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ABSTRACT 

Thi s re earch attempted to detcm1ine if there i a di crepancy between pre-service 

teacher '(Sample I) and pre-service school psychologi ts' /guidance counselors' (Sample 11) 

percepti ons of teacher invoh·ement in designing interYention for student A urvey comprised 

of eigh t questions rated on a Liken scale from I (leas t) to 4 (greatest) was given to both amples . 

Questions of the surveys \\ ere identical fo r both samples Difference between the tv,•o ample 

re pan e were found With the exception of question 4 on the surYey, ample II had a higher 

percentage of responses in category 4 on the _ur\'ey que tion than did ample I With the 

excepti on of que ti ons 7 and on the uf\·ey. ample I had a higher percentage of re pan e in 

category I Hov.ever . no . ignificant difference \\ere found berneen the mo ample' frequen y 

of ca tegory re ponse for any of the eight suf\·ey que tion 
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C HA PTE R I 

INTRODUCTION 

This research attempted to detemline if there was a discrepancy between pre-service 

teachers' and pre-service school psychologists'/guidance counselors' perceptions of teachers ' 

invo lvement in collaboration to develop interventions fo r students . Changes in the school 

systems are calling for the development of more inter,,ent ions to effectively address some of the 

changes that are being recognized in the school system Collabo ration among teachers and 

school psychologists/gu idance coun selors is a critical part of developing these needed 

interventions. 

Statement of the Prob lem 

Teachers and school p ychologi ts/guidance coun elor may not be aware of teachers ' 

role in co ll aboration to develop intervention This lack of awareness may lead to a lack of 

collaboration or even feel ing of resentment and defensiveness betv.:een teachers and school 

psychologi ts/guidance coun elor . Pre-ser-·ice teacher and pre-ser-·ice chool 

p ycho logi t guidance coun el ors may not be infom1ed during their educational training of the 

roles teacher need to fulfill in collaboration to develop intervention Thi tudy examined thi 

is ue by comparing pre-ser-·ice teachers ' and pre- er-·ice school psychologi t ' /guidance 

coun elor ' perception of teacher ' input into collaboration to develop intervention fo r 

students. 



J.!11 licati ons of Stud , 

The resu lt s of this study should be of concern to teacher education programs and 

uni versity school psychology/guidance counseling programs. The result s of thi s study highlight 

a possible lack of training for pre-service teachers and pre-service school psychologi ts/guidance 

counselors in the area of collaboration responsibilities . chool professionals and administrators 

hould also benefit from the result of thi study. Teachers and school psychologist guidance 

counselor should be prepared to effectively collaborate when they enter their respecti\'e 

professional roles in the school ystem. Pre-service teachers and pre-service school 

psychologists/gu idance coun elor may benefit from the re ults of th is study by becoming aware 

of the importance of university training in the area of collaborati on. 

Hv othesi 
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It is hypothesized in th is tudy that no difference exi t between pre- ervice teachers ' and 

pre-ser\'ice chool psychologi ts ' /guidance counselor ' perception of teacher ' input into 

collaboration to develop interYention 

Limitation of Stud ' 

There are severa l po ible limitation to thi s tudy ubjects \Vlll be drawn from only one 

uni\'er ity Therefore. it will be more difficult to generalize re ult to other univer itie who e 

teacher education curriculum and chool p ychology/guidance coun elor curriculum ma differ 

from thi uni\'er ity's teacher education and school p ychology/guidance coun elor curriculum 

A mall ample ize will be u ed to determine re ults The in trument of mea urement u ed is 

not a tandardized instrument 



CHA PTER I I 

RE V IEW OF RELATED LI TERA T RE 

:-\ paradigm shift in the role of the school psychologi t to de\'elopi ng more wide-ranging 

intef"\·ent ions is being seen in current literature. A call for an increase in coll aboration amono 
::, 

chool psycho logists and teachers is report ed by Kratochwi l! and Stoiber (2000) Successful 

de,·elopment and impl ement ation of interventions fo r students depends in large part on the 

re lationship bet\\'een school psychologists and teachers. lnterventions developed by chool 

psychologi ts and then imposed on school or teachers ½ill not be successful unles there is input 

from the teachers 

Perhaps the historical focus of school p ychologi t ' primary role being to provide 

assessments is a ba rrier to school profe sionals recognizing the chool psychology paradigm hift 

tm, ard a role of pro,·iding more consultation . Thi barrier i beginning to be cro ed a 

orga ni za ti ons such as NASP lead school p ychologi sts toward pro,·iding more con ultati\'e 

se f"\ ·ices (Fagan. Gorin & Tharinger. 2000) The importan e of thi paradigm shift i being 

recogni1ed in curren t lit erature . heridan and Gutkin (2000) argue that school p ychologi _ts 

shou ld use their experti e in de,eloping in tef"\·ention and pre\'ention more than their experti e 

in assessing and diagnosing hapiro (2000) de cribes a need for a change in the type of 

consultation hi torically pro ,·ided by school psychologi st One recommended change is for 

school psychologists to be more cognizant of teaching method and trategies . Thi _ 

recommendation supports the need for chool psychologist and teachers to hare their experti e 

,, hen de,·eloping intef"\·ention A the ~chool p ychology paradigm hift , it affects general 

education teac her as" ell as special education teachers chool p ychology program are 

e\panding to a broader form of scf"\·ice add res ing school-\\ ide pre,·ention and intef"\·ention 



(DeAnQelis "000) Th.is expansion emphas1· e 
- · - · z s even more the need for all teachers and school 

Psychologists to be aware of their collaborative roles in de I · d · I · ve oping an imp ementing 

interventions. 

A study by Kikas ( 1999) indicates that teachers view services provided by school 

psychologists as important . One hundred and ninety teachers and 30 school psychologists were 

questioned regarding the expectations of school psychologists. It was found that the problems 

needing intervention by the school p ychologist were perceived differently by the teachers and 

the chool psychologists . The teachers considered child-centered interventions to be the primary 

means for school psychologist to address problems. The chool psychologists differed from the 

teachers in that the school psychologists stres ed the need to con ult with teachers in addition to 

providing child-centered services. 

One possible limitation of this tudy is being able to generalize the re ult to different 

et ting This tudy took place in Estonia where lack of well-de eloped psychological, social. 

and educational ervices lead school p ychologi ts to a ume role out ide of the chool system 

in addition to their roles v.~thin the school Although thi variable i present in thi tud_. the 

findings indicating differing perceptions among teachers and chool p chologi t are worth 

noting A study presented at the Annual Convention of the ational As ociation of chool 

P ychologi t (Peterson, Waldron & Paulson. I 998) examined what teacher want from chool 

p ychologist and to what capacit_ teachers are eek.ing a i tance from school p chologi t 

ixt y-four in- ervice teacher participated in thi study 

Result of the study indicated limited interaction between teachers and chool 

p ychologist Teacher comment quoted in th.is study are a follow · " AJI we get from the 

chool psychologi 1 are te 1 re ult ," ··we don't work \,ith chool p chologi t \ e ju t get 

4 



the results of the tests " It was found that only J o,1i of the t I d h d h d h 
• o eac 1ers surveye a a more t an 

J 6 interactions with school psychologists within the school year Fifty-fi\'e percent of the 

teachers felt they had a good understanding of the school psychologist's role . The teachers 

indicated a preference for psychometric services and problem solving services from the school 

psychologist . The least preferred services indicated by the teachers were trainer/educator and 

5 

fact finder services . Report information ( e .g ., IQ scores, achievement scores, recommendations, 

background information) was reported by the teachers as helpful. Although the teachers reported 

feeling comfortable working \vith school psychologists to solve problems, the results indicated 

that thjs type of collaboration did not happen often. 

When seeki ng assistance for different problems, teachers ranked school psychologists as 

almost the last professional from whjch they would seek assistance. For a sistance for students 

with learning disabilities or behavioral disabilities, the teachers ranked school psychologi t as 

their third choice for assistance, following other teacher and then the as istance principal or 

principal. Assistance from a friend or family member wa the teachers' fourth choice of 

assi tance with the e problems. When eeking a sistance for a student whose performance was 

below average in a subject , a sistance from the school p ychologi t wa ranked econd to la t out 

of eight choice . Teachers reported a desire for the following information (in order of 

preference) from school psychologist teaching/managing students with emotional difficultie , 

effects of medical ion on children ' s classroom performance, teachi ng/managing students with 

medical conditions, and teaching/managing students \.\rith learning di abilities. Information 

about inclusion was reported a the lea t de ired by teacher . 

The researcher offers e\'eral reasons for teachers not seeking a i tance from school 

psychologi ts A lack of a\·ailability of the school p ychologist due to the demands of their role 
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as an assessor is one suggested reason Anoth ·bl . . 
, ~ · · er poss1 e reason for the commurncat1on problems 

between teachers and school psychologists indicated by this study is teachers ' lack of knowledge 

of the services other than assessment that school psychologists are quali.fied to provide. 

Informing teachers of school psychologists' expertise in areas, only one of which is assessment, 

is recommended so that teachers are aware of the resources school psychologists can offer 

Hagemeier, Bischoff, Jacobs, and Osmon, ( 1998) conducted another study supporting 

teachers ' misperceptions of school psychologists' roles leading to minimal collaboration among 

teachers and school psychologists Included in the sample population for this study were 240 

general education teachers and 11 special education teachers. The teachers in addition to other 

school persoru1el , were surveyed to detem1ine their perceptions of school psychologists. Data 

from these surveys were examined to see if a discrepancy existed between perceptions of ideal 

versus actual roles of school psychologists . 

Results of this study indicate general education teachers having a narrow view of the 

roles and responsibilities of school psychologi ts. Contact between general education teacher 

and school p ychologists was reported as minimal. pecial education teachers reported having a 

better understanding of the school psychologi t ' actual roles . Special education teacher also 

reported ha\'ing more contact with chool psychologists than the amount of contact reported by 

general education teachers . lnfonnation collected from this tudy indicates that school personnel 

ee school psychologist as ''guests" within the school building rather than a member of the 

school personnel. 

Other findings from this study indicated chool per onnel would like school 
'--' 

psychologist to spend 21-49010 of their time wi th behavioral intervention, 50-75% of their time 

spent de\'eloping prevention act iYities, and I 1-30% of their time in consultation . Fifty-four 



percent of special education teachers desired collaborat · - h h . 
ion wit sc ool psychologists to develop 

Pre-referral interventions. Over 90% of thjs group d d -
reporte a es1re for school psychologists to 

be involved in implementing interventions in the classroom o I alf f h d . ver 1 o t e respon ents 

reported wanting follow-up meetings with parents and teachers regarding interventions as 

important. A desire for school psychologists ' involvement in staff, commuruty, and 

orgaruzational development including trairung sessions to assist parents and teachers was 

reported by I I to 49% of the respondents . A preference for school psychologists spending their 

time in special education programs and placement activities was reported by almost 90% of the 

respondents This study shows a contradiction between teachers ' perceptions of school 

psychologist ' roles and teachers ' desired ervices from chool p ychologists. Supported in this 

study are teachers· desires for more collaboration with school p ychologi t in de eloping and 

implementing interventions for student . 

A study by Graham ( 1998) found teachers favoring a collaborative approach instead of a 

con ultative approach when the teacher's reque t v;a vague. Teacher preference for a 

con ultative approach instead of a collaborative approach wa found when the reque t , as clear. 

One hundred and forty teachers enrolled in university cour e and/or currently teaching 

participated in thi s study. The participant viewed ideotaped cenario in wruch a consultee 

presented a con uJtant with either a specific request for a i tance or a vague reque t for process 

clarification. Teachers in the videotape recei\'ed either pecific expert advice, a presentation of a 

ba ic problem-solving proce , or a reque t for the teacher to collect ba eline in.formation 

2 between subjects factorial design wa u ed : 2 ( clear request , vague reque t) by 3 (specific 

expert re ponse, collaborative problem-solving proce re ponse. or a deferred response) . 

Jx 

7 
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Results of the studied showed a teach c er preierence for a collaborative approach when the 

request was vague and a preference for a consultative approach h th 1 w en e request was c ear. The 

researcher gave suggestions for these findings It is suggested that t h · . a eac er may resent a 

consultation process that requires generating more intervention strategies when the teacher has 

clearly related previously attempted interventions to the situation . The lower ratings of a 

collaborative approach when a clear request was given may be the result of a poorer match 

between the nature of the request and the response given. It is possible that consultees tend to 

expect an intervention plan to be developed at the initial meeting and are frustrated when more 

infonnation is requested in order to develop the intervention plan. The researcher recognized 

possible limitations to thjs study. It is possible that teachers ' preferences for consultative versus 

collaborative approaches may differ depending on the depth and severity of the problem 

presented . This study further supports the need for clarification of teachers ' and school 

psychologists ' roles with respect to collaboration. 

Clarification of teachers ' and school p ychologi ts ' roles with re pect to collaboration 

should begin in pre- ervice teacher and pre- ervice chool p ychology education progran1 . 

Andrew ( 1997) advocate for a change in pre ent teacher education tandards. One of the eight 

area of change discus ed is collaboration preparation for pre- ervice teachers . Andrew ( 1997) 

contends that the model of teacher preparation program mu t change to meet the changing 

profe sional roles of teacher . It i ugge ted that linking teacher accreditation and licensing 

standards to more progressive and realistic goals may be an improvement over the current 

implementation of standards to meet minimum goals . 

· · · h area of concern addressed by Little and Field expenences for novice teac ers are an 

Robinson ( 1997) This tudy evaluated a federally funded program designed to enhance the 



9 

skill of student teachers . Little and Robinson ( 1997) 
postulate that there is a need to restructure 

wdent field experiences so that student teachers learn th kill . 
e s s needed to serve diverse students. 

One of the identified areas of concern related to creaf • 
ing an environment of collaboration and 

collegiality A lack of collaborative problem solving and . h f • . . 
exc ange o ideas among in-service 

teachers as well as student teachers is suggested 

In the study by Little and Robinson ( 1997), special education student teachers were 

paired with mentor teachers with at least 10 years of experience. Twelve school districts were 

represented in this study. Two of the three factors analyzed were I.) decision making and 2.) 

reflective decision-making skill Student teachers and mentor teachers were given continuous 

opportunities to consult and collaborate about tudents in their classrooms. The tea her aJ 0 

wrote case rudies on their students and discussed these ca e studies in a forum . This di cus ion 

allowed them to review implemented instructional revi ions and their impact on their student 

Data was collected through tructured, open-ended interview with the participants. 1t , a found 

that the participants felt that the diver ity of perspectives, knowledge base , and experience 

fo und in the collaboration, ere beneficial. e eral factor making the peer reflection proce e 

,, ere noted profe sional knov. ledge, sound communication kill , encouragement. upport , 

acti ve involvement and commitment by participant , and the teaming kill of collaboration. 

The authors give implication for teacher education program ba ed on the data from thi 

study. There i a need to integrate practice used in real context into teacher preparation 

Progr'"ns. Effi · · I and communication skills must be addre ed in teacher w ective interper ona 

· h I h to appropriately collaborate in the preparati on programs so that student teac er earn ow 

chool set ting. In order for student teachers to develop cri tical deci ion making kill the authors 

u recognize the importance of flexible procedure , gge t that teacher prepara ti on program _ 
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differentiated responses, qualitative appreciation of co 
1 

. 
mp ex processes, and decentralized 

re ponsibility for judgment and action. Communication among un.i\'ersi ty programs and school 

distiicts is noted as imperative for supporting the develo f d pment o stu ent teachers . 

A study by Pohlman, Hoffman, Dodds and Pryzwansky (1998) d -, , use a semi-structured 

intm·iew to assess 13 undergraduate students in their final student t h. d h -- eac mg semester an t eir 

13 supervising field-based teachers. Part of the interview was used to identify the participants' 

perceptions of using school psychological services. Findings from this study highlighted everal 

important areas relating to teachers ' misconceptions and insufficient infonnation about school 

psychological services. Overall, the supervising teachers appeared to have more knowledge than 

the student teachers about school psychological services. However, the upervising teachers did 

perceive the school psychologist as inaccessible in a direct way. Many of the supervising 

teachers reported a limited use of school psychological services while most of the student 

teachers reported never having been introduced to the chool psychologi t. 

Responses by the student teachers indicated that they confu ed the school psychologist 

with the school counselor. The uperYising teachers identified testing and diagnosi as the 

prominent knowledge base of school psychologists . Student teacher ' perceptions of school 

psychologists ' most prominent knowledge ba e differed omewhat from supervising teachers 

perception . Student teachers' identified child psychological theory, a sessment, and knowledge 

of available resources as school psychologists ' mo t prominent knowledge ba e. Both groups of 

panicipants indicated that the teacher was more knowledgeable than the school psychologiSt 

b . . . , d -1 . sure to the classroom reality. Thi tudy 
a out md1v1dual students due to the teachers ai Y expo 

- . 
1 

· h·p between teachers and school 
rai ses several areas of concern for the collaborative re at ions 1 

psychologists . Finding from this study further support the need for educating pre-service 



teachers and pre-service school psycholooists/pre- .· . . 
::i service guidance counselors in the roles and 

responsibilities of each profession. 

A study by O' Shea, Williams, and Sattler (1999) validates th b fi f · · , e ene ts o trairung pre-

service teachers in university programs about the collaborative process. This study included 103 

pre-service teachers enrolled in elementary education or special education coursework. The 

purpose of the study was to determine the pre-service teachers' views of collaboration 

e:xperiences that took place within the contex't of the course assignments . The pre-service 
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teachers because of this educational experience made critical insights into the collaborative 

process The pre-service teachers developed awareness of their role to meet diverse needs and in 

,,·orking collaboratively to adapt strategies and share decision making Some of the pre-service 

teachers reported frustration because of interacting with their peer . However, some reported an 

increase in understanding the importance of teacher attitudes in the collaborative proce s. The 

researchers emphasized the importance of preparing pre-service teachers to work in a 

collaborative process in order to increa e the qualit of servi e provided to tudents . 

Hudson and Glomb ( 1997) offer guideline and trategie for teacher preparation 

programs to address collaboration in truction for pre- ervice teacher . In order for teachers to 

effectively communicate and share their knowledge and kill . they mu t learn effective 

interper onal and cornrnunication skills . According to this article the e kills need to be 

addressed in teacher preparation program It is sugge ted that teacher preparation programs 

h h k·II and trate~ie in the context of erving s ould offer a unit or course that focuses on t e e 1 s -

students with learning disabilitie in the general classroom. 

II b t' n skill are relevant for 
Although thi s uggested context i an important one. co a ora 10 

II d GI b ( J 997) tre s that professional need 
a contexts within the school system Hudson an om 
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10 understand and respect the different perspectives f h . 
0 1 eJr colleagues By providing teacher 

reparation courses or units addressing this factor t h . 
p ' eac ers will be more prepared to express 

their own viewpoints as well as consider the viewpoints f th . 11 .. 
0 eir co eagues Emphasmng an 

honest evaluation of one's own feelings and thoughts is a .al . 
n essent1 component of this process. 

A..nother suggested factor to address in teacher preparation progr bal . ams are nonver 

communication skills A large part of communication is nonverbal p · h d . re-sefVJce teac ers nee an 

understanding of how their nonverbal communication effects the collaborative process. Just as 

important is an understanding of how others' nonverbal communication effects their own 

perceptions of infom1ation shared during the collaborative process. Third factors suggested by 

the aut hors are verbal and listening skills . It is important that pre-service teachers learn how to 

"hear" what collaborative team members are saying. Skills such as paraphrasing what a member 

has said to make sure that they are "hearing" what the member is actually aying is an example 

of one of the skills needing to be taught in teacher preparation program . Active listening is an 

example of anot her skill falling in this category need ing to be taught in teacher preparation 

programs 

Fonnats for teaching collaboration kill in teacher preparation program is another area 

addressed by Hud son and Glomb ( 1997) . It is sugge ted that a eparate collaboration class 

· · · · ffi · ti t ti ndergraduate and graduate students comb1n1ng field expenence 1s the most e ect1ve omia or u 

·r · · ; d education majors A co-teaching 1 il cornb1nes special education and elementary econ ary · 

. 1 d education faculty should teach 
model wnh special education faculty and elementary secon ary 

hi d I d For pre- ervice teachers, the 1 s course o that collaboration skills can be mo e e · 

. ti tudent-teaching so that skills and 
collaboration course should be taken immediately be ore s 

h t ·s more v.~dely used in uni,·ersity 
kno I d b d A fomiat t a 1 

we ge from methods course can e use · 
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ttl. nos is a collaboration class via the special ed . se ::, ucat1on depart .- . ment ior special education 

n,ajors The obvious limitation of this fonnat is el 
ementary/secondary education majors not 

receiving collaborative skills education and tnuning. A third fi . 
onnat descnbed by the authors is 

n infusion of collaborative skills education into introd t 
a uc ory courses. Limitations to this format 

relate to time constraints, limited opportunities to practice th ki'll d . . . e s s, an rece1vmg only a bnef 

o\'erYiew of collaboration concepts. 

Hudson and Glomb ( 1997) acknowledge several factors that make it difficult to 

implement an appropriate collaboration course into teacher preparation programs. Ironically, the 

major factor is a lack of collaboration among university faculty . Some university facultie prefer 

to work in isolation and are not receptive to working together with other universi ty faculty . 

However, for pre-service teachers to learn collaboration skills, they need to see appropriate 

models such as university faculty collaborating to teach these skills. Another influential factor i 

the organization of education programs within a un.iver ity. The size of the univer it may 

influence this factor Teacher certification requirements and a unjver ity' willingne to exceed 

these requirements is another factor influencing implementation of collaboration cour e 

offerings Full teaching load and economic factor may al o influence implementation A 

mentioned previously, field-based experience designed to practice these kill may be limited. 

. . · b · ecognized in the literature. The importance of collaborat1on 1 ecommg more r 

L · · · I ce due a recognition of this egislat1\·e mandates such as P L. 94-142 have been put mto P a 

· . 997) Al addre sed in the literature i 
important need (Coben, Thomas, Sattler & for mk:. 1 · 0 

th d cation majors with the skill and 
e need for pre-service education programs to empower e u 

k.no ·l d Al h ugh collaborations kills are important aero s 
\\ e ge needed to effectively collaborate t 0 

all d . . . t between teacher and school 
e ucat1on di sciplines. they are e pec1ally importan 
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I · ts E\·en though some uni ver ities add h' · · • . p ycho ogi · ress t is issue within their programs, they may 

not ha\'e the most effective fom1at in place. Other universities are not addressing this issue in 

any organized fom,at The neglect of some uni versities to appropriately addre s thi s issue leads 

10 
students' lack of awareness of 0ther school professionals' roles and how to work together v.i th 

their co lleagues to provide the best services to students. 

The proposed study attempts to add to the limited research examining pre-service 

teachers' and pre-service school psychologists ' /guidance counselors' understanding of their roles 

in the collaborative process in developing interventions. It is hypothesized that pre-service 

teachers' and pre-service school psychologists '/guidance coun elors' perceptions of 

collaborati on di ffer with respect to the input of teachers into developing interventions. 



CHAPTER III 

DESIG r A 'D METHODOLOGY 

Sample I \\'as comprised of 80 university underg d 
ra uate student enrolled in a teaching 

foundation course that i required by the state of Tenne see for teaching certification. ample lI 

inc luded 2 university graduate students enrolled in the school psych 1 o ogy program and 5 

uni\·er ity graduate student enrolled in the guidance-counseling program. All participant were 

obtained from the same state university located in Tennessee 

There were no identifiable ri k a ociated with the tudy. Participation in the tud , did 

not affect grade or progress in their cho en program of study. urvey re ponse were 

designated a pre-service teacher response, pre-service chool p ychologi t re pon e or pre­

sm ice guidance coun elor re pon e. This wa indicated by the heading on the uryey form : 

-- r re- er,ice Teacher Sun·ey." "Pre-service chool P chologi t urvey." or "Pre- ervice 

Guidance Coun elor urvey." o information identifying the individual tudent wa on the 

urwys All ubjects remained anonymou in the tabulation of th fin al result 

are gi\'en in Appendix A 

The Procedure 

urvey fo rm 

Permi ion to conduct the tudy , a obtained from the Human ubject Comminee of 

Au tin Peay tate University . At the reque t of the Human ubject Committee, the tud ' a 

r · ion from the tudents participating in 
conducted a an anonymou survey. There1ore. no perm1 

h h U 
.. .-ey wa a letter of perrni ion to u e the 

t e study wa obtained in v.-riting. Attached to eac '· 
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iudent"s responses for data collection . The letter info d 
nne the students that their responses 

il'ould be used in a research study. The letter also stat d h . . . 
e t at their part1c1pation in the study was 

1 related to class requirements and had no effect O th . 
no n eir grades or progress in their programs 

f study The researcher contact information was incl d d . h 
o u e m t e letter along with a notification 

hat the participants may contact the researcher for infonn t' b 
1 a ion a out the study after all data had 

been collected . 

Verbal permission was requested from the participants. Instructions on completing the 

survey were given by the researcher. The researcher either gathered the surveys immediately 

after completion or collected them at the end of class from the professors. 

In trumentation and Methodology 

Three forms of surveys were used in this study. One form was designated as the "Pre­

ser'Yice Teacher Survey," a second form was designated as the "Pre-service School P ychologist 

SurYey," and a third form was designated as the "Pre-service Guidance Counselor Survey." Data 

fro m the second and third forms were compiled to form sample II, "pre- ervice school 

psychologists/guidance counselors ." Sample I data was formed from the pre- ervice teachers' 

responses Each survey contained eight identical questions that \.vere ranked on a Likert scale in 

order of least to greatest. The researcher based the question on pertinent issues identified by 

Andrew ( 1997) A change in teacher preparation in order for teachers to meet their changing 

professional roles is advocated by Andrew ( 1997) . The questions on the survey addressed 4 

areas relating to teacher and chool psychologist collaboration in developing intervent ions for 

· ct · · dd d were as follows: importance 
in ividual students and students school-wide The areas a resse 

oft , . , . . . . d of teachers ' input , and frequency of 
eachers input , necessity of teachers input. likelihoo 

teach , · ers input 
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The Chi -Square Test For Two lndependent Samples wa u ed to detem1ine if there was a 

. .ti nt difference between the two groups' category responses fo r each survey question. 
s1gn1 ,ca 

. • ·e statistics were used to demonstrate frequency data. A comparison was made of the 
Qescnpll' 

s' percentage of category responses fo r each question. 
1\, 0 group 



CHAPTER IV 

PRES E TATIO OF DATA 

10 significant differences were found at a signifi I 
I 

f 
cance eve o . 0 I for any of the eight 

questions The difference in catego~ res · 
sur-·ey · · J ponse proportions of survey questions one 

through eight for Sample I and Sample II were as follows : question 
1
: x2 (

3
, = 

87
) = _

8
, 

p> OI, question 2: x2 (3 , 
1 

== 87) == -.3, p>. 0 J, question 3: x2 (3 , ==87) == .9, p>. 0 I, question 4: 

/ (3, = 87) = I 8, p>. O I, question 5: x2 (3 , == 87) == 2.4, p>.0 1, question 6: x2 (3, = 87) = 

5.1, p>.01, question 7 x2 (3 , N == 87) == 2.8, p>.0J , question 8: x2 (3 , == 87) = 7.1, p>. 01. 

These findings result in an acceptance of the null hypothesis. There is no significant difference 

in the two groups ' perceptions of teachers ' input 

The descripti ve statistics used in analyzing the data yielded the following infonnation. 

Table show the two samples' percentage of category responses for each survey question. 

Graphical representations of the descripti ve statistics are shown in Appendix B. 

Table I 

ues ti on I: How im ortant is a teac her's in ut in develo in inten 'ent ions for his or her 
student? 

Sample 

Category - . Sample I Sample II 

not important 0% 0% 

minimally imponant 2.5% 0% 

1rnportan1 27.5% 14.3% 

very irnponant 70.0% 85 .7% 
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Table 2 
ues tion 2: How im ortant is a teacher's in ut in develo in 

in. a school? interventions for all students 

Sample 

Category Sample I Sample TI 

not important 1.3% 0% 

minimally important 8.8% 0% 

important 65 .0% 71.4% 

very important 25 .0% 28 .6% 

Table 3 
Question 3: How necessary is a teacher's input in developing a successful intervention for 
his or her student? 

Sample 

Category Sample I Sample Il 

not necessary 0% 0% 

minimally necessary 1.3% 0% 

necessary 31 .3% 14.3% 

very necessary 67 .5% 85 .7% 
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Table ➔ 
ti<' tion -I : How nece ary i a teach e r · in ut in d e, 

ill iudrnt in a choo l? ful inten nt io n for 

_- mple 

rnpl -- rnpl II 
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Table 6 

I: eh 
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ut will be a valuable a a ch oo l 

mple I 

15000 
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Table 8 
Q._!!!i!ion 8: How often is a teacher involved in a collab . 

svcholo ist to develo interventions for all t d . orat,ve process with a chool s u ents m a school? 

Sample 

Category 
Sample I ample n 

2.5% 14.3% 

eldom 
61.3% 429% 

33 .8% '28 .6% 
often 

25% 14 .3% 
always 

Di cu ion 

Refer to tables With the exception of que tion 4 on the urvey, pre- er,;ce hool 

p ychologists/guidance counsleor had a hi gher percentage of re pon e to "alwa " on the 

ur\'ey que tions than did pre- ervice teacher . With the exception of que tion 7 and on the 

sur- e). pre-ser-·ice teachers had a higher percentage of "never" re pon e It wa urpri ing that 

pre- er\'ice teacher tended to rate tea her ' input a le important for de"eloping intervention . 

le nece ary for developing interYention for hi or h r tud nt, and le likely that teacher · 

input would be a valuable a chool p ychologi t ' input into inter- ention It i not urpri ing 

ba ed on the e respon e that the pre- er--ice teacher mp\e felt more than pre- er-i e 

P ychologi t guidance coun elor ample that teacher were not often involved in the 

collaborati,e proce 
5 

The pre- ervice teacher ample did indicate a higher nece it. for teacher 

,n,olvement in developing intervention fo r all tudent in a chool than wa indicated b the 

pre-ser,ice choo\ p ychologi t ' ample re pon e 

\\

. . . in the chool tern, it i imperative that 

'1th the gro,,ing need for student ,ntervenuon 
each l in inter-·ention de, elopment lt i 

er under tand the importance and nece ity of their roe 



die respon ibi lity of the uni\'ersit y educa tion p . 
. reparation program to impan thi kno\, ledge to 

pre-sef\·ice teacher so that they are prepared fi d . . 
or an confident ,n their roles in developing 

intef\·en ti ons for student It i al o the re pon ibili t , f . . 
::, 0 UnI\'er 1ty chool p ychology 

prepara tion programs/guidance counselo r preparation pro 1 d . 
grams to e ucate pre- erY1ce chool 

P ychologists/guidance cou n elo r about the impon a d • - . . . . nee an nece 1ty ot tea her pan1c1pat1on m 

deYeloping in ter\'enti ons fo r tudent !t hough no stati tical ignificance \\a found u ing 

·,nferential tatis tic . the de cripti\·e tati tic re It d h u o ugge t t e need fo r funher re ear h in 

thi area 

Limitatio n of tud · 

There are everal po ible limitation to thi tudy ubje t \,ere dra\, n fr m only one 

uni,er it~. making it more diffi ult to generalize re ult to other uni \er itie \\hoe tea her 

ed ucation curriculum and school p ychology 1guidance coun elor curriculum may diff r fro m thi 

uni , ersi ty ·s teacher educa tion and s hool psycho log> guidance ·oun ·elor curri ulum A ·mall 

~ample . i1e \\ a_ used to determine re ult . I though the ubje t. in ample 11 hare 1milar 

~no"ledge \\ith re. peel to de,eloping intef\ention. for '-.!udenh . the . ample " a not e·clu . i,el> 

made up or pre-se rvice sc hool p~ychologists The in~trument ofm a.urement u ed "a not a 

,tandardi,ed in-;t rument 

Recommendation 

Thi~ ~tudy ga, ea descripti\ e pre~entation of difference. in a pre- ef\i e teacher mple· and a 

· · ·d I ample· per cpti on. of tea her.· prc-~cf\ ice . chool p ycholog1sts, gu1 ance coun ~e or~ · · 

imol,ement in de\ eloping in t cf\ ention. for ~tudent 
It i re ommendcd that a imilar tudy be 

conduc ted,, ith a lam.er . ample ~i1e for bo th group 
Thi \\Ould allo \, for the e,alua tion of the 

h l·m,·lar . tud ,_ ta~e pla e " ith ,tat · I · · - • I · I re ommended t at a 1~t,ca ~1gnil1cance o t respon ~e~ t 1~ a so 
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. - ,n
1 ·L,e teacher and in- en·ice ~chool p \'ch olo~i ts in order to l!ain a better undcrstandin\.! of Jn - ~('. I ' - - ~ -

• -,,,. ice professionals' perceptions about thi s issue Jll - )u, 
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APPENDIX A 

Pre-Service Teacher Survey 

1 HO\\ important is a teacher ' s input in developing· t . . . 
. 111 en-ent1ons for his or her student? 

1 (not important) 2 (minimall y important) 3 (. important) 4 (very important) 

2_ How important is a teacher ' s input in developing interve t. c 
11 

. n ions 1or a students m a 
school? 

1 (not important) 2 (minimally important) 3 (important) 4 (very important) 

3_ How 11ecessa,y is a teacher ' s input in developing a successful intervention for his or 
her student? 

1 (not necessary) 2 (minimally necessary) 3 (necessary) 4 (very necessary) 

-I How 11ecessa,y is a teacher 's input in developing a successful intervention for all 
students in a school? 

1 (not necessary) 2 (minimally necessary) 3 (necessary) 4 (very necessary) 

5. When developing interventions for an individual student, how likely is it that a 
teacher 's input will be as valuable as a school psychologist ' s input? 

1 (not likely) 2 (likely) 3 (very likely) 4 (definitely) 

6. When developing interventions for all students in a school, how likely is it that a 
teacher 's input will be as valuable as a school psychologist 's input? 

1 (not likely) 2 (likely) 3 (very likely) 4 (definitely) 

7 How often is a teacher involved in a collaborative process with a school psychologiS! 
to develop interventions for his or her student? 

1 (never) 2 (seldom) 3 (often) 4 (always) 

. . s with a school psychologist 8- How often is a teacher involved 111 a coll aborative proces 
to develop interventions for all students in a school? 

1 (never) 2 (seldom) 3 (often) 4 (always) 
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APPEI\TDJX B 

Pre-Service School Psychologist Survey 

How important is a teacher 's input in developing inte . . 
rventions for his or her student') 

1 (not important) 2 (mi nimally important) 3 (important) 
4 (very important) 

How important is a teacher ' s input in developino intervent" c: . 
o ions ior all students m a 

school ') 

J (not important) 2 (minimally important) 3 c· ) important 4 (very important) 

Ho\\' // l!Ces.,wy is a teacher's input in developing a successful intervention for his or 
hrr student ') 

J (not necessary) 2 (minimally necessary) 3 (necessary) 4 (very necessary) 

Ho11· 11eces.,wy is a teacher' s input in developing a successful intervention for all 
studrnts in a school') 

I (not necessary) 2 (minima lly necessary) 3 (nece sary) 4 (very necessary) 

\\'hen de\'eloping inten·entions for an individual student, how likely is it that a 
teacher·s input will be as valuable as a school psychologist 's input? 

I (not likely) 2 (likely) 3 (very likely) 4 (definitely) 

6 \\'hen developing interventions for all students in a chool , how likely is it that a 
teacher's input will be as valuable a a school psychologist' s input ') 

I (not lik ely) 2 (likely) 3 (very likely) 4 (definitely) 

Ho,, ofte n is a teacher invoked in a collaborative process with a school psychologiSt 

to develop int ervention for his or her student ') 

I (never) 2 (seldom) 3 (often) 4 (alway ) 

H , . _ . with a school psychologist 011 often is a teacher involved 111 a co llaborat ive process 
to develop interventions for all students in a school') 

1 (never) 2 (seldom) 3 (often) 4 (always) 
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APPENDIX c 

Pre-Ser.·ice Guidance Counselor Survey 

]-Joi\ impor1a111 is a teacher ' s input in de\·elopino int . . . 
~ er. ent1ons for his or her studen t') 

1 (not important) 2 (minimally important) 3 (important) 
4 (very important) 

~ Ho\\' important is a teacher ' s input in developing interve t. fi . 
n ions or all students m a 

school? 

J (not important) 2 (minimally important) .., c· ) -' important 4 (very important) 

How necrssmy is a teacher' s input in developing a successful intervention for his or 
her student? 

I (not necessary) 2 (minimally necessary) 3 (neces ary) 4 (\'ery nece sary) 

-1 Ho11· necessaty is a teacher ' s input in developing a succe sfu l intervention for all 
students in a school? 

I (not necessary) 2 (minimally neces ary) 3 (necessary) 4 (very necessary) 

\\'hen de,·eloping interventions for an individual student. how likely i it that a 
teacher ' s input will be as va luable as a school psychologist 's input? 

I (not likely) 2 (likely) 3 (very likely) 4 (definitely) 

6 \\ 'hen de,·eloping interventions for all students in a school, how likely i it that a 
. ' . ? teacher ' input ,,viii be a , ·aluable a a chool psychologist s input . 

I (not likely) 2 (likely) 3 (very likely) 4 (definitely) 

H · ·th a chool psychologi t 011 often is a teacher involved in a collaborattve process wi 
to de\'elop interventions for his or her student? 

I (never) 2 (seldom) 3 (often) 4 (alway ) 

8 I with a school psychologist 
,ow often i a teacher inYolved in a collaborative proce 
to de\'elop interventions for all students in a school? 

1 (never) 2 (seldom) 3 (often) 4 (always) 

3 l 
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APPENDIX D 

Question 1 
How important is a teacher's input in developing Interventions for his or her student? 

9J 

SD L-------------------:-r---1 

f,() 

;o L ---------------7"-----7 1- l••~ I 
-- Scnoo l'sy<:l-<lie9sts 

Responae Category 



APPENDIX E 

Question 2 

How important is a teacher 's input in developing Interventions for all students? 
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APPENDIX F 

Question l 

How necessary is a teacher 's Input in developing a success ful Intervention fo r his or her 
student? 

, , 

f:: ,. 

•c i---------------------------✓--;..---------, 

~ ·~ L---------------------------7;,<--------7 
~ 
I 



APPENDIX G 

Question 4 

How necessary is a teacher's input in develop ing successful interven t ions for 
all students in a school? 

I '· 1--------------r-r-- __.::,..~:----~ 
i 

J t 
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A PPENDIX H 

Ques t ion 5 

When developing interventions for an individual student , how l ikely is it 

that a teacher's input will be as valuable as a school psycho logis t 's input? 
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.....,.,/' 

i- .... --, __ _ 



" O'l 

"' C: 
" u 
<i 
c.. 

APPENDIX I 

Questi on 6 

When deve loping 1ntervent1ons fo r all studen ts in a school , how likely 1s 1t that a teacher's input will be as 

valuable as a sc hool psychologists? 

------~----------- -----------

ooL- ----------------------~ 

Response Category 
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APPENDIX J 

Question 7 

How often is a teacher involved in a collabora tive process with a school psychologist 10 develop 1ntervenbons 
for all students ,n a school? 

------ ------ -------------------

-------
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