to the item
questioning data collection plans, four indicated the resource teacher made the
decision on the method of diagnosis and four indicated that the resource teacher and
classroom teacher made the decisions together. Data collection was described as

being completed by the resource teacher alone half of the time; in the other half of the
cases it was described as being completed by the resource teacher and classroom
teacher together, sometimes with the inclusion of clinicians. Comments indicated that
this varied with the student and was dependent on student needs. Five of the
respondents indicated that plans were most often developed together through
negotiatibn and discussion . Only one respondent indicated that the resource teacher
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developed a plan alone. Three of the respondents indicated that conflict or

disagreement occurred and all of these indicated that it was open and resolved.

Communication was described as "open and two-way" by seven of the respondents.

Seven indicated that plans were implemented with "our responsibilities determined by
discussion and agreement and were designed to suit our individual strengths and

roles." Evaluation was indicated to be completed by both the resource teacher and the

classroom teacher by four of the respondents and completed by the classroom teacher

alone by three of the respondents. One selected both responses and one indicated

that no one evaluated. These responses indicate a high use of collaboration.

The administrator described the teachers' attitude to resource and consultation

as"the most positive they have ever been and getting better. They are buying into a

team approach." The first year the principal was in the school, the resource teacher

was authoritarian, not a lot of consultation occurred and the staff was
unsupportive. The second year, a new resource teacher was in the
school. He had a different philosophy and a looser structure. The
referrals were heavy and not a lot of direct assistance was given. The
third year another new resource teacher came to the school. She was
concerned about 'all'kids, proper diagnosis, proper assistance, made
time commitments and followed them and followed up
recommendations.

Five of the the questionnaire respondents were very enthusiastic about

implementing new programs. Only one replied negatively and the remainder were

neutral to positive. Six thought individualization was effective. One saw it as

ineffective. Only two of the respondents felt that they were knowledgeable about

individualizing instruction for special education students.

In response to a questionnaire item asking for an indication of the teachers'

attitude to mainstreaming, only one teacher indicated a neutral stance. Four of the

respondents were negative and the remainder were very positive. However, only one

felt that mainstreaming was effective. Five of the respondents had a neutral attitude
and the remainder were negative. Five of the teachers felt that separate special

education classes were more effective and the remainder were neutrat in their opinion,
not indicating which situation was more effective. Even though a large numbe¡ of
teachers indicated that they were very positive in their attitude to mainstreaming, it
appears that they did.not really believe it worked.
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The resource teacher in this school demonstrated an und.erstanding of the
collaborative consultative process and indicated a desire to more closely follow the
divisional model. It seems that the heavy caseload and her part-time status made it
difficult to accomplish the entire process. This confirms the premise of Conoley and
Conoley (1982) that certain conditions might signal no entry or a discontinuation of
consultation services. The condition indicated at this school was the large caseload
and the need for direct service.

In spite of the time consÍaints, the resource teacher attempted to implement
as many stages of consultation as she could and seemed to make some progress in
initiating change in the classroom. In addition, she accomplished her goal of relieving
the time constraints by convincing the staff to have a full time r€source teacher the
following year' This decision resulted in the d^iscontinuation of the teacher tutorial
program which caused the teachers to spend more of their day in the classroom, and,
in a small school, could cause teachers to increase the number of subjects or grades
taught. In spite of this, the teachers were supportive of the change. The administrator
also seems to have changed his opinion of resource teacher programs and appears to
see the benefit of collaboration. This accomplishment seems to indicate that the
consultant can influence the school to change so that the consultative role can be more
effectively implemented. It also demonstrates the importance of supports to the
consultative role, and may indicate that the strategy of working towards the
implementation of these supports should be the initial priority of the consultant.

This resource teacher also consistently involved the students and parents in
the consultation process and worked towards developing good work habits and. study
skills. She attempted to develop a sense of student responsibilify for homework
completion and studying at home while showing the student how to accomplish this
task. she involved the parents in developing behaviour plans at home. This
assistance was appreciated by the teachers, was seen to be effective by the staff and
parents, involved meeting with parents outside of school hours and was probably an
example of what Sarason describes as "giving." Sarason (Ig72) states that it is rare
for teachers to experience "getting" and that this experience makes the acceptance of
a consultant more likely. In addition, the parents had met with the principal to express
their support of this type of assistance and this feedback may have also influenced the
administrator's decision to increase resource time. This study did not investigate the
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factors of student and parent involvement in the consultative process. It appears that
these are very important factors.

Case Study Two: Dr. Darrell Junior High

Dr. Darrell Junior High is larger than Commason, but still considered to be a
small school. It provides an interesting contrast to Commason because both schools
have teacher tutorial progrâms, are small and resource programs seem to be a low
priority. Whereas, the administrator at Commason has decided to eliminate the
teacher tutorial program at Commason next year and increase resource time, the
administrator at Dr. Darrell has not. The resouîce teacher at Dr. Darrell assumes
more responsibility for the teacher tutorial program than the resource teacher at
Commason. Almost no consultation appears to take place at Dr. Darrell: The
differences seem to be credited to the principal, but may be largely due to staff. The
staff has been at this school for a long time. The resource teacher commented that
they listen politely to the principal but do what they please. The staff attitude toward
mainstreaming is negative as it is towards program modification. The administrator
supports this attitude. This school best shows the lack of influence a resource teacher
may have on the resource program even though good use is made of collaboration.

The School

Dr. Da¡rell Junior High has a teaching staff of 74. At the time the data for this
study were collected, two teachers taught in the school on a part time basis. One was
the resource teacher and one was the guidance counsellor. The guidance counsellor
was at the school 507o of the time and worked all day on alternate days of the six day
cycle. The resource teacher had worked at the school 69Vo of the time before
Ch¡istmas and 73Vo of the time after Chrisnnas. This adjustment was made in
response to an increase in Low Incidence funding. There were no paraprofessionals in
the school.

Most of the teachers taught two or more subjects. Only two teachers were
new to the school this year. The staff at this school had been together for a long time
and was described by the principal as having a "high commitment to professional
development." This was the administrator's third year in the school.

The resource teacher felt that when the staff confronted school problems they
usually "talked about things. In the end it's the way he (principal) wants it to be. This
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is not generally a problem as the staff has been here a long time." when new
programs were implemented in the school, they were implemented in a

'top down'manner. The school philosophy is his idea. First there's p-R
with the teachers; the reasons why we are to implement this program
are presented. The incentive is to save jobs. Then a professiõnil
development committee is formed to develop inservice. The principal is
a delegator.

Thè administrator indicated that the staff solved problems together--"Weïe in
it together. Our problem, therefore our solution. Problems are solved informally in the
staff room and formally at staff meetings." New programs were developed by the staff
from a perceived need. He stated that the staff was receptive to change and that
change was encouraged "at staff meetings, by professional development activities,
committee work, talking to teachers and delegating a lot." The staff who responded. to
the questionnaire expressed positive attitudes toward professional dçvelopment.
They agreed that new programs were developed. within the school.

The resource teacher had worked in the school on a part time basis for five
years. This had been her only resource position and her only position in this school
division. She had taught a special education class in another school d.ivision
previously.

The school's 225 students came from what the administrator described as
"middle and upper middle class homes." He described the school as having a
"reputation for excellence" and this phrase was used as the school logo. Because of
this good reputation, 35 students came from outside the school catchment area. This
school initiated a segregated program for gifted students to encourage increased
student numbers. The purpose \¡/as to prepare students for the International
Baccalaureate program at the high school level.

The Resource Program: View of the Resource Teacher

When asked to describe the resou¡ce program at Dr. Darrell, the resource
teacher outlined a program that included

administering tests and analyzing test scores in the Fall to construct
class profiles, rliscussing this data with the teachers, adding this
information to the list, then forming groups and timeiabling"students for
tutorial instruction. I take the 'level ones-' and the 'slow le-arners' and
the other students attend teacher tutorials. The rest of the time I full in
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students who are needy in specific areas. I group by needs and
avail-ability. I design programs for needy kids, foì eiample, Math and
spelling and I plan and administer the teacher tutorials. There have
been up to 19 of these this year. This takes a lot of time.

Classroom teachers conduct the teacher tutorials during regularly scheduled
periods and the resource teacher plans the program for the teachers, monitors the
program and monitors the student's progress. Formal consultation was not used
because of heavy demands on teachers' time. "The teachers are given the information
and 'they'decide how they will modify their program." The resource teacher described.
the following stages of consultation. "The student is referred. from the teacher, testing,
no observation (its not relevant as kids behave differently in different classes), do a
plan, talk to teachers, pull students, teachers give me work to work on."

Strategies used to encourage collaboration between the resource and classroom
teachers were "tried very hard to get along with the staff. I stayed for lunch, etc., I'm
not judgment¿l and I'm approachable." To facilitate communication, the resource
teacher stated, "I try to be supportive-- they are the experts; tre careful not to srep on
their toes." Conflict was handled by talking about it. The resource teacher said that it
was not a real problem. She thought that her ability to handle conflict was weak
because her ability to confront staff on sensitive issues was "something I'd like to work
on. I think in some cases I should be more assertive than I am. This is 'my'problem.
It depends how much I believe in ir."

The amount of change expected from teachers in modifying programs was
controlled by "going slow." The resource teacher described the teachers' attitudes
towards these changes as good. Their attitude to resource/
consultation/mainstreaming/individualizing progïams was described as "varied.,,
When asked if resources were available for new progïams, the response was

Yes, if the principal sees it as varuabre. Resources for modifying
programs are not available. He leaves it up to me to do the úesi with
what I have. He's not resource program oriented.

Teachers sometimes use these resources. Incentives were available for program
implementation and were described as "keeping their job. Either you support the
program or you leave." There were no incentives to consult with the resource teacher.
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The Resource Program: Views of the Administrator and the Teachers

The principal described a resource program which was, in his view, largely
"pull-out and a good deal of time on tutorial with some program modification." He
explained this approach by stating that "the Departnent of Education's Low Incidence
Model demanded one to one instruction" and that "the staff was flexible to either
approach." The principal didn't know how much t'me the resource teacher spent

consulting with classroom teachers and stated that he "had no trouble with
consultation time as long as it's consultation time. My resource teacher works hard

and I have no wor4r."

Only three of the L2 teache¡s in the school who received questionnaires

responded. Because the return rate of the questionnaires was low, it is difficult to
deterrrine if these responses reflect the situation with most teachers. All of the
classroom teachers who responded to the questionnaire selected a remedial tutorial
model of resource service delivery combined with infomral discussion of the program on
an on-going basis. They described the progam in the following ways:

"Meets with teacher, meets with student, sets up program and remeets
with teacher and parents."

"Meets with teacher to discuss student, sets up a schedule and a
remedial program."

"Tests, prescribes suitable material for the student to use, evaluates
that student's progress on an on-going basis."

Only one respondent indicated that students in their classes were on individualized.
programs; all three respondents referred students to the resource teacher this year.
Two respondents had discussed students informally with the resource teacher. Two
stated that they used the tesource service as much as they could even though not all
students at risk of failing were referred.

When asked to select a description of the referral conference, all respondents
selected the response "the resource teacher asked me what I thought the problem
was and then added some of her own ideas." All indicated that the method of
diagnosis was decided upon together. Everyone selected "The resource teacher did."
when asked to indicate who gathered the diagnostic information. Two indicated that
an educational plan was developed through negotiation and discussion. Two indicated
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that no conflict or disagreement occrured. All indicated that communication was open
and two way and two indicated that when the plan was implemented, responsibilities
were deteimined by discussion and agreement. Two stated that the resource teacher
evaluated the program. The descriptions of the resource program do not seem to
indicate that classroom educational planning often occurs. When it does, it seems that
some collaboration is part of the process.

The administrator described the teachers' attitude towards resource and
consultation as good and stated that individualizing studenr programs was no
problem. However, he stated that the staff was not very positive about
mainstreaming. The staff responses to the items on mainstreaming were varied.
Even those that were supportive of the concept, did not feel that it was effective. Two
felt that separate special education classes were more effective. All felt that they did
not have enough time to individualize programs for students.

The administrator indicated that incentives to implement change were "praise,
pat on the back, extra spare." There were no incentives to consult with the resource
teacher.

Although this school was very similar to Commason Junior High in size and the
creation of a teacher tutorial program, the resource programs were very different. The
resource teacher at Dr. Dalrell seemed to accoÍrmodate the teacher tutorial program
by taking the responsibility of designing the student programs for the classroom
teachers and completing timetables and reports on the students involved. She

initiated the resource program by searching results of standardized tests for students
who had performed poorly. Teachers frequently did not request this assistance. The
program appeared to be tutorial. In contrast, at Commason, the teacher tutorial
program was designed by the teachers conducting the program and the record. keeping
was also completed by the classroom teachers involved. The majority of students
involved in the resource program were refened by the teachers.

The administrator did not seem to suppoft mainstreaming or to encourage
consultation and the teachers did not seem to be interested in modifying programs.
When consultation did occur, the resource teacher seemed to use collaboration
effectively but did not follow the stages of formal consultation. Similar to Commason,
conditions within the school do not appear to support collaborative consultation.
While resource time had been increased at Dr. Darrell, this did not seem to positively
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affect consultation. It appears that the resource teacher had adapted to the school
conditions rather than changing them. The result seems to be a tutorial resource
program that is operating independently of the regular school program.

Case Study Three: Anacreon lunior High

_ Anacreon Junior High is a larger school than Commason and Dr. Darrell and
has more resource staffing. It is interesting because it is another excellent illustration
of the effect of the adminis¡¿tor and staff on the resource program. The
administrators placed a high priority on extra or co-curricula¡ activities and public
relations. During the interviews the administrators stopped to point out
extracurricular groups in the school, to pay attention to the band. group practising and.

to show me the written documentation of all phone calls received from parents and alt
students referred to the office. One administrator seemed to equate professional
development with involvement in extracurricular activities.

At this school the resource teachers followed all the stages and documented
their work well. The peer tutoring program was large and conducted primarily outside
of school hours as an extracurricular activity. The teachers were young and seemed to
enjoy the heavy extracurricular demands yet were described by one of the resource
teachers as reluctant to meet with the resource staff. Little use of collaboration was
in evidence. The resource teachers at this school expressed the most frustration with
their role.

The School
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Anacreon Junior High has a teaching staff of 32. Approximately 30Vo of the
teachers had come to the school within the last two years and most of these were new
to teaching. This school was a dual track immersion school and most of the new
teachers taught in a second language. Extracurricular programs \ryere numerous and
the new teachers could be expected to experience many lesson preparation demand.s.

Because the two programs separated the school, the teachers were required to
teach more than one subject area. However, there were enough students to w¿uïant
specialists in band, language arts, home economics and industrial arts.

The administrators described a staff with varying attitudes and seemed to
disagree iri their responses. One administrator stated that the staff solved problems



by "passing it on to the arlmini5r¿tor to decide", another stated the the staff used a
"collegial approach and didn't run to the administrator." The teachers may use a

different approach with each administrator. Programs were developed by the staff and

the administrator according to needs. "The administrator seeks teachers who are

interested and encourages their interest in a new program." One artministrator said

the staff had a low commitment to professional development because of high
involvement in extracurricular activities. The other administrator stated that the staff
had a high commitment to professional development,

high--many are young and in the learning mode. The teachers want to
do a lot with kids outside of school. There are always teachers and kids
around. The teachers work together helping each other.

Perhaps there is confusion between professional development and spend.ing one's orvn
time on school tasks.

The resource teachers described the teachers' attitude to change as "varied"
of,

Most people are fairly open. It differs--some are more accepting than
others. and, "reluctant--feeling of mistrust."

According to the resource teachers, no staff problem solving strategies were in place.
Problems were usually discussed informally at staff meetings. New programs were
imFlemented in a "top down" manner.

Directives--you do it--no choice. Teacher initiative to change is
minor.

Directives come from the Board. He is a'by the book'principal.

whgn change is implemented it is discussed at staff meetings. some
staff members are encouraged to be involved and he hopes ihat the
others will follow. He's reluctant to tell people to change--he invites it.

In the school there were 2.75 resource positions shared by three people. One
resource teacher worked in the resource area on a full time basis and the other two
also had classroom responsibilities. All of the resource teachers were in the school
full time. The full time resou¡ce teacher had worked in the school as a resource

teacher for five years and had been trained in the collaborative consultative resource
model at university. This was her first resource position and she had. been hired for
this function. She had worked as a classroom teacher in other school divisions in the
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past. One part 'ime resource teacher had worked as an elementary resource teacher
for six years before coming to the junior high school. Previous to resource teaching,
she had worked as an elementary classroom teacher. This was her fnst year as a
junior high school teacher. The other part tims resource teacher worked in the area of
sec.ond language instruction both in the classroom and in the resource room. This
resource teacher had one year of classroom experience, no previous resource
experience and no training in resource teacher programs.

Although the school population of 460 students could be considered to be large,
the effect of the second language immersion progrÍìm was to separate the school into
two small schools- The students in the second language progam came from all areas
of the school division by bus and were generally considered to be excellent students
with few academic problems. If severe problems were encountered, it seemed that
often the solution \¡/as to remove them from the language program. The part time
second language resource teacher was responsible for working with the students in
this program who encountered difficulty. The regular school progr¿ìm consisted of
students from the area around the school which was largely "middle class.', Some of
the students lived in housing provided for members of the Canad.ian Anned Forces and
consequently, these students had attended many different schools in Canada and
Abroad.

One administrator saw the school priorities as "academic and the development
of students' self discipline." The other saw the school priorities as "Band and Choral
programs, late entry immersion program, computer (past), extracurricular programs,
the teachers' needs, my needs are last". TTre resource teachers mentioned physical
Education, extracurricula¡ activities, sports and French. Teachers of Band and those
with heavy extracurricular responsibility were given extra preparation time.

The Resource Program: Views of the Resource Teachers

The veteran resource teacher described a resource program that was based on
teacher refer¡al,

ownership is a priority. If the teacher doesn't refer a student who
requires assistance, I send the administrator to the teacher. Once the
referral is received, tracers are sent to all of the student's teachers.
Then the student's cumulative fire is checked and I meet with the
classroom teacher. The next step is classroom observation. If the
classroom teacher does not allow me to observe in the classroom. the
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referral doesn't proceed. At this point in the process the student
doesn't know about the referral. After the obiervation is complete, the
parents and the student are contacted. I request the student'i
perrnission to proceed. I then do an assessment and d.iagnostic
teaching. The diagnostic teaching is not as precise as in data-based
teaching as I find that tlre gap is too large at the junior high school level.
After this is.complete, I conference with the teaóher andãrrange some
sort of tutorial progam. I use parent volunteers or peer tutors. I.,
addition, we discuss classroom modifications. This is where the
program breaks down. The educational planning conference is based on
the results of the diagnostic teaching and experiénce. I find that the
teachers don't want collaboration, they wanfa plan. Therefore they
choose from a number of guggestionr. Th" piu-n ir signed ano copiä, are
sent ro the teachers. A follow-up conferencé is scheãuled and thè
teacher evaluates the plan. Sometimes the evaluation is precise and,
sometimes it is not.

The other resource teachers described similar service delivery.
'When I receive a referral I contact the teacher and clarify it. I have an
initial interview with the student to establish rapport. imake
appointments for the_ diagnosis. I provide feedbãõk to the referring
teacher and w-e develop 

.a 
plan from there. I write up the plan aftei the

fact and the plan is monitored. Follow-up is ongoinþ andionsists oian
informal meeting. If the students are performing adãquately in class, I
close the case. My students tend to be long teim cases

When I receive a referrâ.I, I check the cumulative folder for background
data. Then I consult with the referring teacher. I contact the päents
and I proceed with diagnostic testing. I develop a hypothesis 

^first 
and

then I develop a plan. I collect the materials anã set up a program. In
the immersion program no materials exist. The curricuio- is ãot helpful
and the teachers are new. They appreciate anything I can develop- i
meet with the teacher and then I 

"*du.t diagáostiðteaching. I åay
retesr or change the plan during this process- I meet with the tea.úr,
again for an evaluation conference. lalso provide a test to the student
after intervention. I try to maintain the Division model. when I meet
with the teachers I have, an agenda for the meeting. It helps me to be
organized. I also record the meeting.

Two of the resource teachers indicated that they used about l¡Vo of the time
designated for resource work for consultation; the other one was not sure how much
time was used- All felt that it was not sufficient. One felt that the reason sufficient
time was not available was because the Division did.n't see it as a priority.
' Consultation_ time_is not part of the timetable but must be on your 'own,

time . The Low Incidence students and slow learners require
continuous support and too many teachers are responsiblè for their
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programs. There is a tremendous need for time. I tried forcing the issue
and the result was that the teachers were too upset over the demands
for consultation. They went to theProvincial Teächer's Society anì- 

'

gomplained about the pressure I put on them. As a result, I rêsort to
'catching' them while theyïe doing other things. In the 3unio.frijft ttrere
are a number of different teachers for each student. Two years ãgo I
was the only resource teacher and I had 13 lævel one studentr. "Th,
administration is supportive but won't timetable consult¿tion time
because it would mean removing a preparation period for the teachers.

The others stated that it was insufficient because of the scheduling of the
teachers.

I also have classroom duties. The teachers won't give up their lunch
hours or their preparation periods. They would raiher s"e *e at g:15
A.M.

My time is heavily booked grving direct service to Level One students
and I teach in the classroom. My preparation periods don't coincide
with the teachers' preqar-atiol peîõos. At lunäh time I supervise feerturors and I have.regularly scheduled lunch duty like the róst of the
teachers. There- is coaching after school. Theré are many demands on
the teachers and they need breaks_so they can focus on óther things.
consultation is done 'on the run'. It needs to become part of the joõ of
educators- I wish to see consultation time built into the timetabie.

' In addition to frustrations with the inadequacy of consultation time, the resource
teachers expressed other frustrations with the process.

We need to work on getting teachers to understand what the students,
problems are and ro understand modificarion. we need to ger uaòrtã
teaching and set priorities. We lose a lot of time for other îhings such' as extracurricular, sports, games, rehearsals, French Group, eti.

The parents of the immersion students have rejected the regular school
system and a¡e a more militant elitist group. They expect more from the
teachers and there is a high turnover iate br studãnts.

Yo-t. preparation time is needed at the junior high school level. The
high school teachers get more than we äo and tñey don't have the
discipline problems to deal with that we must handle. There is more
stress at the junior high level and the teachers need a break.

The students lack basic skilrs and the other programs such as band, arr,
thinking skills, erc, rake time from English. ^ "

Prospective changes need to be d.iscussed from the start when students
are referred to resource. A good question to ask teachers, prr.nt, unà
students is 'If need be, are you willing to make adaptations or ctranjesf '
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lVhen asked to indicate the strategies they used to keep the relationship with
the classroom teacher a collaborative one, the resource teachers replied,

I always try and indicate support and understanding of classroom
demands. Getting the teacher involved in the dialogue is important.
Teachers will often solve their own problems just by talking. When I
review the diagnosis and diagnostic teaching I give the teacher an
oppornrnity to respond. I make suggestions. Either the teacher
supports them or doesn't. I keep notes.

This is difficult because of lack of resources. I take advantage of the
peer tutoring progam. I sha¡e findings in files with teachers as well as
reactions of parents. I propose diagnostic teaching ideas and ask their
opinion. I feel that the responsibility lies with the teacher. This is not
always working well.

I let the teachers know I respect them and their suggestions by giving
cornments on teaching techniques that they are using that are suitable.
Formerly I dominated. My experience is that they (teachers) want an
'expert' role. Teachers don't seem to understand what the students
don't understand. There are many pressures on them and course
demands.

To facilitate communication, the resource teachers "tried to make the teachers

feel involved, tried to show that they didn't have all the answers", "smiled. a lot,
shared concerns and frustrations, offered to meet them half way and supported them
with parents."

The resource teachers modifîed the rate of change expected from the teachers

by

spending the first year getting to know the teachers and not asking a lot
during that year so that I can understand their capabilities.

taking small steps, a little at a time. I'm sensitive to the demands
placed on teachers.

not controiling change, I'm frustrated by the teachers' slowness.

The staffs attitude towa¡ds consultation/resourceþrogram modifîcatiorV
mainstreaming was described as

positive at the possibility; negative towards the reality because of the
time commitment.
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not happy about mainstreaming and the attempt of the administration to
cut funding

they find it highly stressful--too many demands and not enough time.

The resource teachers were aware of no incentives for change or to participate
in a consultative resource program.

The Resource Program: Views of the Admini5¡¿tors and Teachers

The principals described a resource program with a large tutorial component.
They explained that this tutorial was needed and that by using peer tutors and parents
volunteers, more students could be served. In addition, they felt that the divisional
collaborative consultation policy was being followed. "The resource teachers don't
just accept the teacher's idea of the problem--the model is rich." Specific descriptions
included,

referral, background development--looking for possibilities, diagnosis,
action plan, parent contact, widespread use of peer tutors and farent
volunteers, follow-up and accountability.

students are referred by teachers to the resource teachers, testing,
work one on one, use volunteers and peer tutors, meet with the oîhet
resource teachers. and guidance counsellor once a cycle to discuss
students, meet with clinicians once every six weeki.

The amount of time resource teachers spent consulting was estimated.
at "10vo of their allotted resource time" and "30 minutes per day." one
administrator stated that the resource teachers were "always busy--mostly
with kids". Consultation \ryas described as being "a lot of infomral discussion."
Both administrators said that consultation was necessary and desirable and.

that they would like to have more but that the teachers didn't have enough
time.
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Four of the 27 teachers who received the questionnaire responded. Because of
this limited return, it is again difficult to determine if these rcsponses truly reflect the
resource program in.this school. Three of the respondents indicated that they had one
or no students on individualized programs. All four had referred students to the
resource teacher. All respondents indicated that they had students in their classes
who had failing grades (from 4 to 9 students per teacher) and all reported discussing



students informally with the resource teacher (from 10 to 15 per teacher). None of the

respondents knew if students in their classes had been referred to the resource

teachers.by another teacher. Half of the respondents stated that they used the

resource teacher service as much as they could. Only one of the respondents referred

all students who risked failure to the resource teacher.

The responses of the teachers seemed to describe a tutorial resource program

with informal consultation that followed many of the stages outlined in the divisional

policy.

First she interviews the teacher, observes in the classroom, sees the
student, tests the student, sets up a new program.

Asks certain questions of all subject teachers on paper, reads our
responses, diagnostic testing and analysis, plans an appropriate
program over a period of time, final evaluation after perid is over,
completes a report on progress including future recoûrmendations.

Approaches me to discuss informally, arranges time to observe the
student in class, discussed observations with me and talks about
strategies, meets with the student, remedial work or behavior
modific ation program be gin s, re gular follow-up.

When asked to select a description that most closely resembled the resource

program in their school, all of the respondents selected a collaborative consultative

resource model. Half of the respondents chose the description that also included

le.arning strategy instruction in the resource room. There seems to be a discrepancy

between the written descriptions of resource service delivery, and the choice of a
resource model from a listing of different service delivery models. It was unclear from

the descriptions if the programs that were developed were conducted by the classroom

teacher, the resource teacher or peer tutors/parent volunteers. The amount of
teacher/resource teacher collaboration was also unclea¡. The lack of time to consult

and the expressed frustration of the resource teachers as well as their feeling that the

service delivery broke down at the program modification stage, seems to indicate that

classroom program modification does not regularly occur. The consultation component

seems to vþ in depth with the willingness of the teacher to participate. One teacher

commented, "I have come to depend on the resource department at this school, as the

staff employed there is exceptionally efficient, understanding and professional." The

consistency of follow-up was montioned by both the administrator and the classroom

teachers.
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'When asked to describe the referral conference, three of the respondents

selected the response "The resource teacher asked me what I thought the problem

was and then added some of her own ideas." All respondents agreed that the

resource teacher decided on the method of diagnosis. Three stated that the resource

teache¡ gathered the diagnostic information alone. Three stated that the resource

teacher developed the educational plan alone or that the resource teacher made only
suggestions and the teacher developed the plan alone. Only one of the respondents

indicated collaboration occurred during the educational planning. All stared that no

conflict or disagreement occurred. Three agreed that communication was open and

two-way. Three stated that when the plan was implemented, roles and

responsibilities were deterrnined by discussion. Half of the respondents indicated that
the resource teacher evaluated the plan and hatf indicated that the plan was evaluated

by both the resource and classroom teachers. These responses indicate that
collaboration is not a major component of the school's service delivery. One teacher

conìmented that this may happen because of the resource teacher's concern for the

teacher's demanding time commitments. The resource teacher has stated that the

teachers do not wish to collaborate but prefer an "expert."

The administrators described the teachers' attitude towards
resource/consultation as "good." Their attitude towards modifying programs was

described as 'laccepting it but not liking it" and their attitude towards mainstreaming
was "negative. They would like a return to special education." The teachers were

slightly positive to slightly negative in indicating supporr for the concept of
mainstreaming. They were neutral to negative in feeling mainstreaming was effective
and all were positive in feeling that special education classes were effective. Three

were unsure if individualization or modification of students' programs was effective.
All agreed that they did not have sufficient úme to modify student programs.

Time as a resource was difficult to provide but was available. Extra
preparation time was used as an incentive. Incentives to participate in the resource
program \tr'ere to "ask teachers, Tlave you referred this student?' " and to "sing the
praises of the resource teacher."

The resource program at this school seemed to best follow the stages of formal
consultation. However, the use of collaboration was not always demonstrated. The

resource teacher stated that the teachers seemed to want an "expert" role and that
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program modifications were developed by the resource teacher compiling a list of
suggestions and the classroom teacher selecting the ones they would use, rather than

by the use of negotiation and discussion. The resource teacher stated that the
program was experiencing difficulty with implementation. In addition, the resource

teachers expressed frustration with the lack of consultation time. They seemed to
indicate that they would like the administrator to provide this time in some way.
Insistence with consulting during the teachers'; þreparation time had met with
¡esistance by the staff.

Although the administrator applauded the resource progïam in this school, he

was hesitant to insist on the removal of æacher preparation time for consultation. The
resource teachers stated that the teachers'workload was very heavy, and this may
account for the administrator's decision to not remove preparation time. By using this
time, the teachers may have felt that they were to "give" more rather than "get".
Sarason (1972) has stated that teachers are expected to "give" without experiencing
"getting". The resource teachers may have been more successful if they had been able
to find a way to relieve some of this workload in some way.

However, the resource teachers were also heavily involved in the school
programs. Two were also classroom teachers and student supervision and the school
peer tutoring program consumed much of their out of class time. The administrator's
priority was the provision of extracurricular programs and this priority extended to the
resource pro$am as well. This school had the largest peer tutoring program in the
Division as well as a large p¿ìrent volunteer program. Tutoring was provided by these
peer tutors and volunteers. It seems as though the resource program has adapted to
the school conditions and the administrator expectations. The provision of
consultation time in addition to preparation time seems to be essential for the success

of a consultative resource teacher program when demands on teachers are heavy.

Case Study Four: Bayata Junior High

Bayata Junior High is also a large school and one of two schools in this study
with a segregated special education class. This school best illustrates the positive
effects of an administrator who places a priority on the resource program as well as

the effects of a good consultation program combined with an open staff who have a
high commitment to professional development.

50



The resource teachers in this school spend the most time consulting and are

the happiest with their programs. Two different resource teacher programs a¡e in
operation. The questionnaire return rate was low and it is difficult to differentiate

between these two programs. It seems that the consulting resource teacher prograrn

which does not mandate observaúon and consultation on the ¡metable is more

successful than the Low Incidence resource progr¿un which does require this. Some of
the completed questionnaires seemed to indicate a lack of collaboration. Yet informal
"one-legged" consultation was in evidence during my interview as well as forrral
consultation. The resource teachers spend a great deal of after school hours

consulting with teachers at the teacher's request.

The staff is not totally supportive of program modification and is negative

towards mainstreaming. It is questionable how much program modifîcation takes

place. However, this staff is very open and the resource teachers find it easy to
confront staff. The responses at this school may be the most honest. The staff does

have a high commitment to professional development and seem to have a good self
concept as teachers.

The School

Bayata Junior High School has a teaching staff of 26.3 positions filled by 30

teachers. Only one teacher was new to teaching but 7 were new to the school this
year. These teachers were senior staff who transferred to the school because of
declining enrollments in other divisional schools. Both the principal and the vice-
principal were new to the school. The principal had been transferred from another

Divisional school and the vice-principal was new to this position.

The school had two full time resource teachers and one paraprofessional as

well as a full time guidance counsellor. The paraprofessional was to assist with the
mainstreaming of a blind student. One resource teacher was designated as a Low
Incidence resource teacher and she provided tutorial service to Low Incidence
students and assisted the classroom teachers who had these students in their
classes. She was timetabled to team teach with the classroom teachers at least once
a cycle and consultation time was also timetabled with these teachers once per cycle.
She was a very experienced special education teacher who had taught a segregated

class of slow learning and severely learning disabled adolescents for many years
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before becoming a resource teacher. The other resource teacher was to follow
Divisional policy and use a collaborative consultative approach. She had worked as a
classroom and resource teacher at both the elementary and junior high school levels.
These resource progmm plans had been made by the previous principal. The two
resource teachers had worked together for 3 years in this manner and they stated
that they worked well together as a team.

Because the staff was large, they were able to specialize in one subject area
much more often than in the other schools. The staff was experienced and had a

reputation of "working hard and playing hard." They got along together very well in
and outside of school. Both the principal and the vice-principal commented on this and
stated that this school staff had had this reputation for a number of years. The vice-
principal had worked in the school as a teacher a number of years before and. was
surprised to find that the school personality had not changed even though the staff had
changed a great deal. One administrator described the staffs problem solving
techniques as,

bull in a china shop. They confront others, blame others then work out
solutions. There is a full range of personalities and the problems get
solved. The staff works well together. This attitude hai been
maintained even though 707o of the staff has changed since I was last
here. The new people seem to be assimilated.

Both described the staff as having a high commitment to professional development.
The resource teachers described the staff as "open, no cliques, we talk at staff
meetings and over coffee. Everyone speaks out and they confront each other. V/e all
get along and are very amenable." To solve problems "we brainstorm, share ideas
and involve other professionals and parents." They also described the staff as having
a high commitment to professional development.

The students were largely "middle class" but the school had its share of
problem students too. These students primarity came from outside the school
catchment area and were placed in a special class for behaviorally disordered
adolescents. This class was small and the teacher was assisted by a full time
paraprofessional. Wtt"n these students were ready to return to a regular class, they
were introduced slowly one class at a time at this school before they returned to their
regular school. The special class teacher, resource teacher, guidance counsellor and
paraprofessional assisted the regular class teacher with programming and behavior
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management. The principal commented that these students caused a great deal of

extra work for him and caused many problems outside of class. During our interview,

he left to ask some high school students to leave the building. He explained that they

had been coming to collect an outstanding debt for drugs from one of the "special ed."

students. He didn't like to have this type of student in the building causing problems

for the "good academic students" who were not discipline problems.

In addition, two second language programs were offered to attract more

students to the school.

Both resource teachers and administrators stated that new programs were

implemented in a "top down" manner from the central administration. One

administrator stated that programs were also implemented from the "bottom up"

according to school need. The questionnaire respondents agreed that new programs

were implemented from both outside and inside the school. All agreed that the staff

was open to problem solving.

Half of the respondents thought that the resource program \¡/as a school

priority and half thought extracurricular activities were a school priority. The

administrators agreed that mathematics, language arts,and computers were school

priorities.

The Resource Program: View of the Resource Teachers

Two resource programs existed in this school. The Low Incidence resource

teacher was in charge of nineteen severely learning disabled and slow learning

students. These types of students were mainstreamed in regular classes in all

schools, but only this school separated the role of the resource teachers to distinguish

between these students and other students encountering difficulty. These identified

students qualified for a grant from the Department of Education which the division

used to hire additional resource teachers. It was expected that these students would

receive direct tutorial service in return for the grant. To differentiate between this

service and the divisional policy, the previous principal had developed a "l-ow

Incidence Resource Program." The resource teacher described the program,

In June I meet with parents and explain the program and responsibilities
for the coming year. I meet with the students too. I give them a school
orientation and an overview of next yeat's program. I observe in the
classroom and work with the students in the classroom one period per
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cycle. I usually work with other students too in a team teaching
fashion. I spend 12.57o of my scheduled resource time in the classroom
and 12.57o of my tesource time in regularly timetabled consultation. The
rest of my trme is spent with students. I see the students in a small
group fo¡ 40 minutes per day. Other consultation takes place during
lunch hour or outside of school. At the beginning of the year I spend my
time training teachers and assisting them wittr dodificaúons. I^use
forms to document. After the first reporting period I analyze their tests.

The æachers who are timetabled to consult with me have less
preparation time than the others so I have agreed to meet them in the
staff room so that they can have coffee or a cigarette while we talk.
This is usually their only break in the day and I feel that I have to meer
them half way. I use a form for the consultation times to keep a record
of our discussions and plans but we talk in an infomral way. Others are
allowed to interrupt. You have to do that if you want them to be on your
side.

The "High Incidence" resource teacher stated that she spent about 507o of her
scheduled resource time consulting with teachers at the beginning of the year and

about 257o of this resource time during the middle part of the year and about l}Vo of
the scheduled time at the end of the year. She described her program,

The teacher usually discusses the referral before it is written. If we
decide it is necessa-ry, the teacher fills in the form and it goes to the
administrator for his signature. I do a cumulative file search and
observe in the classroom. Then we have a referral conference or
information meeting with all of the student's teachers. We decide the
route we want to go. If my information doesn't agree with the teachers'
information, I then observe the student in the other teachers' classes.
After we decide the plan we are going to follow, I contact the parents. I
can now give them more information. Then I do diagnostic testing and
teaching. I have a meeting with all of the teachers in a group and
explain what I have found. If any teachers would like assisiance to
develop an educational plan, I ask them to see me alone. At this
meeting the teachers give suggestions and I write them down. Often
they can help each orher a $eat deal. After the meeting they drop into
the resource room to discuss the student and develop their own plan. If
I haven't heard from them in about 2 to 3 weeks, I check. I send out
monthly progress reports and I check each student's work. I use a
student's evaluation to see how things are going. I use the referral
conference and educational planning/meeting conference stages ,and
provide ongoing feedback. About 75 to 907o of the cases never ger
closed until the end of the year. I monitor rather than close. Even if
things go well the teachers still come to see me until the year ends. I
draw back but it is very hard to close. with the more serious cases
there is more parental involvement.
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Strategies used to encourage collaboration between classroom and. resource
teachers were diffe¡ent because of the different nature of the positions.

Because I work in the classrooms I know what is going on and the
teacher's style. I also send out notes so that teachers will keep me
informed and I keep reminding teachers. If they don't föllow through I
ask them when we're consulting

I encourage the teachers to see me. I use 'alert forms'. Teachers are
asked to fill them out reporting student progress and send them to the
resource teacher. I have group meetings and use peer pressure to
encourage the teachers to modify the programs. w'hen I have a
meeting, I always ¿urange the next meeting for follow-up and coord.inate
the dates with everyone there. I share responsibilities with them, for
example,I will make the phone calls to parents. To facilitate
communication the resource teachers used

humour, _slmptthy, empathy, honesty--even if it hurts, active listening
and clarifying, hope, encouragement and praise.

I fiT Jo play a 'smooth tole', I use encouragement and positive strokes,
positive attitude, 'we can do it', offer support/help in any way--for
example, I will take their lunch duty if they have no þrep' ttrat day.

The resource teachers controlled the amount of change expected from
classroom teachers and students when modifying programs by using their classroom
experience to guide them. One called it "instinct."

I look at 'their' time, other demands, and I confront them if I feet that
the change is too slow. I'm'on top of them'.

I use the erhrcational planning meetings to priorize the needed changes
and we decide what we will begin to work on.

The resource teachers described the teachers'attitude to change as

'traditional'. They don't like change. They have perfected their
techniques. If someone else proves something works they will change.

Slow but acceptable. Some are more resistant than others. They want
to know, 'will the change benefit or make more work?' A young itaff
loves change but an old staff doesn't.

The resource teachers described the teachers' attitude to resource/consultation/
mainstreaming as:
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excellent towards resource and consultation , not adverse to modifying
programs but wish a return to segregated special education classrooms.

They are positive and perceptive. They know theü limits as far as
special needs students are concerned.

The resource teachers handled conflict with the classroom teachers by;

acknowledging the other's opinion, letting them have their way on a trial
basis and observing the results, and negotiating.

Sometimes we 'gang up--two on one', point out what could be done and
make it happen then observe the results, use 'wits'--if I have a request I
try to do something for them first, try both ways and evaluate, try to
make them feel that its their idea.

They both felt that they managed conflict well because they were good at

confronting staff on sensitive issues. They stated,"I am direct and open." and
"I can be aggressive if the issue is around kids."

Both resource teachers felt that the resource program had been a priority to
the previous and present administrators and they were very happy with their role.

consultation is timetabled, the expectation is set--formerly this was
done forcefully by telling the teachers to see the resource teachers if
their students were failing; the new administrator gives a'pat on the
back', complements staff on student improvement and recognizes team
work. He continues to set the expectation.

One resource teacher credited the success of the resource program to the staff.

' We have a new administrator. They both had different styles but both
supported the program in the same way. The teachers are professional
and hard working. The resource personnel doesn't matter. Most of the
teachers would do it anyway. They just need 'permission'. This is a
strong willed staff. The atmosphere has been maintained even though
the staff has changed. There is a good social atmosphere--they are
good friends, trusting and caring.

Incentives were provided for the implementation of new programs (extra
preparation time, time off for professional development, smaller class size, recognition
by peers and administrators) and for participating in the collaborative consultative
resource progr¿ìm.
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The Resource Program: Views of the Administrators and Teachers

One administrator described a resource program where Ï-ow Incidence and

slow learning' students were identified for resource assistance before they came to

the junior high school and other "High Incidence" students were referred by

class¡oom teachers.

The resource teacher diagnoses and gives advice to teachers. The
students go to the resource teacher or have peer tutoring. It's very
different from the elementary school where much less tutoring occurs.
The divisional "model" is still there but there is more tutorial. We are
'rich' in resource help and want two full time people.

The other administrator stated that this school followed the divisional policy with a

"high level of maturity."

The resource teachers are accountable and credible. The teachers
usually approach the resource teachers and discuss the student first
informally. If diagnostic teaching and assessment are required there is
an official referal. There is program modification and regular
involvement (tutoring). The forrrs have been altered. The process
varies with teachers. Some are resistant. This policy doesn't exactly fit
everyone's needs.

The amount of time the resource teachers spent consulting was unknown by
one administrator--"I don't know--often--a fair bit of time." and estimated at about 20Vo

by the other administrator. Both were positive about this time and thought it was

important. One thought the the amount of time spent consulting was "about right."

Four of the 28 teachers who received the questionnaire responded. As this
number is low, it is difficult to determine if these responses reflect the actual

situation and the opinions of the staff. Three of the respondents indicated that they
had students on individualized programs. The number of students on such programs

ranged from 1 to 10. Three had referred students to the resource teacher this year.

All had participated in informal discussions with the resource teachers about

students. They reported discussing from 3 to "lots" of students each this year. Alt
reported students with failing grades in their classrooms. All had more students

failing than they had referred to the resource teachers. All stated that they used the

resource teacher service as much as they could. Only one stated that they refer all
students who risk failure to the resource teacher.
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The teachers described a resource program that seemed to be consultative,

but it was unclear whether the "remedial programs" mentioned occurred in the

classroom or thg tesource room. It is unclear which resource model they are

describing.

Discusses referal with referring teacher and other teachers that teach
that student, informs the parent of testing to be done, tests student,
informs parent, teacher and student of problem areas and discusses
program modification, has meetings with the above groups separately.

Obtains information from teacher re: problem, interviews/ tests student,
consults with teacher(s) and reports findings, sets up a plan, informs
parents/student as necessary.

Interviews the teacher, pin points problem area, then sets up a remedial
program.

When asked to choose a description which best described the way the
resource teachers in their building provided service, three of the respondents chose
"Students see the resource teacher for remedial instruction on a regular basis. In
addition, the classroom and resource teachers meet to discuss their programs and to
develop a written educational plan that outlines the classroom and resogrce
programs." One chose remedial instn¡ction and on-going informal discussion. No
respondents chose a consultative resource room program. It may be difficult for the
respondents to perceive that there are two different resource programs in the school.
The choice of three respondents seems to reflect the Low Incidence program as they
chose an item which combined tutorial service and classroom program modification.

The resource teachers in this school seem to spend the largest amount of
school time in consultation of any school in this study. During the interviews, which
were held after school, I observed many teachers dropping by the resource room to
consult. The resource teachers in this school were also the happiest with their
resource program and did not describe any areas that they felt should be changed.
They felt that the program was working well and that it was supported by the staff
and administration.

All respondents described some sort of discussion with the teachers before
proceeding with the referral, some method of determining the 'cause of the problem'
and discussion of program modifications or the development of a remedial program or
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plan. Three of the respondents selected the item stating that during the referral

conference "the resource teacher asked me what I thought the problem was." Three

stated that the resource teacher alone decided on the method of diagnosis. Three

stated that all pafties gathered diagnostic information on the student. One

commented that the classroom teacher ptayed a minimal role. The extent of the use

of collaboration is unclear.

During the educational planning stage three thought that the educational plan

was developed together through negotiation and discussion. Three thought that no

conflict or disagreement occured. When it did occur it was open and discussed. All
agreed that communication was open and two way. HaH thought that the resource

teacher planned and implemented the program alone. Half stated that the plan was

evaluated by the resource teacher alone.

One of the administrators described the teachers' attitude to resource/

consultation/mainstreaming as "positive towards resource (some negative)", unsure

about the attitude towards modifying programs ("I suspect that some say 'yes' ànd

don't do it, unless its something quite minor. They don't really individualizei'), and not

good towards mainstreaming. "ft's not practical. They would like to see the kids in
special education classrooms." The other administrator saw resource and

consultation as a high priority. He saw the attitude to progrcm modification as

"varied" and the attitude towards mainstreaming as mixed--"it depends on the

person."

Half of the respondents had a neutral opinion of the concept of mainstreaming

and half were negative. All felt it was ineffective. The attitude towards the

effectiveness of program modification varied with half of the respondents seeing it as

moderately effective. Three thought that special education classes were effective.
All felt that they did not have enough time to individualize/modify programs.

The resource teachers felt that sufficient time was available for program

modification and the demands on teachers in this school did not seem to be as great

as in other schools (more experienced teachers,'fewer subjects to teach, not all
teachers were required to participate in extracurricula¡ activities).

This school demonstrates how a resource program can adapt to change

without losing its basic principles. It is also an example of the effect an administrator
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may have on the implementation of policy. In addition, it seems to demonstr¿te the

effect of a staff open to discussion and problem solving. One resource teacher

credited the success of the program to the staff.

The resource teachers in this school had different roles and different
consultation styles. Yet they were able to support each other in their roles and

indicated that they worked well together as a tealn. It appeared that the classroom
teachers were more receptive towards consultation that was not regularly
timetabled. Perhaps this is another example of the classroom teacher "giving" rather
than "getting" since the timetabled consultation time resulted in less preparation

time. The demands on the teachers at this school seemed to not be as great as the

demands at Anacreon Junior High. This may account for the teacher cooperation with
respect to reduced preparation time. The resource teacher was also sensiúve to the

teachers'need for a "break" in the school dav.

In addition, this school seems to frarre developed a solution for the problem of
resource involvement with students who have been previously identified as requiring
program modification. When resource teachers provide consultation services under
these circumstances, they often experience difficulty because the teacher has not
requested the service. At Bayata the consultative resource teacher informs the
teachers that these students will be in their class and that program modification may
be required. If assistance is required with these modifications, they ile to refer to
the resource teacher. In this manner, resource teachers are not negligent in their
duty towards the student and the classroom teachers maintain responsibility for the
classroom program.

Case Study Five: Esbak Junior High
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Esbak Junior High is medium sized. Resource programs seem to be a priority
to at least one administrator. The staff at this school seem overwhelmed because of
the many demands of the students. Only one completed questionnaire was received
so it is difficult to determine if this is the case. The resource teacher responses seem

to confirm this as well as the low rate of return.

This school has a large number of mainstreamed students. At one time it had.

nine segregated special education classes for slow learners. These classes have all
been eliminated. Two special education classes for mentally handicapped students



remain. The teachers make poor to moderate use of the resource teachers and the

¿clministrator is attempting to change this by implementing the same resource

programs as Bayata Junior High.

The School

Esbak Junior High School has a staff of 25 teachers, one full time

adminisuator, one part time administrator and one clerical paraprofessional to assist

teachers. Two full time paraprofessionals also assisted two developmental

education teachers. Seven teachers as well as the principal were new to the school

this year. These teachers were primarily experienced teachers who had transferred

from other schools within the Division. One new teacher left at the end of the Fall

term and was replaced by another teacher.

The resource teachers described the attitude towards professional

development as mixed. "Some are very involved and others are not." Problems were

solved by discussing them at staff meetings and this served as the stimulus for

change. New programs were developed with the administrator attempting to provide

the motivation.

He tries to get the staff to provide suggestions. He has to be the
initiator. He's open to ideas.

He encourages change and is aware that it takes time. He tries to
compliment.

The staff attirude to problem solving was described by the administrators as

"not bad." Problems were discussed at staff meetings and the second item on the

staff meeting agenda was always special students. "Resource, guidance, gifted, and

others." Change was implemented out of an expressed need. There were many

changes this year that resulted from school needs. Most of the staff was described as

receptive to change and it was encouraged by "bringing lots of information to their

attention--research, fill mailboxes, bring it (information) to staff meetings." Most (75

to 807o) of the staff were described by the administrators as being committed to

professional development. Staff was involved in decision making through the staff

meetings and committees. Resources were made available.

The new principal was making a lot of changes in the school and many found

this demanding and stressful. Apart from the programs designed to improve student
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discipline and work habits, he made changes in the resource program operation and

was "working at making the teachers more accountable."

The resource teachers had both been in the school 3 years. One had initially
come to the school as a classroom teacher and had been given some resource

teaching responsibilities. She then replaced a resource teacher that had left the

school. She had many years of teaching experience at both the elementary and junior
high school levels and had worked as a resource teacher in the past at another junior
high school in the Division. The other resource teacher had many years of special

education classroom experience and had worked as a resource teacher in a special

education school for trainably mentally handicapped students before coming to this
junior high school as a resource teacher.

The principal had come to Esbak Junior High from Bayata Junior High where
he had initiated the "I-ow Incidence Resource Teacher Program." The former principal
of Esbak Junior High had developed a teacher tutorial prcgram simitar to the ones at

Commason Junior High and Dr. Darrell Junior High, the previous year. When the new
principal came to the school, he cancelled this program and designed a "Low
Incidence Resource Ptogram" similar to the one he had developed at Bayata Junior
High and redid all the teachers' timetables. The resource teachers were very happy
with this and the other new ideas.

We work as a team and help each other out. The homework book
program has real support ( this was attempted in the past and was not
supported by the staff) because everyone can see that the
administration is doing their part too. The kids are positive. The
principal has a much finer understanding of the resource process and the
atmosphere is much less antagonistic. We don't have to 'fight the staff.
Consultation time has been timetabled and the school timetabline is
much better.

The relationship between the resource teachers has changed and we
work together as a team much more. There is no resentment and we
share ideas. The staff is very supportive and there has been growth
over the three years I have been in the school. The principal has made
a great difference. vy'e are free to attend department head meetings
now. Time was timetabled for us to go. The principal likes to see us
sitting in the staff room talking to teachers (the previous principal had.
discouraged this) and we feel that he supports us. I feel comfortable
and can confront teachers without it having deleterious effects to me.
The principal comes in our room a lot but we feel he is positive and not
checking up on us.
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Approximately 360 "lower and middle class students" attend Esbak Junior

High. Many students come from government subsidized housing and multifamily

dwellings such as apartment blocks and condominiums. Single family homes are also

in the area. The school has two developmental special education classes and

formerly had six special education classes for slow learning and severely learning

disabled students. These classes were phased out over a two to three year period

and the students now attend local schools. These students had a reputation for being

severe discipline problems and the school has had a reputation for being a difficult
place to work. This reputation continued even after the special classes were closed.

The teachers at this school feel that it is one of the more stressful schools in the

Division. The administration spends a great deal of time assisting students who

have problems with discipline and poor work habits. New programs in "teaching for

success", discipline, homework completion and the keeping of notebooks were

developed and implemented within the school this year.

The Resource hogram: Views of the Resource Teachers

One of the resource teachers described a resource program that included the

stages of referal, referral conference, observation, testing, pull out or program

modification.

The teachers speak to the resource teacher before the referal is
completed and then the form is completed. It is given to the principal
who screens the referrals. He makes comments and suggestions and
sends the referral back to the classroom teacher if he feels that the
problem is not a resource problem. If he approves of the referal, it is
passed on to me. 'We then have a referral conference, I observe in the
classroom, phone the parents, see the student and conference with the
student, do diagnostic testing, make a decision as to pull out or handling
the problem within the class--some are referred for testing alone. When
I get a referal I look at what the teacher has already done and look for
things going well. When the educational plan is developed I look at
what is realistic to expect--I don't lay on suggestions, I get them to give
ideas. I use short term intervention if possible and meet with the
teacher on an on-going basis. I close the case when everyone is happy-
-I get the teacher's feelings, the parent's feelings and the student's too.
I have taken a course on observation of teachers and case conferencing
and the educational plan is based on the teachers'personalities. This
helps achieve success.

63



About 20Vo of the resource teacher's scheduled resource time was spent in

consultation and about 50Vo of the students seen by the resource teacher were referred

by the classroom teachers. At other times she conducted tutorial classes. She chose

to do this as she thought the number of students in the other resource teacher's

tutorial classes were too large and that she needed assistance.

The "I-ow Incidence" resource teacher described a program of a different

nature.

The students come to the resource room once a day (they are assigned
--they are slow learners and were not referred by teachers) instead of
øking French. The largest group I work with is 5. We work on a
mixture of things. It's partly tutorial and partly other skills such as

. study skills, reading, spelling, etc.

When asked how much of her resource time was used for consultation, the reply was

some-- not as much as we want, it's mostly informal. One preparation
period per cycle has been timetabled for the teachers to consult with me
but it hasn't always worked. It's coming. The consultation time is there
but I haven't used it as much as I'd like to. Next year it will be different.
I have difficulty approaching some teachers. It has been difficult trying
to follow consultation stages because we are in a state of change. One
teacher left at Christmas. There is lots of staff change.

Strategies used to encourage collaboration between the resource and

classroom teachers included

complimenting the teacher for cooperation and positive feedback. This
starts a cycle of positive feedback. I have turned a negative situation
completely around. Some are more cooperative on their own.

We are in nansition. The teachers have been told to cooperate, but are
not yet following through. I try and show the teachers that I am
observing everyone.

Communication strategies used included

talking, encouragement,--especially at informal times, empathy, help
out--find books, make assignments.

Positive feedback, honest and open, straightforward personality.

Conflict was handled by being
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more direct, tell them that I disagree, confront, agree to disagree.

stay away from the person, ask their help, let them know they have
knowledþe you don't, on a casual one to òne basis, compliment them.

The ability to confront staff on sensitive issues was rated as "good" and

Difficult to do. No one likes to do it. First I talk to the principal and get
suggestions, then I talk to the other resource teacher.

One resource teacher stated that the amount of change expected of the
teacher and student was controlled by "knowing the people and watching their
reactions" and the other had no known strategy.

The attitude of the staff towards resourceþrogram modification/ mainstreaming
was described as varied.

Pressure, a lot of extra work, some don't do it, some question why.

A lot feel overwhelmed. There is a large number of mainstreamed
students. They are frustrated by it.

Resources were readily available but time was a limit. Incentives such as
verbal approval from the administration and time were available for new program
implementation and for teachers to participate in the consultation process.

The Resource Program: Views of the Administrators

Because only one teacher in this school responded the the questionnaire, only
the views of the administrators are reported.

The administrators felt that the teachers made poor to mod.erate use of the
resource teaôhers in this school but that it was getting better. One described the
following resource program:

'Low Incidence students and slow learning students' a¡e pulled out of
French or business education in groups of 5 or 6 for one period per day
to upgade skills. The resource teacher monitors assignment '
completion and teaches study skills. The 'High Incideñce'referrals
depend on the time availabre. we follow theãivisional policy as I
understand it. we don't do as much in terms of diagnosìr---or"
informal than formal diagnostic teaching. The rest i-s pretty close. ¡,s a
þatch up job'. The resource teacher anã classroom teãchei decide
where the students belong. peer tutoring is also used.
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The other administrator stated:

the teachers discuss the referral with the resource teacher first, then fill
out a referral fonn. It comes to me. I ask questions of the teaóher.
Recently I stopped a referral. The student had asked for resource help.I knew the student 

-and 
questioned him. The student wasn't working. 

- I
want classroom and student ownership of their problems--ho dumping'.
After I have signed the referral the rËsource teächer gets it. She meerswith the teacher and they develop strategies for what-should. be done.
The_ principal monitors. when the studeãt is on track, they *"* ,rr"
student and close the case. The basic divisional model is there. The
slow learners receive regularly timetabled resource assistance as an
option to French. The divisional policy addresses 'High Incidence'
students- For those students we fblow the policy. Fór T-ow Incidence'
students we have modified the educational pian íor-. r¿"""ti""J-piun,
are developed for all T-ow rncidence'and'siow learning'rto¿"ntr.- -'
Consultation time is built into the timetable.

The principal stated that the resource teachers spend l0 to l17o of their scheduled.
resource time consulting. He felt that lO to 20Eo was optimum. "They have too much
other work to do- Consultation is very important. It is the foundation of the program.,,
The other administrator estimated consultation time at l2.5To and stated that it was
excellent. "rt 'must'take place and should be regular and on-going."

The administrators described the teachers' attitude towards
resource/consultation/program modification/mainstreaming as "positive,, and ,,varied.,,

The teachers are very positive towards resource. There is some
reluctance. I make sure the teachers don't see them as creating extra
wolk-- They ar-g rgly positive to individualizing student p.og,u;*-- 

-

m-ajoritY, not all. Thgy are positive. about integiating the'deielofmental
education students. Th"y.-. positive about ,ñai"sõeaming. TËy -"concerned about not knowing how, rather than the conceptitself.

some are terrifîc; others, T-eave me alone.', there are personarity
conflicts. There are about 4 to 6'keen' teachers who individuatize
programs. Time is scarce. I don't know their attitude towards
mainstreaming. I think it's a bandaid approach. some students can beeffectively mainstreamed and some cannot.

Incentives for program implementation such as extra preparation time,
department head position (a co-curricular departrnent head was appointed this year),
positive feedback, encouragement, and professional development support were
available' Incentives to participate in the consultation process were also available.
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Esbak Junior High appears to be a school in the process of change and it is
difficult to draw many conclusions about the school. Some interesting things were
noted during the interviews, however. There does not seem to be agreement
between the administrators about the effectiveness of the divisional policies of
mainstreaming and the consultative resource program. This may make it more
difficult for one of the adminisnators to encourage a consultative resource program in
this school. Consultation time has been timetabled simil¡.ly to Bayata Junior High,
but the resou¡ce teacher is not comfortable using this ¡me to talk to teachers. Since
this is new to the school this year and she has worked at this school for a number of
years, she may be anticipating a negative staff reaction to the loss of preparation
time. Demands on staff seem to be heavy at the school, so it would not be
unreasonable to assume that the staff may not be accepting of this loss of preparation
time.

It also appears that the resource program at the school had. been largely
tutorial until the change in administration. When the consultative role was given
support by the new administrator, the consultative resource teacher chose to assist
the tutorial resource teacher with direct service rather than focus on the development
of a consultative progr¿rm. The heavy demands on staff by the large number of
students who require assistance may indicate that consultation may not be
considered a priority by the staff. It appears that it may be difficult for the
administrator to change the direction of the resource program at this school.

The case studies in this section demonstrate five different responses to a
Divisional resource policy. Some similarities and differences will be discussed. in
order to develop a picture of the Divisional rcsource progam and to ind.icate
Divisional generalities.

Divisional Trends

Common Features of the Five Cases

The divisional policy stated that " The fust priority is not to serve the child but
to get the teacher hooked on success. When you remove the child you remove the
reason for change.' " and that "The resource teacher does not assume responsibility
for and/or 'ownership' of the problem." The resource teacher is to follow certain formal
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consultation stages when dealing with a new referral and this referral is to be a
request for assistance from the teacher.

Resource teachers all seemed to have knowledge and understanding of
collaboration and communication skills. All had programming suggestions and most
were very experienced. All had received divisional sponsored training in consultation
skills. Yet it was difficult to keep responsibility for the student located with the
classroom teacher. The divisional policy also states "the resource teacher,s main
function is to provide basic skills instruction to students with learning problems...,,
This contradiction may play a major part in how teachers view the resource teacher
using a consultative role.

Certain students were identified as requiring special services at the
elementary level or by previous teachers and therefore referrals were not always
completed by the clurent classroom teachers nor did these teachers always desire
resource assistance. In all schools some students were receiving tutorial assistance
even though the .divisional policy warns that this practice will make it difficult to
encourage classroom changes. In this way, the resource teacher does assume
responsibility for the problem and thus does take on the ownership of the problem.
The consulting resource teacher at Bayata Junior High seemed to be the mosr
proficient at maintaining classroom teacher responsibility. It appeared that this was
accomplished by requiring a written referral to request assistance for program
modification. Teachers were allowed to modify programs themselves if they wished.
students who had been previously identified were part of the T-ow Incidence, and 'slow
learner'resource programs. In these programs observation and consultation were
timetabled and it seemed as though the teachers were not as accepting of resource
assistance

It was unclea¡ if any school followed the required steps or stages of
consultation outlined in divisional policy. The resource program at Commason Junior
High was varied with a tutorial program, an informal consultation component and some
attempt to follow a more formaî approach. Dr. Darrell Junior High's program was
largely tutorial with some informal consultation. It appeared that no teacher referrals
were made at this school; the resource teacher selected students based on test
scores' Anacreon Junior High also had a va¡ied program and. a determined effort had
been made to follow a formal consultative approach. The result was a protest on
behalf of the teachers and no real collaborative educational planning. Bayata Junior
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High attempted to develop two resource programs and acknowledged that the policy
was not adequate for all students. An attempt was made to encourage classroom
pro$am modification in the tutorial program as well as encourage teachers to
participate in the formal consultative approach. This school also modified the

proced.ure to encourage teacher referral and ownership of classroom program

modification. Collaboration seemed to be occurring when the program was described

by the resource teachers but the amount of program modification and collaboration
described by the administrators and classroom teachers cast some doubt on the

accuracy of these reports. Esbak funior High was just beginning to implement a
consultative program. The Low Incidence'program and the program for'slow learning'
students seemed to affect the way these programs operated

Teacher Attitudes and Leadership Styles

V/ith the exception of Commason Junior High, the concept of mainstreaming
seemed to have partial support from the teachers. However, few felt that
individualized programs were effective and almost all felt that special education
programs were effective. They all felt that they did not have enough time to modify
programs for special education students. The administrator at Esbak funior High who
had timetabled consultation time and provided support to the resource teachers in his
school stated that the resource teachers "should not ask the classroom teachers to
individualize or modify too much as the classroom teachers did not have the time." He
also stated that the resource teachers did not have time to consult for more than 20Vo

of their scheduled resource time as they had "too many other things to do." Lack of
time to consult and modify as well as conflicting demands from other programs and the
stress of working at the junior high level seem to make it difficult for this program to
work. In addition, incentives to consult or modify programs are rare.

The orientation of the teachers to problem solving and change varies. At
Bayata the staff is open and interested in professional development. This attitude
seems to have a positive effect on the resource program. The other schools do not
seem to have this ability to raise problems and work together to solve them.

Organization
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challenges that may be unique to this level. The students at each school were very



different, and as a result, had different needs. The students in the French Immersion
program' for example, often required short term remed.ial assistance with classroom
work rather than assistance with the acquisition of basic skills or learning strategies.
Some junior high students required assistance adjusting to the new expectations at
this level. Some resource teachers reported that the majority of referrals were of
grade seven students. The amount of consultation time required varies, with the most
time needed at the beginning of a new year. Case d.ismissal seems to be difficuit and
resource teachers tend to not close cases until the end of the year. Even if active
assistance is not required, they continue to monitor progress. Data-based instruction
techniques are not used at this level. One resource teacher stated that it was
because the students were too far behind grade level and there were too many 'gaps'
in learning to correct. It may be that the program policy requires modifications to
accommodate different school levels and different school clientele.

In summary, the resource teacher programs at the junior high school level seem
to vary from divisional policy. This may be due to the difference in the organization of
the junior high school, the difference in the developmental stages of the students and
the extent of their needs and the difference in the attitudes and practices of the
classroom teachers. Administrators also seem ro vary a great deal in their
philosophies of educating adolescents and in the way progrâms are developed within
their schools. Maintaining responsibility for the students educarional programs with
the classroom teachers seems to be difficult for junior high school resource teachers.
It is also difficult to find time to consult and collaborate on the desired modifications.
One solution seems to be the separation of resource teacher and classroom teacher
roles and the development of tutorial resource teacher progïams.
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This chapter will discuss the findings of the study and attempt to draw some
conclusions from these data. The discussion will involve a review of the variables
isolated in chapter two as possible determinants of the success of the consultation
process. Not all of these variables were measured in the study but the responses
often illuminated these conditions and they are worthy of consideration. The author's
speculation of changes that are required in the system to encourage the effectiveness
of a consultative resource delivery model and some tentative conclusions about the
behavior of personnel in this role will follow. Some suggestions for further research
will conclude the chapter.

School System

CHAPTER FOUR

DISCUSSION

Chapter Two concluded that when change is implemented within the school
system, it is necessary for the system to sanction the change in some way, to provide
the necessary resources for the change and to consider the school conditions. The
resource teacher collaborative consultative model in this study was developed by a
committee of administrators and resource teachers. It was developed. as a response
to changing needs in special education and as a result of the committee's study and
recommendations. Classroom teachers were not represented on the committee nor
were they consulted during the committee's study. Obviously they were affected by
the resulting changes.

One of the committee's recommendations was to expand resource teacher
service to the secondary schools. Up to this time resource teachers were employed
only at the elementary level. Secondary teachers were not consulted or involved in
any way. Because there were insufficient numbers of trained resource teachers to fill
these new positions, classroom teachers without uaining were accepted for the
positions if they promised to return to university within a specified time period to
obtain training, and some elementary resource teachers moved to the new secondarv
positions. In addition, a division consultant was hired to assist with the
implementation of the program. The progam philosophy and policy were developed
and money for additional supplies was allocated to each school. In this way sanction
and resources were provided.
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School conditions, however, were not considered. Conditions such as optimal
class size, need for classroom teacher preparation time and time for classroom
teachers to consult with resource teachers wete not discussed. The committee was
not aware of the effects of the culture of the school or the varying conditions at the
elementary, junior and senior high school levels and did not consider possible role
conflicts. It was thought that a tightly written job description would solve these
problems.

Seymour Sarason, in The Culture of the School and the Problem of Change
(1971) stares:

If one assumes that these are some characteristics of the school
culture, it becomes clear that introducing a new curriculum should
involve one in more than its development and delivery. It should.
confront one with problems that stem from the fact that the school is, in
a social and professional sense, highly structured and differentiated--a
fact that is related to attitude, conceptions, and regularities of all who
are in the setting. 

_ 
Teaching any stbject matter, frõm this viewpoint, is

in putt determined by structural or system characteristics having no
intrinsic relationship to the particular subject matter. If this asJertion is
even pafily correct, any attempt to change a curiculum independent of
changing some institutional feature runs the risk of partial oi complete
failure (page 35).

Sarason is referring to a list of tentative characteristics of the school culture that
could adversely interfere with the objectives of change. In a junior high school, students
seem to be hesitant about seeing a resource teacher because it identifies them as in need
of assistance. Furthermore, a modified program also labels them in this way. Teachers
may feel that referring the student is a reflection of their own teaching and by writing
down the fact that they cannot "make" the student successful, they are admitting their
inadequacies. Because junior high school teachers are usually content specialists who
feel that it is their duty to impart facts in their content area rather than learning strategies,
it may be more difficult for teachers at this level to deviate from the curriculum.

These examples illustrate the complexity of initiating change in the school
system. Many aspects of the system may work against the change and wili cause
the change to fail or to adapt. Lack of awa¡eness of this influence and/or lack of
consideration were demonstrated by the resource teacher committee. However, the
system "regularities" continued to exert their influence and the result was a resource
program that was unlike the one the committee envisioned.
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"...[T]he obstacle of another characteristic of school culture: there are no
vehicles of discussion, coûtmunication, or observation that allow for this kind of
variation to be raised and productivery used for purposes of help and change."
(Sarason 1971) Sarason was referring to resea¡ch that suggested that when teachers
are confronted with data about their teaching behaviour and these data were
discussed in terms of theory and intended outcomes, the teachers as a group were
able to change. Discussion, observation and communication would be the norm. and
therefore teachers would not feel singled out.

None of the schools had a systematic procedure for problem solving and
change. None of the schools seemed to be oriented towards the identification and
discussion of problems together to facilitate their resolution. Teachers did not feel
that they were the impetus to program change and development. They felt that the
administration made these decisions. They were often consulted and sometimes were
given the opportunity to choose to participate.

While Bayata Junior High had no formal problem solving mechanisms, it did
have an experienced staff who were very open and willing to confront each other. This
was done informally, was initiated by the staff and had been a characteristic of that
school for many years. Bayata also had the resource teachers who were the most
satisfied with their program. They felt that it was successful and attributed. the
success to the classroom teachers. An initial referral conference was often held as a
team and teachers would discuss the student and brainstorïn ideas for program change
together. This appeared to be highly productive. Any further assistance was to be
individually requested. Commason Junior High was described as "buying in to the
team approach" by the administrator. The resource teacher had tried to encourage
open discussion th¡ough school inservices and group meetings. It appeared as though
this was having a positive effect on resource teacher/classroom teacher consultation.

Teachers are alone with their children and problems in a classroom, and
the frequency and pattern of contact with others like themselues aré ór a
kind and quality that make new learning and change unlikely. when in
the course of one's day-to-day professiónal existeice the gáining of
rewards is dependent almost exclusively on one's relatioñship .iittt
children, and these rewards are frequenily indirect and nonveibal, and.
when the frequency of such rewards is not greater than the frustrations

School Climate
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one experiences, it should not be surprising if the well of motivation
should run low or d4r, or if behaviorbecomes routinized. To expect
otherwise is to assume that one is not dependent to some degrìe, at
least, on contact with and stimulation from one's colleagues (-sarason
1971., p.107).

...life for everyone in a school is determined by ideas and values, and if
these are not under constant discussion and surveillance, the comforts
of ritual replace the conflict and excitement involved in growing and
changing (Sarason 197 l, p.t47).

classroom walls serve as fortifications. They keep out ideas,
inforrnation, the rest of the school, and the reil woild. ... Failure
techniques are built into the structure of Schooling, woven into its fabric,
approved by rule and law, and taught to neophytês...(Haft l9g9)

These statements underline the need for open discussion among professionals.
The consultative resource teacher is a step towards the implementation of debate and
change but this is a new way of solving problems for most and it will be very
uncomfortable for many teachers. It witl also be uncomfortable for most resource
teachers and principals. At the secondary level these concerns are even more acure.
In junior high school, I believe it is the norïn that the frustrations exceed the rewa¡ds.
Junior high school teachers are occupied with maintaining discipline and encouraging
students to cornplete assignments. Mainstreaming seems impossible because it is
already difficult to teach the regular education studenr. It is also the norm that the
teachers are specialists in subject matter and feel that they have little in common with
each other. In addition, there is little, if any time, during the school day when the
teachers are all together. The only time intellectual discussion may occur is during a
common preparation period. It is during this time that resource teachers wish to
discuss program modifications.

The factors of trust and school politics were not measured systematically in
this study. However, it appears that the trust level at Bayata Junior High was high.
The teachers felt free to confront each other and to d.iscuss their problems in the staff
room. The resource teachers felt that they were part of this process and accepted by
the staff. The resource teacher at Commason had been able to generate some trust
and cooperation as the administrator had stated. that the teachers were "buying in to a
team approach." The questionnaire return rate was high in this school and the
teachers were showing more interest and cooperation. The resource teacher appeared
to be using many collaboration skills.
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In contrast, the resource teachers at Anacreon Junior High were frustrated with
their program. The teachers had gone to the Teachers'Association as a group ro
complain about the time spent consulting. Collaboration seemed to rarely occur, rather
a list of suggestions was given, and the teachers chose whether to use them or not.
This suggests that the trust level was low and that the resource teachers did not have
teacher cooperation.

Dr. Darrell Junior High seemed to demonstrate even less resource
teacher/classroom teacher cooperation. At this school, the resource teacher described
collaboration as "trying hard to get along with the staff, staying for lunch, etc." Almost
no consultation occurred. At this school the administrator stated that he did. not
support the concept of mainstreaming and he did not acknowledge the importance of
consultation between the resource and classroom teachers. 'Were these opinions his
own or a reflection of the teaching staff?

At Commason, the resource teacher was new to the school at the beginning of
the year. The teachers had not yet developed any type of relationship with her and
she was in the school on a part time basis. By the end of the year, things had changed.
dramatically--time had been increased and administrator and teacher support had been
gained. It appears that it is possible and essential to the program's success for the
resource teacher to build trust and to pay attention to the politics of the school. This
may be the place to start when initiating a progrÍìm in a school.

The resource teachers at Esbak Junior High were very happy to have the
administrator supporting their program and they felt that they were able to discuss
plans more freely with his support. However, not all administrators support reso¡rce
teachers or programs in this way. It is important to note that this can be changed. It
is also important to note that simply by supporting the program the administrator does
not guarantee teacher cooperation or trust. The resou¡ce teachers must develop this
themselves. This is demonstrated by the program at Esbak. It is still largely tutorial.
Both Commason and Esbak had tried to initiate changes for the same length of time.
The resource teacher at Commason was part time and had. been able to build the trust
and political snength to consult during the same time period that the administrator at
Esbak had been attempting to do so.
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Elementary and junior high schools are organized very differently as Sarason (1971.,

p.83) describes.

...we became increasingly aware that junior high personnel view the
new snrdent in September rather differently than elementary school
personnel did the previous June. Whereas in June the elementary
school viewed him as a child, in September the junior high viewed him
as ayoung adult. These different views result in different expectations
and are an important aspect of the discontinuity benveen structure and
organization of the two settings. f am, of course, suggesting that
meeting these different expectations is frequently difficult for some
children...

There is another aspect to this problem that is illuminating of the school
culture: the differences ín the wøys in which pupils are víewed by
elementary and, junior hígh personnel are reflections of the differences in
the ways in whích these personnel víew each other. Many (by no
means all) junior high school teachers view themselves as "specialists"
on a particular subject matter, while they view the elementary school
teacher as a somewhat superficial generalist--much like the differences
between the general practitioner and specialist in medicine. Put in
another way, the junior high teacher tends to view himself as "higher"
and, therefor, better than the elementary school teacher. The fact that
there are more men teachers in the junior high school than in the
elementary school is undoubtedly a reflection of the view that the
elementary school pupil is a child (taken care of by child-care kinds of
teachers) while the junior high school pupil (who two months before
was in elementary school) is a beginning young adult.

Corbett, Dawson and Firestone state that school organization in one of eight

school conditions that affect any school project and thus needs to be considered

carefully. They state that without organizational support, an individual's impact is
muted by the actions, beliefs and attitudes of other school members (Corbett et al.

1984).

When the resource program committee decided to expand the resource

program in this school division, these organizational differences \¡/ere not considered.

The elementary school program was implemented at the secondary level. Up to this

time, a resource program had only existed in elementary schools, and if Sarason is

cotrect, it could be viewed as "necessary for children who require care" by junior high

school teachers. As junior high school students are not children, a resource program

Organization
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would then be considered unnecessary at this level. $imil¿¡ly, it could be inferred

that a resource progr¿ìm would be needed by generalists but not by specialists.

Generalists see their pupils for a larger amount of the school day and do not

see as many students. Because of the dramatic change in expectations placed upon

the students, pupils who have not previously encountered difficulty may find it hard to

adapt to the new structure. As a result, referrals to the resource teacher may

increase and the resource teacher would deal with many more teachers for each

referal. This information was not considered when designing the secondary

resource program. Initially, all schools received one resource teacher for every 500

students. Later, this ratio was changed at the elementary school level to accomodate

the increased involvement of the resource teacher in the early identification of
students who may encounter difficulty in school. Presently, schools at the

elementary school level receive one resource teacher for every 350 students. At the

junior high school level, the schools are staffed with one resource teacher for every

500 students. The idea that the change in organization may cause difficulty for
students had not been entertained.

Sarason also presents the idea that junior high school teachers feel that they

are "higher" and that they are primarily men. Resource teachers at this level are

primarily women and many in this school division are previous elementary school

teachers (classroom and resource). Junior high school teachers may find it difficult to
seek assistance from someone thev view as inferior.

In addition, the resource teacher was not subject to the same guidelines. She

had no classroom, no cuniculum and a very small class size. The only other positions

in the school that were similar were those of the guidance counsellor and the

administrator. The resource teacher was to observe in the classroom and make

suggestions about changing program. This is very similar to the role of the principal

who often observes and recommends change during evaluation. Role confusion could

make it difficult for the classroom teacher to consult and for the administrator to

support the resource teacher's role.

Although the addition of resource teachers to the secondary school was seen

as providing support for classroom teachers, the implementation of the policy of
mainstreaming at about the same time seemed to increase demands on classroom

teachers. Often, teachers feel that they do not have the skill to deal with the
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mainstreâmed child and they may be hesitant to implement a change because of
genuine concern for the child (Hasazr,1976). In a study on Mainstreaming conducted
by a Western Canadian Teachers' Society in 1984-85, junior high school teachers
viewed the effects of integration more negatively than elementåry teachers (see
Table 2).

Who are the students whose programs require modifications? Are they
students who a¡e having difficulty--students with low grades? Sarason,s premise is
that students find it extremely d.ifficult to tell a teacher that they don,t understand the
subject matter. In junior high school they usually prefer ro not atrempr the work or to
misbehave in class. If this is the case, will the teacher be motivated to work ha¡der
preparing material or changing to benefit a student who is, at best, ,,irritating,,? Will
the teache¡ believe that the student could not handle the regular program when the
student's behaviour seems to account for the lack of achievement? Will the srudents
themselves wish to be singled out and attend special classes or be tutored?

Sarason also states that teachers find it extremely difficult to say that they
are having difficulty presenting subject matter or that students are having difficulty
learning in their classes. The consultative model expects them to do just that. For
the frst time, educators were asked how they might change in order to solve a
problem or prevent one. This model may even require that they state this to
someone they may regard as inferior or may regard as a part of the ad.ministration.
Sarason further suggests that classroom teachers are not usually expected to
discuss educational philosophy nor do they expect to have professionals observe
them teach. Again, this is an important part of the consultative role. This
discrepancy may be more acute at the junior high level where teachers view
themselves as specialists. What can a resource teacher know about science?
Spadek states that teachers are resistant when they feel that the suggested change
is not realistic or because the consultant lacks credibility (Spadek lgsz).
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Table 1. Effects of Integration

Primary L4Vo 56Vo l4%o 6Vo Wo

Level Intermed.iate Bvo 57vo g% r3vo 4vo

JuniorHigh jVo  BVo lIVo 22Vo 2Vo

Senior High lIVo 4,Mo IgVo L3Vo }Vo

On Special Needs Students

Very No Very

Positive Positive Effect Negative Negative

Very No Very

Positive positive Effect Negative Negative

P.i*ary 9Vo 37Vo ?l.Vo l|Vo lTo

I evel Intermediate 7vo 35vo 2rvo ?-Mo 3vo

Junior High 3Vo 30Vo ?JVo 29Vo 2Vo

Senior High j%o 26Vo 37Vo 73Vo gVo
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The use of a resource teacher as a consultant is a relatively new concept and
teachers have not been prepared to act as a consultee. They do not know how to act
collaboratively and so may choose to be resistant instead (Carner 1982). Resistance
to change has been the norm in schools as teachers work in isolation rather than
cooperatively.

Program modification involves changing curriculum. Sarason states that
teachers have difficulty deviating from the curriculum. In this school division, students

were required to write school division exâms at the end of the year. These exams are
based on the subject matter in the curriculum. Resource teachers often had the
experience of teachers stating that programs could not be changed because of these

exams. In response to this problem, the school fiyi,sion stated that students who had
a written individual educational plan which indicated that the student's program was
substantially different from the regular curriculum could be excused from writing the
divisional exams. In practice, few students were excluded. Problems such as "'What

does substantially different really mean?" and "What does the student do instead of
writing the exam?" seemed to be of great concern to the administrators and. teachers.
In addition, because of feelings among staff that resource teachers had special
privileges, most resource teachers were eventually given many classroom teacher
responsibilities. Among these were exam supervision. This made it impossible for
students to take oral exams or to be supervised while not writing the exams as no
professional was free during the exam period. It was more satisfying to the staff to
have all students write these exams. one of the concessions made, was to
sometimes not use the exam grade in the calculation of the final mark and thus the
parents were informed that the "grade" rather than the "program" had been modified..

These examples demonstrate the difficulties of implementing a progïam that is
very different from the existing organizational pattern. All levels of the resource
programs suffered from the lack of foresight and lack of consideration of the d.ifferences
in school settings, but the junior high school has a very different school culture and
thus this lack of foresight may have many more implications for a junior high
consultative resource progr¿Lm. One administrator at Bayata Junior High who had
previously taught at an elementary school supported this premise by stating, during
our interview, that there was a significant difference in the operation of the program ar

the two levels. He specifically mentioned a large increase in the ¿Lmount of tutorial
time at the junior high.
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The administrator's leadership style was presented as a possible contributor to
the success of the consultative resource program (cox 19g3). Many resource
teachers suggested that they would like more "administrative support." Describing
what this support entails was one of the aims of the study.

One aspect of the leadership style that was analyzed was the orientation of
the staff to problem solving and change. This was previously discussed in the School
Climate section. The conclusion that no school had an open problem solving srategy
in place was drawn. It appeared that Bayata Junior High had an atmosphere of
openness and constructive confrontation and that the resource program seemed to
benefit from this, but this "atmosphere" did not seem to be the result of the
administrators' leadership style. It had been a characteristic of the school for a
number of years, weathering many changes in administrators and teachers.

Another aspect of leadership style that was studied was the extent to which
the teachers were involved in school decision making. It appears that in mosr cases
new programs or changes come from outside the school. These changes were
developed by Department of Education personnel or Division Office personnel. Dr.
Darrell Junior High developed a program for gifted students within the school but it
appears that the impetus for this program came from the administrator. Esbak Junior
High was also implementing a great deal of change but, again, this change was
initiated by the administrator. The teachers wer€ involved in the design and,
implementation of these programs but the idea of developing the program itself came
from the administration. Administrators developed these ideas which came from
perceived needs within the school. The administrator at Dr. Darrell decided that the
school needed to attract more students and the teachers were told that their jobs
depended on the gifted education program because it would possibly increase
enrollment at the school. Esbak had a problem with student discipline and homework
completion.

It seemed that instead of the administrator choosing to present the problem to
the staff and and the staff choosing to attempt to solve this problem as a team, the
administrators chose to present the solution to the staff and. ask for their assistance to
implement it. As a result, the problem and its solution belonged to rhe administrator.

Administrator
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This also seemed to be the procedure followed when programs were developed

outside the school. At Anacreon, the adminis¡.1or would attempt to find a teacher

who would agree to try the program. Incentives were usually an increase in
preparation time. At Dr. Darrell the administrator designated time to hotd a workshop
at a motel in a neighboring town to develop the new program goals. The incentives
were more time during the school day to work on the program and a transfer to another

school if you didn't agree. At Esbak the new programs were developed at staff
meetings and the administration participated in the implementation by taking some of
the responsibility of implementation themselves. Consultants from outside the school

were not usually used on a regular basis. It appears that the administrators are the
primary educational leaders in the school. They decide on programming and do not

usually involve other consultants. .Thus, experience working with consultants or
solving problems as a team is minimal. Sometimes the adminisnators are successful;

sometimes they are not.

Because both are trying to implement teacher anüor curriculum change, the
principal and the consultative resource teacher have similar roles. The resou¡ce

teacher attempts to enlist the teacher's cooperation to develop new programs within
the classroom; the administrator implements ne\¡/ programs within the school. The
resource teacher does not have a regular classroom nor does she have a curiculum to
follow. She is the only other person in the school who goes into classrooms. How
does this role similarity affect the principal?

In diverse ways the principal would attempt to structure our role so that
we would work with children rather than with teachers. with us, at
least, the principal tended to describe problems as existing inside the
child's head independent of the classroom he was in or the teacher he
had. It was children who were problems and needed help .. In a number
of instances the principal became visibly upset when he found out that
in order to cope with certain classroom problems the teacher and clinic
member had worked out and implemented a new procedure or approach
....Much of what has been said above \¡/as put spontaneously, and in the
context of heated discussion, by two different principals: "You are doing
what I am supposed to be doing." (Sarason l97I,p.lZ1)

The possibility that principals would find it difficult to have consultative
resource teachers in their schools was not discussed by the committee even though
principals were represented. They just didn't think of it. However, some principals

did express concern at the time the role was developed and did not support the

resource teacher's change of role. One administrator from another school division
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publicly stated at a conference where this new role was being presented, that the
resource teacher was taking over the administrator's role. This seems to indicate
that the problem of role conflict was a real possibiliry. If the principal is
uncomfortable with the resource teacher's role, will he provide assistance and
support? Since it is a school division policy to have such a program, it is not likely
that he would openly not allow the resource teacher to consult, but he may make it
increasingly diff,rcult to do so.

Only Bayata and Esbak had some timetabled. consultation time. This resulted
in the classroom teachers having one less preparation perid. The same
administrator initiated this plan in both schools and this administrator had been on
the original resource teacher role planning committee. Even though consultation time
was provided, it was not additional dme, as was given to teachers by many of the
principals in the study as an incentive to implement other new progrÍìms desired by
the principal. By not making additional resources available, the resouïce teacher is
'blamed'for the consultation policy and the classroom teacher must'pay for it'. The
consultation time was also minimal. The principal stated during the interview that
the resource teachers had too many other things to do and could not handle more
consultation time. He also stated that resource teachers should not suggest
modifications that required the teacher to do too much work or that were too different
from the regular program.

At Dr. Darrell almost no consultation took place. The principal stated. that he
"had no trouble with it as long as it's consultation time (emphasis his) . My resource
teacher works ha¡d. I have no worry." At Anacreon the resource teachers had asked
for regularly scheduled consultation time but the principal refused to honou¡ their
request. At Commason most consultation took place outside of school hou¡s and
was often between the resource teacher, student and. parents. Other resources such
as supplies were almost always available, but time to consult was not.

It appears that adequate resource teacher consultation time was either not
seen to be necessary or not a priority with the principals. The amount of time
required may be more than what is perceived to be necessary by administrators.
Some of Friend's stumbling blocks to consultation were lack of time for consultation
and administrator hesitation to implement the program with consultation time CFriend
1984). Yet most schools @r.Darrell indicated that the policy was nor being
followed) felt that they were essentially following divisional policy. Additional
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tutorial was mentioned but they did indicate that this was in response to Deparment
of Education dictates or to a perceived need in the school and that the policy was

being followed too. Many felt that resource programs were a priority in their schools.

Since all schools had tutorial resource programs it seems that this type of
program was unofficially supported by the administrators. The Department of
Education was "blamed" for this deviation from policy even though the Departrrent
had never officially supported this practice and had offrcially supported the role of the

consultative resource teacher. Classroom teachers do not like students missing their
classes to attend tutorials. To accommodate the teachers, the schools all timetabled
resource teacher tutoring during French or business education time. The special

education students did not take these subjects. Resource was an option to the

French and business education prÒgrams. Some schools gave grades for "resource."
In this way, the resource progr¿ìm became a program more like the others in the

school with a smaller class size. Resource teachers were given home rooms to
register (this hindered consulting before school hours with parents or clinicians) and

had extracurricula¡ responsibilities after school. (This hindered meeting with
parents, clinicians and teachers after school.) Because their time was rigidly
timetabled, they were often unavailable during a teacher's preparation period or could
not observe certain classes because those classes occurred during their scheduled
tutorial classes. In this way the resource teachers'role became more like the role of
the classroom teacher and less like the role of the principal. It was also common for
students to dislike being 'singled out' or grouped for remedial classes. In this way
Sarason's premises of school culture seem to have been validated. (Sarason lgTl).

Anacreon had a large extracurricular program and extracurricular activities
\¡/ere a priority for the administrator. The band teacher had extra preparation time as

an incentive. The resource teacher ran a very large peer tutoring program which
occurred at lunch time, before and after school. Anacreon's peer tutoring program
was the largest in the school division and this was good public relations for a school
which prided itself on its extensive extracurricular program and the large number of
teachers who worked at the school after hours.

At Dr. Darrell the school logo was "Reputation for Excellence" and the
priority was programming for the gifted. The resource teacher received few teacher
referrals. She checked standardized test results and formed tutorial classes that
were timetabled opposite French. The rest of the time she "pulled in " students who
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were needy in specific areas and they were "grouped by availability." At Commason
the principal had timetabled the students he felt needed tutorial instruction, again,
instead of French.

What type of administrative support is necessary for the resource teacher
consultant? In addition to time to consult, sanctioning programs that differ from the
curriculum and supporting resource teacher consultation, principals should
complement the resource teacher role by trying to establish an atmosphere where
teachers feel free to discuss and solve problems. Resource teachers mention that
they feel it is important that the principal not feel uneasy when he sees them talking
to teachers during school time, that he understand that change often results in
conflict, and that there is a need for confrontation. They also hoped that the principal
would understand that change takes time. Sometimes conferencing appears to be
casual as Gene Hall and Shirley Hourd call "incident interventions" (Hall and Hourd
in McDonald 1989) or as McDonald calls it, "one-legged conferencing."

From the point of view of the initiator, the discussion in such
conferences in often indirect, consisting of as little as: "How's it
going?" "why do you say that?" "can ihelp somehow?" euick and
casual though they may be, however, such interventions ùcumulate
over time, Hall and Hourd claim, and have a powerful effect (Hall
and Hourd 1987).

Those inclined to regard serious work inside the schools as a matter
of achievemelt and applying power are unlikely to believe rhis.
They will believe that one-legged conferencing is a weak strategy,
much inferior to such strategies as formal claJsroom observatiol
and critique, curriculum intervention, or the design of new policy. I
would arque, however, that strategies based on-po*", reîations,
when wielded by outsiders, are more likely to eigender destruct-ive
resisrance than constructive change (McDon¿¿ iggg)

' 
Principals need to know and understand the importance of consultation and the

many forms it may take, the consequences of such consultation and that effective
consultation is not "quick".

...what is missing in these proposals for change (and. missing in those
instances I have observed wtrère some of ttreTe proposals hãve been
put into effect) is any recognition that the principât ii ttre crucial
implementor of change. That is to say, any proposal for change that
intends to alter the quality of life in_the scúool depends primafrty on ttreprincipal. one can realign forces of power, change administrative
structures, and increase budgets for materiats anã new personnel, but
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the intended effects of all these changes will be drastrically diluted by
principals whose past experiences and training, interacting with certain
personality factors, ill prepares them for the role of educational and
instructional leader. (Sarason 1977, p.148)

Teachers

...The teacher feels, and is made to feel, that her worth as a teacher will
be judged by how much her class learns in a given perid of tims. ...
Teachers and other school personnel have inordinate difficulty in
thinking other than in terms of covering X emount of material in X
amount of time. It would indeed be strange if they thought otherwise.
After all, the school is organized according to grade levels, children are
expected to be promoted at a certain time on the basis of achievement,
and teachers at one grade level expect that the teachers of the previous
Ievel have adequately prepared their pupils, just as they know that the
teacher to whom their children are passed on will expect that a
parricular amount and kind of material will have been covered. (Sarason
1971, p.152)

At the junior high school level, teachers are specialized and final exams are

given on the material in the curriculum. Special education teachers, however, have no
curriculum and think in terms of the student progressing or improving. They teach the
skills necessary to show growth in fundamental processes as opposed to.curriculum
required facts and skills, and evaluate in a way that is very different from the

classroom teacher. They think in terms of mastery learning rather than passing, and in
skill levels or amount of material mastered rather than in marks. How do these

differing attitudes and goals affect the consultative resource program?

No inservicing or discussion of these different values as a group has taken
place in this school division to my knowledge. Judging by the difficulty principals have
with deviating from the curiculum and allowing sfudents to omit final exams, it seems

that this is a problem that is left unresolved and undiscussed. It seems that the staff
feel that the resource teachers job is to make the student fit the program rather than
make the program fit the student. This is accomplished by providing remedial
instruction so that the student will be able to be successful in the regular program or
by assisting the student with learning strategies or study skills so that he can

accomplish the regular program. This school division has developed a number of study
skills lesson plans and has trained its resource teachers in the instruction of learning
strategies.
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However, effective tutoring requires some knowledge of the classroom program
and strategies and sfudy skill instruction requires the cooperation of the classroom
teachers and their assistance in helping students use these skills in the classroom.
To be successful in any special education program that has as its goal the successful
return to the regular classroom, regular education and special education teache¡s must
consult and cooperate. This results in more work and more time needed for both
teachers. This study found that no responsibilities were taken away, but more were
added.

It was the purpose of this study to determine what the teachers' attitudes
towards the consultative resource program and its requisites were. The premise was
that positive attitudes towards mainstreaming, change, program modifrcation and
consultation would have a positive effect of the consultative resource program. The
study also tried to assess demands on teacher time and teacher priorities. It was
thought that high demands on teacher time would work against the success of
consultation and that if consultation was a priority with teachers it would be more
likely that the program would be successful.

It was interesting to note that the teachers often felt that "their" attitude was
positive but that the attitude of the "others" was not. The resource teachers indicated
that the teachers' attitudes were more negative than the teachers' indication, and the
administrators thought that the attitudes were more positive than the classroom
teachers described.

The teachers stated that they were positive about professional development
and change but did not attempt to assist or cause change. They did not use divisional
consultants on a regular basis and felt that change was implemented from outside.
The resource teacher at Commason cornmented that she thought the staff had more
freedom to initiate change than they thought they had.

The teachers were positive about mainstreaming and. felt that it was a
worthwhile goal. This agrees with the data from the Provincial Teachers' Society
study conducted in 1984-5. However, they did not think that it worked. They felt that
segregated special education classes had been more successful. They seemed to feel
positive about consulting with the resource teachers but were unsure about the
effectiveness of modified programs. They viewed progïam mod.ification as a lot of
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work and were unsure about their ability to modify appropriately. They stated that
they had many demands on their time and did not have sufficient time to modify
programs. Other programs such as the extracurricular program were also demanding
of time and were of greater priority. Program modification was not perceived to be a
teacher priority.

These results are not surprising when the culture of the school and the
demands of the junior high are considered. It may be surprising to some that the
teachers are so positive. It seems that without adequate trme and assistance and
with other program demands being high, teachers would not spend time modifying a

program for a handful of students. There are no incentives to do so and even though
provision is made for exclusion from final exams for modified students, almost all still
write the final exam on curriculum at the end of the year. Teachers' exam marks are
collected by the administration in the building and by central office personnel and. the
results are provided to each department at the beginning of the next year to be used in
planning programs and planning improvements where necessary. No such information
is presented on modified programs.

The Provincial Teachers' Society survey (1984-5) found

Approximately l/3 to U2 of all teachers with special needs students
indicate that there is "rìo" or "minimal" program for them. programs for
students with behavioural disorders were rated poorest and. piograms
for ESL srudenrs and learning disabred received. the most poiitiie
assessment. ...Higher percentages of teachers viewed prõgrams as
inadequate than principals or other school-level support stafL special
education coordinators view program adequacy muèh more favoräbly
than teachers.

The majority of all $oups surveyed indicated that integration has a
positive effect on special needs students. In particular, respondents
stressed the positive effects regarding socialilation and attìtudes.

Eighty-five per cent (85vo) of teachers indicated that workload
increased, and of these approximately l/5 stated that workload had.
"greatly increased" as a result of having special needs students in their
classes. similarly, 767o of teachers with special needs students
indicated that their stress levels had increãsed.

Approximately U2 of the teachers and principals responding indicated
that their attitude toward mainstreaming had changeã in thð past 4 or 5
years. For teachers whose attitude had changed, there *as ã tendency
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to view mainstreaming more negatively. This change was particularly
evident with junior high teachers. (Provincial Teachers' Society 1985t

It is understandable that teachers would not view mainstreaming and the
resulting program modification as a priority.

Resou¡ce Teacher

It was ihe intent of this study to examine the qualities of a resource teacher
that might account for a successful consultative resource program. However, as it
was considered inappropriate to ask teachers to evaluate their resource teachers in
any way, the teachers were asked to evaluate resource teacher qualities that they felt
were important to the success of a consultative resource program. No real differences
were identified in this manner and knowledge and technical skill, consultation skills,
use of collaborative, conìmunication skills, ability to appropriately control the rate of
expected change and conflict management were all regarded as important. It was
interesting to note that knowledge and technical skill was perceived to be the least
important although still regarded as significant. All of the other skills were deemed to
be equally important. Some indication of resource teacher skill was revealed in the
interviews and this information is helpful to the understanding of why resource
programs operate as they do.

The use of consultation stages (Btock 1981) was followed most closely at
Anacreon Junior High. Rather than encouraging success in the consultation process,
the resource teacher's adherence to these stages resulted in the teachers rebelling
and asking the assistance of the Provincial Teachers' Society. The teachers felt that
they did not have the time to consult and were not willing to give up their preparation
time, noon hours or other time outside of school hours. The resource teachers at this
school felt that there were many demands on the teachers' time and understood their
concerns. They wished to have regularly timetabled consultation time. It appears that
it was impossible to successfully use all consultation stages in this environment.

Collaboration techniques were used frequently at Commason Junior High. The
teachers indicated collaborative involvement at most of the stages of consultation.
The resource teacher cited lack of time and newness to the school as reasons for not
following the consultative stages and seemed to feel that this would be possible next
year. The goal for this year had been to develop staff trust and. understanding of the
process. She seemed to be successful in gathering support for the resource pro$am
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as resource time was to be increased the following year and the principal had taken
school time for an inservice on Mainstreaming and Program Modification conducted by
the resource teacher.

At Anacreon, the resource teacher stated that she preferred to use the
"expert" role (Bravi 1986) when she began as a resource teacher at the school. She

was attempting to introduce more collaboration into the consultation process but was
having difficulty. The teachers seemed to prefer the "expert" role and wished to have
a list of suggestions from which to chose rather than collaboratively developing an
educational plan.

The resource teacher policy for this school division states the importance of
teacher 'ownership' of the student and the problems of programming for him. That is
why teachers are to complete a written referral. By assuming an "expert" role, the
resource teacher takes ownership of the problem. Because the classroom teacher
remains detached from the process, he may not feel any obligation to implement a

modified program. Involvement in the process helps to maintain an attachment to the
case and a responsibility to ensure success (Bravi 1936). It seems that following the
stages is not as important as using these stages as an opportunity to collaborate with
the teachers.

This involvement begins with the teacher's request for help (the written
referral). However, very often no referral is completed because the student has been
previously identified as requiring assistance. If the resource teacher develops a

program without a request for assistance from the classroom teacher, the teacher does
not feel a responsibility to implement the program. If the resource teacher waits for a

referral, she may feel negligent because she knows of the child.'s need for assistance.

At Commason the resource teacher was new to the school and asked the staff
to submit referrals on all students who required help. This worked because she did
not know the students well and depended on the teacher's assistance. At Dr. Darrell,
the resource teacher planned and implemented a tutorial program of her own. The
teachers did not need to be involved at all. At Bayata, the resource teacher compiled
an alert list of previously identified students and gave it to the teachers. She then
followed the students' progress. If it appeared that they required assistance in some
areas, she called a team meeting of all the student's teachers to discuss the student
and brainstorm solutions to problems. The teachers then completed a written referral
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requesting help if they felt they needed it. If no referral was submitted and the student
was still having difficulty, the resource teacher confronted the teacher with the
problem. In this way the resource teacher was free from the guilt of knowing that a
student might not be receiving the assistance they needed and still maintained.
ownership of the problem with the teacher.

Previously identified students with severe difficulties were assigned to the
tutorial resource teacher for regular tutorial assistance during French or business
education. The consultative approach was maintained at Bayata and Esbak by
providing time for this resource teacher to work with students in the classroom and by
scheduling regular consultation time with the teacher. The consultation was mandated
by the principal. This program does not allow for teachers to request the service--it is
required, but it does keep some problem ownership with the teacher. Although
consultation with the resource teacher certainly is preparation, many teachers feel that
they should control the use of this time and see timetabting it as a "loss." Thus,
losing a preparation period on a regular basis may not motivate a teacher to consult.
The resource teacher was sensitive to this issue and arranged to meet the teacher in
the coffee room to consult over a cup of coffee. It is unclear if this consultation time
was successful. The resource teacher at Bayata indicated that it was working and
that because of her regularly timetabled classroom time she was able to observe the
student and the program regularly. However, McDonald states that observation with
feedback is a powerful tool only when responsibility and vulnerability are shared
(McDonald 1989). Resource teachers have to be sensitive to this issue when
observation and consultation a¡e timetabled rather than requested. At Esbak this
consultation time was not used on a regular basis.

The principal is certainly providing some incentives for classroom teachers to
consult. These incentives are not as positive as those provided for other programs,
but they are incentives. (Other incentives involve the addition of preparation time
rather than regulating how existing preparation time must be spent. It is
understandable why the administrator at Anacreon has not also done this even though
the resource teachers had requested. it. At this school the teachers are spending much
more time on extracuricular activities and if they would lose a preparation period too,
they may again revolt.) It is interesting to note that when the same administrator
tried to implement this tutorial/consultative resource role at Esbak Junior High, the
resource teacher did not use the consultation time provided and the consultative
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resource teacher gave up some of her consultation time to assist the tutorial resource
teacher with the tutoring. It appears that just 'making time' is not sufficient to ensure
consultation. However, it is very diffîcult for it to occur without the t'me.

It was difficult to assess ttre impact of the resource teacher's communication
skills. The resource teachers at Dr. Darrell and^ Esbak seemed to prefer a tutorial role
and this may be due to a perceived lack of some skills on their part. All reso¡rce
teachers were well aware of the importance of communication skills. The area of
conflict and confrontation seemed to be an area of concern among the resource
teachers. The resource teachers who were most confident in this area came from
schools where they felt secure. The most open and confident were the resource
teachers at Bayata. At this school the entire staff was not fearful of confrontation and
discussion as it seemed to be a way of life for them. The resource teachers at Esbak
suggested that confrontation and conflict were easier to handle now because of the
change in administrator who, they felt, understood the resource teacher role and its
stresses. They felt he supported them and the program. The resource teacher at Dr.
Da¡rell had the least support by her administrator and felt the least comfortable with
conflict and confrontation.

All of the resource teachers understood the importance of controlling the rate of
change. The resource teachers at Commason and Bayata seemed to be able to let the
teachers be active participants in the process. They were not as concerned that the
program be "correct" as they were that the teacher initiate, implement and evaluate it.
The resource teacher at Anacreon stated that this was difficult for her as she preferred
the "expert" role and was frustrated at the slowness of teacher change. It seemed
that the resource teachers at Commason and Bayata were concerned with developing
a teacher attitude and commitment to programming rather than just the program itself.
This may explain why the process was not as frustrating to them. They could see
progress in the way the teachers viewed progr¿rm modification and progress in the
way the process worked. Whereas the resource teacher at Anacreon saw that the
program was not being implemented and that the process was not progressing.

It appears that the resource teacher herself has a large impact on the success
of the program. Even though the system influences make it d.iff,rcult to consult
successfully some consultation and program change occurs at every school. Resource
teachers report that some teachers welcome their assistance. A teacher at Anacreon
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commented, "I have come to depend on the resource deparment at Anacreon, as the
staff employed there is exceptionally efficient, understanding and professional."

It also seems that there are certain teachers at every school that are willing to
support the consultative role. One of the resource teachers at Bayata commented,
"They are a professional hard working staff. The resource personnel doesn't matter...,'

Conclusions

This study attempted to isolate some of the variables that might contribute to
the success or failure of a consultative resource program and to deterrrine what their
influences might be. Five junior high schools were studied and it was found that
although all the schools had the sâme resource progïam policy the actual programs
were quite different. The one consistent feature was the presence of resource teacher
tutorial programs for some students during the French class. All schools had some
regularly timet¿bled tutorial instruction even rhough the divisional policy was
developed to change this practice. The Department of Education or the needs of the
school were given as the cause of this deviation from policy. Why did this happen?

System factors that could cause these problems or adaptations were not
anticipated. The most important unanticipated factors were the culture of the school
and in particular the culture of the junior high school. The teacher perception of
students as 'young adults' who should be responsible, the rigid timetabling,
specialization of teachers, and the importance of not deviating from the prescribed
curriculum, as well as the role conflict with the school administrator seem to be
important factors that require acknowledgement. and change. Until teachers can be
freed of the restrictions of following curriculum and. until schools see learning as a
developmental process that varies for everyone and construct flexible programs that
reflect and respond to this variation, it \¡/ill be very difficult, if not impossible, for good
programming for special needs students to occur. At present, resource teachers and
classroom teachers are speaking different languages with different goals. The goals of
special education are not the goals of regular education and as long as teachers feel
that they are being evaluated by regular education goals they will not embrace special
education ideals.

Although administrators say that teachers are free to vary curriculum and to
modify it, teachers seem to view divisional final examinations based on curriculum as
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a contradiction. It seems that administrators do not ask teachers to demonstrate how
they have deviated from the curriculum to accommodate the needs of their students
but do ask that the 'course is covered' and that the ma¡ks are 'good'. To do the fonner
would require teachers that are willing to modify programs and administrators that are
instructional leaders .

The princip-al may be this or that type of personality, he may be
experienced o-r inexperienced, he may be likeable ór otherwise, he may
be intellecttrally bright or average--if he is not constantly confronting
himself and others, and if others cannot confront him wi-th the worldäf
competing ideas and values shaping life in a school, he is an educational
administrator and not an educational reader. (Sarason rg7l, p.147)

The person in the school that best f,rts this description is the resource teacher.
It is her role to question, to understand. how children learn, to know how to d.iagnose
learning problems, how to develop program. She looks for the best methods of
instruction and is knowledgeable in the management of student behavior. It would not
be surprising if the principal might feel that the resource teacher is encroaching on his
job description and thus would make it easier for her to be like the other teachers in
the school with a class and a timetable. This role with the right to change curriculum
may be disturbing to administrators.

However, it is just this role that is necessary for all teachers if education is to
address the needs of all students. What is implied by the resource teacher role policy
and what is needed for program to meet individual needs is for regular educators to
become special educators. All teachers must be given the right to be professionals
who can determine their own curriculum based. on the needs of their students.
Administrators also must come to deal with this new role and a¡e challenged to
become educational leaders (Sarason lgTI) rather ¡þ¿¡ ¿rtministrators. Until teachers
are trusted to be professionals who are capable of and accountable for designing
student programs that not only deviate from curriculum but suit their students,needs
and administrators are educational leaders who.challenge teachers' thinking and
encourage conflict and the excitement of growth and change any change in cu¡riculum
or ¡ole will fall short of success.

Does this mean that resource progïams should not be consultative? Should we
return to special education classes? No. Special education classes have problems
too. We well know the problems of segregation and regular education teachers do not
support this isolation from society (Provincial Teachers' Society 1985) . Society itself
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is changing and the handicapped are demanding the right to integration and with it, the
need to modify societal structures to support this integration. The school system is a
reflection of society and it is not likely that it witl go back to a time where it was

acceptable to segregate people because of handicapping conditions. These students
must be a part of society during their school years as well as during their adult years.

Segregating them until 'they can fit' does not work either. They never are perceived to
'fit'. Even the partial withdrawal from class that was practised by the schools in this
study will not be of benefit to the student in any way unless the special education
teacher and the classroom teacher are willing to cooperate and consult. There will be
no transfer of skills learned in the tutorial program (Deshler 1981). Consultation is
not a choice, but a requirement necessitated by society's goal of equality of
opportunity for all.

In August, 1989 the Provincial Department of Education and Training issued
a policy statement and procedural guidelines for special needs studenti in the public
school system. Guidelines were provided to assist school d.ivisions in the following
areas:

* an education programming and placement process for students who
require modification of their educational program.

* a division/district-wide planning process for the education of students
with special needs.

* increased involvement of parents of students with special needs in
program and placement decisions

* an appeal process for disputes involving students with special needs.

In the province, as a matter of public policy, all children are entitled to a
public school education. The Public Schoors Act requires that "Every
school board shall provide or make provision for education in Gradei 1
to 12 inclusive for all resident persons who have the right to attend
school" (Section 4ll4l). This section of the Act constitutes mandatory
legislation for school divisionaVdistricts to provide education progr¿Lms
for all child¡en with special learning needs.

It is the policy oI !tt-" provincial Department of Education and Training to
provide for all children in the province access to learning opportunitie-s
which are commensurate with their needs and abilities. for students
with special learning needs, this means that:
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* school divisions/districts ¿ue responsible for offering appropriate
educational programs and the support services studenis nèe¿to benefit
from these programs.

* education programming will be provided in the most enabling learning
environment available or possible under the circumstances. rn tne
majority of cases, integration in the regular classroom, with the
provision pf special supports, affords such a setting.

* education progr¿rms will be individualized when appropriate

* ,h9 program planning process will involve a team approach, the team
consisting of all those who have information that is retèvant to the
student--parents, educators, support personnel --and the student if
possible.

This policy is consistent with the intent of the Canadian Charter of
Rights and Freedoms, Section 15, which grants equality of rights for all
individuals, including "the right to equal protection andequal-benefit of
the law without discrimination and, in particular, without discrimination
based on race, nationality or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, age or
mental or physical disability." @ducation and Training 19g9)

How do we fulfil this mandate when we know that the consultation process has
major difficulties? Knowing that the consultative role has these difficulties, and thar
many factors influence its success, can in itself be helpful to those who are struggling
with its implementation. This knowledge can help us be more understanding of ways
that we can facilitate its optimal implementation. In add.ition, by maintaining
consultative resource teachers within the school we are also working towards the
ideal of professional educators and educational leaders. These resource teachers are
given the opportunity to be professional role models. 'What can be done to assist the
effectiveness of these teachers?

Training of resource teachers is essential. Resource teachers need to be
aware of the sociology and politics of the school and need to learn to manage their
political role. The resource teacher at Commason was able to use this knowledge to
her advantage. Resource teachers should understand that it is necessary to
encourage an open atmosphere that allows for the discussion of educational theory
and ideas as well as problem solving among staff. They should facilitate this to the
best of their ability and encourage their administrator to do so. They should
understand the effect of the organization of the school on the degree to which
consultation can be implemented. They should understand that there are limits to the
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success they can experience that are not of their control. By understanding what
these limits are, they can work towards their change. They should understand the
importance of trust and try to build a high level of trust within their building.

Resource teachers should understand the limits placed on the ad.ministrator to
provide the resources necessary for consultation and try to gain these resources in a
non-threatening way. They should understand that admifis¡utors may feel
threatened by the conflict of the resource and principal roles. Resource teachers are a
minority within the school and resource programs are often not priorities. They should
fTnd ways to encourage their administrator to make their program a priority. The
resource teacher at Commason worked with parents a great deal an¿ used their
influence to change the administrator's priorities.

Another way to make the program a priority is to develop a good working
relationship with the classroom teachers. Understanding the perceptions of regular
educators may encourage this.

.-"teaching is a lonely profession" by which we mean that the teacher is
alone with her problems and dilemmas, constantly thrown back on her
own resources, having little or no interpersonal vehicles available for
purposes of stimulation, change, or control against man's capacity to act
and think foolishly.

constant giving in the context of constant vigilance required by the
presence of many children is a demanding, draining, taxing affãir that
cannot easily be sustained. Even where lt is sust;ined oñ a high levelit still does not always prevent guilt feelings because the teacher
cannot give all that she feels children need. To sustain the giving at a
high level requires that the teacher experience gettíng.

One member of the Yale Psycho-Educational Clinic has maintained that
a good part of whatever success we have had in working with teachers. was due to the fact that we were giving to them and this"wur 

^typi.ã1 
in

the lives of the reachers. (Sarason L97I)

Teachers do respond to consultation when they perceive that the work load is
being shared. The resource teacher at Commason was aware of this and varied her
expectations according to the ¿Lmount of work the teacher could handle. If they were
overloaded she would take the 'giant's share'. She met with parents and through
these meetings encouraged homework completion and behavior management with the
parent's assistance. This not only provided help, it did not project the notion that all of
the problem was due to the teacher's inadequacies. Resource teachers need to be
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sensitive to the fact that a request for change implies that the status quo is ineffective
and recognize that the teachers need more than suggestions or ideas. They also need
to be sensitive to their own needs for'getting' and provide for the receipt of 'giving'
themselves.

The use of collaboration is effective partly because it ind.icates that the teacher
is important, and partly because it does not allow the resource teacher to take
responsibility for the problem. It is important that the resource teacher communicate
respect for the teacher's knowledge and expertise and collaboration shows this.

The management of conflict and the ability to confront seem to depend on the
resource teacher's feeling of security in the school. If it is a school noÍn to confront, as
it was at Bayata, then it will not be difficult. If it is not, the resource teacher needs to
be careful, always aware of political alignment and the degree of support the program
receives from the administrator.

Administrators can support the program by providing the required resources
and learning to not feel uncomfortable with the ideas of consultation and program
modification. understanding why this discomfort occurs is a beginning. The
administrator must learn to trust the resource teacher. This may best be
accomplished by communicating with the resource teacher on a regular basis so that
he will be informed and can be a part of the process. The principal of Commason
indicated that this was important to him. In a school where trust is high, the principal
and the students and parents should be part of the 'team'.

Huefner cautions against the hasty implementation of the consulting teacher
model and wa¡ns of possible consequences.

Notwithstanding-the potential of the consulting teacher model, at least
seven serious risks attach to wholesale adoptiõn of the model'without
adequate preparation and conceptualization. Minimization of each ¡stwill require careful assessment of existing systems and personnel,

. along with realistic goal setring. It will alõo iequire policy makers io
resist the urge for a "quick fix.n The following risks are inherent in
inadequate preparation for implementation of îhe model.

1. Ineffective Caseload Management...

2. Converting the Model to a Tutoring or Aide Model...

3. Unrealistic Expectations...
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(a) Viewing the Consulting Teacher Model as a panacea...

(b) Undertraining and Overloading the Resource Teacher...

4. Inadequate Support from Regular Educators...

5. Inadequate Funding Mechanisms...

6. Faulty Assumptions Regarding Cost Savings...

7 . Faulty Assumptions Regarding Program Effectiveness...

(Iluefner 1988)

She also raises some interesting points on the reasons for this choice of policy.

. It is quite possible that various policy makers who support a consulting
teacher model may have conflicting goals. some may see the model as
enhancing the goal of equitable access to special services across all
groups of students; in other words, a concern for equity may be driving
their support. Others may see the model as creating more cost-efficient
service delivery; a concern for financial savings may be driving their
support. Finally, others may see the model as increasing the possibility
of quality individualized instruction at a building level; that is, the
concern for educational excellence may be driving their support. Equity,
efficiency, and excellence all have been primary motivatori in various
reform movements of the past, but usuùly onó has been promoted at
the expense of the other (Mitchell & Encarnation 1984). 

-

In contrast, if,equity, efficiency, and excellence are seen as equally
impoftant and compatible long-term goals, then presumably attenlion
would have to be paid to gradual rather than wholesale expansion of the
model, to determination of effective studenlteacher ratios, to intensified
teacher training, and to evaluation of outcomes.

If instruction sufficient to master individually determined competencies
can be provided to all special needs students, the goars of eqlity and
excellence can be_realized together. Furtherrnore, the goal oi efhciency
will be met as well because the cost-benefit ratio will be more efficienr
than if one focused on mere economies of scale without attention to
student ourcomes (Huefner 1988).

This study shows that in order to achieve the success of special education
students in the regular education class using a consulting resource teacher model
attention must be paid to the regular education system as well. Major changes are
needed in the role of the regular education teacher as well as the role of the principal
in order to accommodate this approach. Hart calls for a resfructuring of schools to
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bring about lea¡ning by all students rather than remaining obsessed with transferring
information.

Restructuring implies a willingness to look mercilessly at the burden
of custom and ritual that has been laid on teachers. It implies a
willingness to set them free to use their considerable good sense,
intuition, energy, and enthusiasm (Hart 1989).

These changes will ultimately affect the education of all students and the organization
of the school system as we know it. It will bring about the creation of the educational
professional and should result in equity, efficiency and excellence for all students.

However, change occurs slowly. until the conditions are optimum the
consulting resource teacher will continue to struggle. Some teachers will be able to
perceive of the opportunities this teacher provides to them to grow and change and
will welcome her. They will be able to modify programs and meet cu¡riculum
requirements. Some principals will also see the benefit to the program and provide
the support required to assist the consulting teacher in her role. They may also find
assistance for the development of their role as educational leader rather than
administrator. Some consulting teachers will be able to encourage this cooperation
and will be able to see the implementation of many modified programs. For these
people to persevere and increase their success ye¿ìr by year, they need to be aware
of the factors that a¡e affecting this program and those that affect their own
performance and personal well being. Once aware they need to continue to work
towards the change of these conditions.

Suggestions for Further Research
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The goal of this study \¡/as to gain an understanding of the factors influencing
the success of consultative resource teachers during the consultative process in
junior high schools following a specified policy. Huefner states that comparative
performance data are needed. Studies conducted to provide these data must be

careful to describe the program under review in great detail. This study showed that
when all schools were following the same policy the programs were quite different.

The variables selected for review in this study all seem to affect the
consultative resource model in some way and seem to interact with each other.
Further study is necessary to confirm this.



Further study must be done to gain more information about the personal
characteristics and behavior of the people involved in the consultative process.
Observation studies are needed to identify the most effective behaviors of resource
teacher/consultants and the types of teachers who are willing to collaborate, modify
programs and implement them. The effects of politics and administrator behavior also
require study.

Future studies should also consider the variable of the student. How should
the student and,/or his parents be included in the process? What type of student
benefi.ts the most? What is the optimal case size for a consultative resource teacher?
When should a case be dismissed at the junior high level? Is this more difficult
because a student may be able to handle some parts of the program without
modification and require these modifications in other curriculum a¡eas?

The type of modifications also need to be considered. Different student bodies
seem to require different resource models at the secondary level. A school that has
already segregated students by the type of program offered in the school may require
a much different approach than a school that has atl rypes of students. Is data-based
instruction relevant at the junior high school level? what type of program
modifications do work well at this level?

The amount of time needed to consult may also vary according to school needs
and according to the time of year. What is the optimal amount of consultation time or
is there an optimal amount?

Another va¡iable that was not considered is the va¡iable of the social culture.
Would this program be more effective in another culture? \ilould a culture based.
more on cooperation and less on competition have a more positive effect on the
attempts of teachers to work as a team?

Policy makers need to be aware of the many influences on policy
implementation and need to work towa¡ds system change. This change must be
based on research and it must be recognized that system change does not occur by
trying a new course of studies or creating a new teaching role.

In order to conduct meaningful research in this area we need to constantly
evaluate change. We all need to look at our thinking about schools and may need to
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change our own thinking before we can make any effective change in any aspect of the
school system. To this end, the importance of evaluation that is not merely the
confirrnation of a personal opinion cannot be overestimated.

If the more things change the more they remain the same, it is because
our ways of looking and thinking have not changed. This should not be
surprising when one recognizes that the agents of change from outside
the school culture are too frequently ignorant of the culture in which the
change is to be embedded, or if they are part of the culture, they are
themselves v^ictims of that very fact. ...Recognizing the adversary gives
one a basis for asserting that the probrem is neither hopeless noi -
insoluble. (Sarason 1971, p.236)
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APPENDX A

THE RESOURCE MODEL
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INTRODUCTION

The curent emphasis upon providing educational programs for students with special
needs within the mainstream of education makes the development of functional
support services imperative. The progam aims at facilitating and supporting
programming for students with exceptional needs within the mainstream of education.

The resource teacher is a member of the educational team and as such can function
effectively if there is general agreement about the goal for the progrâm, the operational
model, and the respective responsibilities and relationships âmong all members of the
educational team. The resource teacher's main function is to provide basic skills
instruction to students with learning problems and. to work directly with subject area
teachers to assist them with instructional techniques, classroom management and
program adjustmerfts that would allow these students to work more successfully in
the classroom.

I. REFERRAL

The referring teacher submits a written referral to the resource teacher
through the principal, outlining the teaching/learning problem as he/she
perceives it. In cases concerning referrals from parents, students, or
school personnel other than the subject teacher, he resource teacher
will complete and submit the ¡eferral form to the principal. This form is
aimed at acquiring pertinent information concerning teacher's
perceptions of the student's behaviour and other factors related to the
problem. It also requests information concerning steps already taken to
resolve the difficulty. The referral, completed by the referring teacher
initiates the process of asking questions, and in doing so, the resource
teacher recognizes the request for assistance from the referring
teacher. ( See School Resou¡ce Referral Forrr)

REFERRAL CONFERANCE

The resource teacher confers with the referring teacher (and principal if
required) to review the referral and together plan diagnostic
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procedures. The referral conference seryes to attempt to clarify
the reason(s) for the refenal, and to pinpoint specific behaviours that
are of concern to the teacher.

The questioning process may include questions about learner
cha¡acteristics, learning correlates and in structional implications for
each of these. Refer to Appendix

-see Learner Variables Guideline
-Charles - Form A
-see Referral Conference Guideline -Form B
-see Referral Interview Guideline - Form C
-see Sr. High Questionnaire - Subject Area
- Forrn D

These guidelines may be used to help to clarify concerns. pertinent

information may be recorded on the Resource Education plan Form at
this point.

As a result of information gathered from the refemal and the referral
conference, the purpose for observation may be established.

File the Referral and Educational plan Forms in the Resou¡ce Room.

DIAGNOSTIC PROCEDURES

a) OBSERVATION

Itr.

105

It is desirable that the resource teacher observe the referred student in
the regular classroom setting.

observation entails carefully planned, focused active attention by the
observer to identify behaviour, elicitors ofbehaviour, sequencing of
behaviour and consequences, if any.

(See Appendix in observation and Behaviour Management Section)

once a reliable pattern of behaviour emerges, systematic analysis of
recorded observations can take place and informal conferencing with the
referring teacher may be held to update information. Further data mav
be obtained from formal or informal testins.



b) Tests

Tests may be administered by the resource teacher to obtain concrete
data regarding the student's:

-vision and hearing

-instructional level

-academic strengths and weaknesses

-learning styles

-behavioural patterns

-programming

-placement

on the basis of this systematic process of diagnostic procedures,
inferences are drawn and tentative instructional strategies constructed,
to be tried during the diagnostic teaching phase.

(See Appendix in Diagnostic Information Section for formal and informal
as ses sments)

Record information for (a) observation and (b) Tests on or with the
Educational Plan Form.

(c) Diagnosticteaching

Diagnostic teaching is conducted individually or in a small group setting
by the resource teacher to determine appropriate teaching techniques
and materials based on the student's strengths and. needs. The
diagnostic teaching can take place in the classroom or in the resource
room setting.
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The diagnostic teaching phase tests the inferences, provides additional
assessment data, and analyzes educational tasks and performance
outcomes.

(see Appendix - this section - sr. High Appoinrment slip - for setting up
testing or diagnostic teaching appointmenrs - Form E)

Diagnostic teaching information is to be attached to the Educational
Plan Form and kept in the Resource Room file.



IV. EDUCATIONAL PLANNING

a) Conference

A conference is aranged between the referring teacher and the resource

teacher (arso the principal if required) to discuss the diagnostic findings
and to formulate program plans.

The resource teacher and referring teacher together evolve an

educational plan for the student. Explanation of and open discussion

about diagnostic procedures result in program anüor classroom
modifications mutually agreed upon.

Record such inforrnation on the Educational plan Form. This
information is to be kept in the Resource Room File. See eduoational
plan outline below. (See School Resource Educational plan)

b) Educational Plan

The Educational Plan is designed by the referring teacher and the
resource teacher should include :

1. diagnostic information
2. specific objectives b) Educational plan

3. recommend methods, materials and resources

4. the roles and responsibitities of the resource teacher

and of the referring teacher

5. monitoring and evaluation procedures

6. parental contact
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A written educational report is prepared, recommending well-defined
techniques, materials and implementation strategies already tested. and
found workable which are compatible with classroom organization.

It is important that the referring teacher claims "ownership" of the
referred student.

(see Appendix - this section - Sr. High Student Monitor sheet - Form F
- may be used at this time to monitor progress)



c) The resource teacher will place a schoor Resource cumulative
Record form in the referred student's cumulative record folder.

FOLLOV/-UP

The resource teacher will facilitate implementation of the educational
plan. It is during this period that the referring teacher generally
formulates hislher perceptions of the educational plan. During this time,
problems concerning the utilization of the educational plan can be
resolved. This may result in revision and/or modification of the initial
educational plan, and the modified/revised program implementation is
repeated if necessary

After the program has been implemented, the resource teacher and the
referring teacher will review the educational plan and will make any
necessary revisions. The resource teacher will consult with teachers on
an "as needed" basis concerning previously referred cases.

The resource teacher provides imprementation assistance for the
necessary period of time along with demonstrations as requested.

"The first priority is lel.to serve the child but to get the teacher hooked
on success. v/hen you remove the child, you remove the reason for
change."

The school Resource hogress Report is to be completed following the
implementation and kept in the Resource Room file.

(See School Resou¡ce Progress Report.)

CASE CLOSURE

V.
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VI.

The case will be closed when the resource teacher, the referring
teacher, and the principal view the student's progress as satisfactory.

\ilhen assessment of educationar planning objectives indicate mastery,
the case will be closed. The resource teacher does not assume
responsibility for and/or "ownership" of the problem. The resource



teacher provides service for g!! teachers in the school and therefore
cannot continue monitoring a situation once the objectives of the initial
referral have been met. However, the resource teacher will consult with
teachers on an "as needed" basis concerning previously referred cases.
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CONSI.ILTATIVE RESOURCE PROGRAM

INTERVIEW SCIIEDULE

For School Administrators
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ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

How many students are in your school? _

How many students are classified as low incidence 1
(L-1) for a unit count of 2.5? _

1.

2.

3. How many resource teachers are in your school?

4. How much use does your staff make of the resource teacher (based on the
number of referrals you sign)?

5.

Maximum

what is the experience level of your staff? (Approximate Numbers)
New _
New to subject or grade
Experienced _

How many teachers are on staff?
How many are ne\¡/ this year?

6.

7. What demands are made on your staff in tenns of new programs and other
responsibilities?
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8. Briefly describe the resource model in your school:

)
Little or None

9. Has your school modified the divisional model in any way? Why?

10. What is the attitude of your staff to problem solving? What methods do they
use? Is there a procedure in place? -



11. How do you and your staff implement and/or develop new programs?

72. Is the staff receptive to change? How do you encourage change?

13. v/hat is your staffs commiment to professional development?

14- which programs in your school do you feel deserve top priority?

whv?

15. llory do you involve your staff in decision making anüor program
implementation?

16.
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'When 
a new program is being implemented, is

as personnel, materials, time, etc., available?
things?

l7 - 'What incentives do you offer for teachers to change or implement new
programs? . . . to use consultation?

18. V/hat are the attitudes of the teachers on staff to:

resource and consultation?
_individualizing student programs?
_mainstreaming?

it easy to make resources such
Do teachers make use of these



19. How much time does your resource teacher spend consulting with teachers?

20. What is your opinion of consultation time?

2I. What do you feel makes a resource teacher an effective consultant?

whv?

22. a) When evaluating yourresource teacher, which consultant skills do you
consider important? (eg: empathy)
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b) What knowledge do you feel is necessary?

c) What attitudes do you consider to be important?

d) V/hat other areas do you consider for evaluation purposes?



, 23. Other comments:
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CONSULTATIVE RESOURCE PROGRAM

INTERVIEW SCIIEDULE

For Resource Teachers
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RESOIIRCE TEACHER INTERVIEW SCFIEDULE

1. How long have you worked in the school as a resource teacher?

2. How many teachers are new to the school this year?

3. Do the reachers in your school have many demands placed upon them?

+- Do they have sufficient time to mod.ify programs?

5. Are all the students y9u see, referred to you by classroom teachers? If not,
how many are new referals?

6. Briefly describe the way your pro$am operates.

7. How much of your resource time is used for consultation?
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8. Do you use a formal approach to consultation? Why?

9. Do you feel this is sufficient? If not, why is sufficient time not available?

10. Do- you h-ave any strategies that you use to ke^ep the relationship between you
and the classroom teacher a colláborative one? 

^



11. What stages do you follow when using consultation?

12. What strategies does your staff use to solve problems?

13. What is the attitude of your staff ro change?

14. How are new programs implemented in your school?

15. v/hat is the atitude of your sraff to professional developmenr?

16. How does your administrator implement change or new programs?

17 - Are resources readily available for new programs? . . . for modifying programs?
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18. Do the teachers use them?

L9. what incentives are offered to teachers to implement new programs? . . .
consultation?



20. what is the attitude of your staff towards: resource, consultation,
mainstreaming, individualizing programs?

2t. What progrâms are given priority by your staff? fVhy?

22. What communication strategies do you use when working with teachers?

23. H9w do you control the rate of required change so that it is tolerable and
effective?

24. How do you handle conflict?

25. How would you rate your ability to confront staff on sensitive issues? Whv?

26. Other comments:
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CONSULTATIVE RESOURCE PROGRAM

SURVEY

For Classroom Teachers
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This questio¡nairg. surveys attitudes toward the current resource program in our
school division. Since it has the potential to identify needs and piopõse solutions for
an area that is of cu¡rent concern, your cooperation is responding to it is appreciated.

The results of the srudy will be made available to you in the fall of 19gg.

It should take about thiny minutes to complete the questionnaire.

1. How many classes do you teach?

How many students a¡e in each class? range to _average

3.
'What 

subjects do you teach?

PART ONE

4. V/hat grades do you teach?

5. How many students in your classes ile on individualized programs?

6.

7.
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How many students in your classes risk failing grades in their work?

How many students have you referred to the resource teache¡ this vear?

8. HoY mpny of your students have you discussed informally with the resource
teacher?

9. How many of y-ou1 students have been referred to the resource teacher by otherteachers?_ don't know_

s1ze



The.following questions refer to the ways in which a resource teacher may provide
service to teachers. Please answer these questions as they pertain to yó'uíichool
resource program THIS YEAR.

10. The following descriptions outline a variety of ways resource teachers can
provide service. Although none- of these déscriptiõns may apply 

"*u.ity 
tã you,

experience, please.chgosq_Ëg_{gry:ription that^Þesr po.rayô'ttí",riouí.. '
progam in your school. CHECK ONE ONLY. 

- 
'

Students see the resource teacher individually or in small sroups in
the resource room for remedial instruction in baíic skills for a"¿en"it"
gir-ng period (eg. 30 ryn.). The rest of the day is spent in -tégiurõlurr.
Little, or no discussion occurs about our programs.

B. Students see the resource teacher for remedial instruction for a
specified time period (as in response A). Informal discussion of our
program occurs on an on-going basis.

PART TV/O

c. students see the resource teacher for remedial instruction on a
qegular basis. In addition, the classroom and resource teachers mlegular basis. In addition, the classroom and resource teachers meet to
discuss their programs and to develop a written educational plan that

D. Students see the resource teacher for diagnostic testing/teaching for
a specified time period. The resource teachõr observes th-e student"in
the classroom. The classroom teacher and the resource teacher
collaborate to develop a-classroom ppgam (written educational ptan)
that best meers the nèeds of the stú¿eñt and'the teactrèi. 

-----'-- r----

E. Similar to D (above) except that the resource teacher teaches the
student a learning strategy to enable the student to handle tft" tãeuiu,pfotram. we meet to plan and implement the use of the strategy i;;y
classroom.

discuss their programs and to develop a writter
outlines the classroom and resource þrograms.outlines the
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and to develop a written educational plan that



11. Prynv describe to the.best of your knowtedge, the steps your resource teacher
follows when she receives a new referral.

]fe rgJloltng ques{ons apply to the co.nsultation process and the development of
educatlonal plans. {qswer these queslions as they pertain to your LASÍ contact with
a resource teacher. CHECK ONLY ONE RESPONSE.

12. When the initial referral conference was held:

the resource teacher asked me what I thought the problem was and
then added some of her own ideas.

the resource teacher asked me what I thought the problem was.

the resource teacher told me what she thought the problem was.

the problem had already begl defîned by others þrincipal, ESS,
previous teachers, etc.) and therefore nó confereàce wäs held.

Comments:
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73. Polng the initial planning stage, w_ho decided on the method of diagnosis (ie. -
testing and/or observation, data collection)?

Jhe resource teacher made the decisions.

Jhe principal made the decisions.

.The classroom teacher made the decisions.

Jhe resource teacher and the classroom teacher made the decisions.

Comments:

Other.

14. V/ho gathered the diagnostic information on the student?

The resource teacher did.

The classroom teacher did.

Other parries (eg. E.S.S. clinicians) did.

The resource and classroom teachers did.

All of the above (resource, classroom and E.s.s. ctinicians) d.id.

Comments:
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1'5. After the information had been gathered and a plan was being developed based
on this information, how was the plan finally developed?

The resource teacher made suggestions and I (the classroom teacher)
used these suggestions to develop the plan.

The resource teacher developed a plan and I approved or disapproved of
it.

We both developed the plan through negotiation and discussion.

The resource teacher and I each developed plans and the principal used
this information to develop a plan.

The student developed the plan along with hislher parents, the resource
teacher, principal and me.

Comments:

16. During this planninL$I¿gg:

conflict occurred but was not discussed or resolved.

no conflict or disagreement occurred.

-conflict 

and disagreement openly occurred and was not resolved.

--conflict and disagreement openly occured became a matter of
discussion, and was resolved.
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Comments:



L7. During this planning stage:

_coûtmunlcation'was open and two-way.

_coûrmunication was limited and initiated bv me.

-communication 
was limited and initiated by the resource teacher.

_there was no communication.

Comments:

18. 'When the plan was implemented:

I specified the procedures for the resource teacher to implement.

-the 
resource teacher planned and implemented the program.

-our 
responsi,trilities were determined by discussion and agreement and were
designed to suit our individual strengths and roles.

-the 
program had already been planned.by 

-previous teachers and/or learning
centre or ESS personnel and was implèmented as planned.

Comments:
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19. The plan was evaluated:

_as specified in the plan and by the resource teacher and me.

-by 
the resource teacher. She provided me with feedback on an ongoing
basis.

_by me. I let the resource teacher know if there was any problem.

-by 
no one. we left it open for discussion, but none was necessary.

Comments:
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PART THREE

The following q-uestions refer to Jour school (administration and teachers) in general.
Please choose the response that best indicates what happens in your school MOST of
the time.

t2345
Almost always Almost never

20. My school enjoys implementing new progïams.

t2345

2I. My school highly values professional development.

r2345

22. The staff at my school develops new programs.

72345

23. New programs are developed outside the school.

12345

24. When a new Pro$am is to be implemented, teachers are encouraged. to find
new ways to implement the program in their classroom.

1,2345

25. Divisional coordinators assist the staff of my school on an on-going basis.

r2345

26. when a new. program is_to be implemented at my school, the stages of
implementation are carefully planned.

r2345
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r2345
Almost always Almosr never

27. The staff at my school make action plans or goal statements every year.

12345

28. There are incentives for the school staff to implement new progftrms.

12345

29. The school staff encourages each other to implemenr new programs on an on-
going basis.

12345

30. The school staff is given adequate time to implement new programs.

r2345

31. Is it important to implement all parts of a new progïam in your school.

r2345

32. when new programs are implemented, adequate inservicing is given.

12345

33. when new programs are implemented, planning time is given.

r2345
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34. When new programs are implemented, new materials are provided if needed.

r2345



35. When new programs are implemented, I make use of all available resources
(people, time, material).

12345
36. v/hat a¡e the three most important programs in your school? (eg. whole

language approach to instruction, phys. ed. co-curricular activitiãs,
main streamin g/resource, effective in struction al tec hnique s, etc. )

Almost alwavs
12345

Almost never
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These questions ask your opinion of resource programs and the practice of placing
students with.special needs.in regular classes. Please answer to the best ôf youî
knowledge using the following scãle.

t2345
Most Positive Most Negative

37. I use the resource teacher service as much as I could.

r2345

38. I refer all students who risk failure to the resource teacher.

r2345

PART FOUR

39. How effective do you feel you are in dealing with special education students in
general?

72345

40. How do you feel about upgrading your knowledge about teaching?

12345

41. How do you feel about implementing new programs?

r2345
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42. How supportive are you in general of the concept of mainstreaming?

12345



r2345
Very Not at all

43. How effective do you feel mainstreaming is generally?

r2345

44. What is your opinion of the effectiveness of individualization in general?

12345

45. What is your opinion of the effectiveness of separate special education classes
in general?

12345

46. How knowledgeable do yor¡ feel you are about individualizing instrucrion for
special education students?

r2345

47. When a new program is being implemented in your school, how often do you
use consultants or coordinators?

r2345

r2345
More than adequate Inadequate
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48. How much time doyou feel you have to individualize programs for special
education students?

r2345

49. How much time doyou feel is required to individualize programs for special
education students?

r2345



L2345
Strongly agree Strongly d.isagree

50. The goal of the resource teacher should be to work with me to identify the
problem, to plan and to carry out recommendations.

r2345

51. The goal of the resource teacher should be to plan and to carry out
reconìmendations afte¡ I have identifred the problem.

12345

52- The goal of the resource teacher should be to identify the problem and develop
recommendations which I will then carry out.

r2345

53. The. goal of the resource teacher should be to help me solve the problem by
clarifying my perceprions of it.

r2345
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PART FIVE

The -following items refer to consultation processes. Please assess the importance of
the following resource teacher characteristics to the success of the consulfation
prccçs-s..

r2345
Very important Not at all

In your experience, how important to the success of the consultation process is it that:

54. you find it comfortable to speak to the resource teacher.

r2345

55. the resource teacher is a good listener.

r2345

56. the resource teacher understands your particular situation.

12345

57. the resource teacher is flexible and changes her ideas anüor plans to meet the
needs of the situation.

r2345

58. the resource teacher makes you feel like a competent professional with good
ideas.

t2345
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12345
Very important Not at all

59. the resource teacher asks for feedback from the classroom teacher.

12345

60. the resource teacher helps you see alternatives you haven't thought of before.

12345

61. the student's diagnostic assessment provides the necessary information.

L2345

62. the student's modified program suites the unique needs of your situation.

t2345

63. the resou¡ce teacher "knows her stuff'.

r2345

64. the resource teacher presents information clearly.

r2345

65. the resource teacher makes efficient use of available resources.

r2345
66. the resource teacher is well informed about new instructional techniques and

ideas.

12345

67. the resource teacher confronts issues effectively.

t2345
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68. the resource teacher handles conflict well.

12345

Very important

Other comments:

12345
Not at all
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PANEL REACTION

1. A¡q F. questions clear and easy to understand? Can you identify any items
which caused difficultv?

2. Do you believe the respondents would have enough information to answer the
g¡re_stignq adequately? Are there any items that y-ou feel would cause
difficulw?

-J. Do you-believe the directions are clear? Please indicate any areas that you feel
are unclear

4. Do you feel that the questionnaire would take too much time?
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5. How do you believe the respondents will feel about the method of recording
responses?



6. The questionnaire is attempting to determine the consultation approach in use
and some of the conditions that may have shaped this approach. 

-Are 
there any

questions that you feel should have been raised and were not?

7. Comments:
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THE LETTERS



H.E. May, Ph.D.
Chair
Ethics Review Committee
Graduate Studies Office
Faculty of Education
The University of Manitoba
Winnipeg. Manitoba
R3T 2N2

Dear Dr. Mav:

Box22, Group 35, R.R.1
Headingley, Manitoba
ROH OJO
March 27, L988

I would iike to resubmit my research proposal entitled Study of
Collaborative Consultatíon As A Model of Resource Teacher Servíce Delívery for the
consideration of the Ethics Review Committee. I have revised the questionnaire and
the administrator interview schedule to accommodate the concerns of the Ethics
Review Committee.

This study has been approved by the Superintendent ofthe school division
involved in this research and has the full support of the resource teachers involved. I
have discussed this study with the resource teachers and each resource teacher in the
study has a copy of the questionnaire. The resource teachers are very interested in
this study and have offered to support it in their schools. They have also requested
feedback and I will present the results to them in the Fall of 1988.

I hope that the study, in its revised form ,will be acceptable to the Ethics
Review Committee and I thank you for the opportunity to resubmit this proposal.

Sincerely,
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cc. Dr. J.A. Riffel

Donna L. Miller



Mr. Jones

Superintendent of Secondary Schools

200 Main Street

Anywhere, Canada

Dear Mr. Jones:

Enclosed please find the final copy of The Consultative Resource

Program Survey that was developed for my research thesis. This questionnaire was

again revised to satisfy the University of Manitoba Ethics Committee. I am sure that

you will be satisfied with their reconunendations as the questionnaire now includes

more of your suggestions . The study has been approved by the Ethics Committee

and I have completed an oral defence of this thesis proposal.

I am proceeding with the research and will have distributed the

questionnaires to the schools'in the study by May 13. A summary of the research

findings will be sent to you in the Fall of 1988. Thank-you very much for your support

and assistance.

Box22, Group 35, R.R.l

Headingley, Manitoba

ROH OJO

May 11,1988
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Sincerely,

Donna L. Miller



May 11, 1988

Dea¡ B uildin g Administrator:

Mainstreamþg of special Students creates new expectations for classroom and
resource teachers. There is a growing need to better understand how effectively the
resource program-is operating and, how to improve the consultation process. fo tnis
end, I am undertaking a study _to_$g'cgment current practices and perðeptions of the
resource-program in our school division fo1 my M.Ed. thesis. It iì anticipated that this
study will generate useful information for the improvement of resource piograms.

As pry of this.study I am soliciting your assistance and ask that you or your
resource teacher explain this study to your staff and solicit their support.- If you have
any questions please contact me at my school.

Individual responses and schools will remain anonymous and confrdential and. a
summary of the research will be disseminated to all teachers on request.

Your assistance and support is appreciated.

Sincerely,

144

Donna L. Miller
Resource Teacher
My School



May 11, 1988

Dear Colleague:

Mainstreamt"g of students creates new expectations for classroom and
resource teachers. There is a growing need to better understand how the iesource
pro.granl is operating ang how io impróve the consultation process. To this ènd, I am
undertaking a study to document cr¡jrent practices and perôeptions of th. i.iour".
program in our sch,og]jivision for my M.Ed. thesis. Itis ant'icþ"i.ltnui iñis stuOywili generate useful information for the improvement of resource programs and.
practices.

. As part of this study,I am soliciling your. a.ssistance and ask that you complete
and return the attached quéstionnair.. Tpúþarticipati-on in ihis rt"¿îìr iãionr*y.
The questionnaire wÌll oñly take about thirry ätinutei of,your time. Cómpleted
questionnaires may be returned to me throúgh the divisiónut 

"o*ie,
Individual responses and schools will remain anonymous and confidential and asummary of the research will be disseminated to all teachers on request.

If you have any questions,.your school resource teacher may be able to assistyou' or' you may call me at my school. Your assistance in responding is appreciated.

Sincerely,
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Donna L. Miller
Resource Teacher
My School



June 1,1988

Dear Colleague,

In mid May I distributed a questionnaire to all junior high teachers on
the consultative resource program presently used in our division. Thiã survey is a
very importlnt part of_a study of our division's r€source program that I am undertaking
for my M.Ed. thesis. If you have completed and teto*eå thé survey , I tharl you very
much for your support. I understand h-ow busy this time of year is iot t"*tt"ts and I
appreciate your cooperation.

If you have not completed this survey, I urge you to do so. For this
study to be.reliable and useful it is important that âs mañy ieachers as possible
participate. Your opinions and suggestions are important. Please take ä few minutes
and respond. Your responses will remain anonymois and confidential and I would be
pleased to share the results of rhe study with yóu. If you have misptu.eã you.
questionnairg, Your school resource teacher hãs additíonal copies. ^your 

íssistarrce in
responding is greatly appreciated.
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Sincerely,

Donna L.Miller
Resource Teacher
My School
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APPENDIX F

GLOSSARY



The following definitions of terms used in the presentation and discussion of
the data are provided to assist the reader.

Bottom up refers to a management style that involves the use of the workers in
determining the impetus and development of change implementaúon plans.

Co-curicular programs refer to optional programs chosen by students and offered
outside of school hours. They may include sports activities, jazzband, drama club,
etc.

Clinicians are divisional personnel who provide expertise in specific areas. Children
are referred to these clinicians by the resource teacher or counsellor and these

personnel are used as a resource to the referring party, the classroom teachers and
the school. The clinicians used by the schools in the srudy are primarily
psychologists, social wo¡kers and speechlanguage pathologists.

Collaboration is the act of working with or cooperating with others to jointly solve
problems.

Collaborative consultation is the act of consulting where the consultant enters the
relationship with the consultee with the notion that issues can only be dealt with
effectively by joining his specialized knowledge with the consultee's knowledge of the
organization (clasSroom, content area, etc.). The consultant applies their special
skills to help the consultee solve problems. Responsibility is shared. Decision
making is bilateral. Data collection and analysis are joint efforts. Control issues

become matters for discussion and negotiation. Communication is two-way.
Implementation responsibilities are determined by discussion and agreement. The
consultant's role is to solve problems so that they stay solved (Block,l98l).

are programs where the resource

teacher acts as an in-school consultant to classroom teachers and provides this
consultative service in a collaborative fashion.

Definition of Terms
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Consultation refers to the act of consulting or the giving of professional services or

advice. Consultants may provide this service in many ways, one of which is by the

use of collaboration.

Consultation time refers to the time given to a consultant to consult. In this study it
specifically refers to time allocated to the resource and classroom teachers to consult

during regular school hours.

Critical Thinking programs ¿ìre separate programs conducted within the school day, the

purpose of which, is to improve the skill of thinking critically. The school division in

the study was using Philosophy for Children at the time of the study.

Cumulative file refers to a folder containing inforrnation on student progress that

follows the student throughout his school career and is kept in the school general

office for access by teachers and parents.

Diagnostic-Collaborative (.DC) Resource Model refers to the specific collaborative-

consultative resource teacher model in use in the school division studied. It is
described in the school division policy and is included in Appendix E.

Diagnostic teaching refers to a short tenn process of testing hypotheses made during

diagnostic testing. Classroom materials and remedial materials are used on a trial
basis to develop a plan for the student. This is also the phase where the plan ideas

are tested to see if thev are effective.

Diagnostic testing refers to the use of formal and informal tests with a referred

student to develop an idea of the students level of functioning, his strengths and

weaknesses and hypotheses to be tested during diagnostic teaching.

Direct service refers to the individual teaching of identified students on a regular basis

over an extended time period by the resource teacher. It is to be contrasted with
indirect service which refers to the use of consultation by the resource teacher and

with diagnostic teaching which refers to a short tenn process of hypothesis testing.

Indirect and direct service may occur simultaneously.

Educational plan refers to a written plan of action developed by the resource and

classroom teachers for a referred student and to be implemented by the resource and

classroom teachers. Roles and responsibilities are specifically outlined. The plan is



signed by participating parties and the school principal and is kept in the student's
resource file.

Educational planning conference is the meeting of resource and classroom teachers to
develop the educational plan.

Evaluation refers to the process outlined in the educational plan for determining if the
plan is working. It is the final phase of the collaborative-consultative resource
program.

External consultant refers to consultants available to school personnel from outside
the school itself. It excludes resource teachers, guidance counsello¡s and clinicians
but includes divisional coordinators/consultants and Deparment of Education
consultants.

Follow-up refers to the act of checking the progress of impleinentation of an

educational plan.

Formal consultation refers to a consultative process that follows formal stages of
service delivery such as those outlined in the divisional poticy.

Formal testing refers to the use of testing instruments that have been published and.

nofin referenced.

Gifted program refers to the mainstreamed program for students identified as gifted
used in the school division in the study. It involves some pull-out programming
planned by a teacher of the gifted but is not a segregated program at varying grade
levels nor does it involve the entire day. It is to be contrasted with the segregated
program implemented at Dr. Da:rell Junior High Schoot.

Implementation refers to the action of putting an educational plan into practice.

Indirect service refers to consultative service to teachers and thus indirect service to
the student. It is to be contrasted with direct service which refers to individual
instructional service to the student. Indirect and direct service mav occur
simultaneouslv.
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Individualized program refers to a program developed for an ind^ividual student that
may be offered in the regular classroom anüor the resource room. It may be a
modified classroom pro$am or a separate classroom or remedial program.

Informal consultation refers to the use of consultation on an inforrnal basis that does
not follow an outlined set of stages such as those in the divisional policy in Appendix
E. It may involve a particular student or a class as a whole and usually involves the
brainstonrring of ideas. It does not involve the preparation of an educational plan.

Informal testing involves the use of teacher prepared testing instruments that are not
published or the use ofpublished tests that are not norm referenced such as an
informal reading inventory or a developmental checklist. It may also involve the
structured use of classroom materials.

High Incidence refers to students with learning difficulties in the general school
population whose disabilities are of a high incidence. It is assumed that these
students can be appropriately served within the classroom with the help of a

consultative resource teacher who will assist the classroom teacher with progïam
modifications.

Internal consultant is a consultant within the school such as the collaborative-
consultative resource teacher.

Low Incidence refers to students with learning difficulties in the general school
population whose disabilities are of a low incidence. It is assumed that these
students will require supports above and beyond those provided by a consultative
resource teacher and that classroom programs will require severe modifications.
Funding for these supports is provided by the Department of Education who also
reviews the individual student programs. The amount of funding provided is
determined by the student's needs and by the category of student. Students must be
tested and labelled in order for funding to be granted. Three categories of Low
Incidence funding exist. Level One indicates the least severe disability and Level
Three indicates the most severe disability. At the time of the study, this funding was
still in existence but changes had been proposed that were to be implemented the
following school year. These changes involved the deletion of individual applications
for Level One funding and the inclusion of this funding as a block in the High Incidence
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block gmnt to school divisions. Level Two and Level Th¡ee procedures were to

remain the same.

Modified program refers to a classroom program that has been changed in some way

to accommodate the needs of students encounte¡ing difficulty. It may be changed in a
minor way for all students or in a major way for a specific student. In the school

division studied, major modifications must be documented in an educational plan and

must involve the expertise of the resource teacher.

Paraprofessional refers to a non-professional person hired to provide assistance to
low incidence students. In the school division .studied, paraprofessionals were hired

for Level Two and Th¡ee students only.

Problem solving strategy refers to a planned procedure followed by teachers in a
school to solve professional problems. It refers to a strategy known and accepted by

all school employees.

Referral conference refers to a formal meeting of the classroom and resource teachers

to discuss a teacher referral and to plan action to be taken.

Resistance refers to the behavior of teachers that serves to block the acceptance and

implementation of change. It specifîcally refers to this behavior in relation to the

implementation of individual educational plans and program modifications.

Resources refers to the materials, strategies and time necessary to the

implementation of change.
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Resource program refers to the specific special education program for mainstreamed

students with learning difficulties followed by a resource teacher. It may involve the

ilse of a segregated resource room program or a consultative program such as the

diagnostic-prescriptive or collaborative-consultative programs.

Resource Teacher refers to the teacher conducting the resource program.

Slow learner refers to a student with below average intelligence and low achievement

test scores who has not been labelled mentally handicapped. The school division in
the study offered additional staffing units for students identified as slow learners

through the use of group intelligence and achievement tests. Principals were to

provide mainstreamed programs for these students. There was no formal guideline for



these programs. Some principals used the staffing units to provide more resource

teacher service; others provided individual classroom teacher service.

Teacher tutorial service refers to the tutoring of individual students or small groups of
students in classroom content by classroom teachers during designated periods of
time during the school day. This service was sometimes provided in consultation with

the resource teacher.

Top down refers to a management style indicated by the planning of program changes

by the administration.

Tutorial service refers to the direct instruction of students in small groups or

individually by resource or classroom teachers.
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