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ABSTRACT

This research attempted to determine if there is a discrepancy between pre-service
teachers’ (Sample I) and pre-service school psychologists’/guidance counselors’ (Sample 1)
perceptions of teacher involvement in designing interventions for students. A survey comprised
of eight questions rated on a Likert scale from 1 (least) to 4 (greatest) was given to both samples.
Questions of the surveys were identical for both samples Differences between the two sample
responses were found. With the exception of question 4 on the survey, Sample II had a higher
percentage of responses in category 4 on the survey questions than did Sample 1. With the
exception of questions 7 and 8 on the survey, Sample | had a higher percentage of responses in
category 1 However, no significant differences were found between the two samples’ frequency

of category responses for any of the eight survey questions
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

This research attempted to determine if there was a discrepancy between pre-service
teachers' and pre-service school psychologists'/guidance counselors’ perceptions of teachers’
involvement in collaboration to develop interventions for students. Changes in the school
systems are calling for the development of more interventions to effectively address some of the
changes that are being recognized in the school systems. Collaboration among teachers and
school psychologists/guidance counselors is a critical part of developing these needed

interventions.

Statement of the Problem

Teachers and school psychologists/guidance counselors may not be aware of teachers’
roles in collaboration to develop interventions. This lack of awareness may lead to a lack of
collaboration or even feelings of resentment and defensiveness between teachers and school
psychologists/guidance counselors. Pre-service teachers and pre-service school
psychologists/guidance counselors may not be informed during their educational training of the
roles teachers need to fulfill in collaboration to develop interventions. This study examined this
issue by comparing pre-service teachers’” and pre-service school psychologists’/guidance
counselors’ perceptions of teachers’ input into collaboration to develop interventions for

students.
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Implications of Study

The results of this study should be of concern to teacher education programs and
university school psychology/guidance counseling programs. The results of this study highlight
a possible lack of training for pre-service teachers and pre-service school psychologists/guidance
counselors in the area of collaboration responsibilities. School professionals and administrators
should also benefit from the results of this study. Teachers and school psychologists/guidance
counselors should be prepared to effectively collaborate when they enter their respective
professional roles in the school system. Pre-service teachers and pre-service school
psvchologists/guidance counselors may benefit from the results of this study by becoming aware

of the importance of university training in the area of collaboration

Hypothesis
It is hypothesized in this study that no differences exist between pre-service teachers’ and
pre-service school psychologists’/guidance counselors’ perceptions of teachers’ input into

collaboration to develop interventions

Limitations of Study

There are several possible limitations to this study Subjects will be drawn from only one
university  Therefore, it will be more difficult to generalize results to other universities whose
teacher education curriculum and school psychology/guidance counselor curniculums may differ
from this university’s teacher education and school psychology/guidance counselor curriculums
A small sample size will be used to determine results  The instrument of measurement used 1s

not a standardized instrument



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

A paradigm shift in the role of the school psychologist to developing more wide-ranging
interventions is being seen in current literature. A call for an increase in collaboration among
school psychologists and teachers is reported by Kratochwill and Stoiber (2000). Successful
development and implementation of interventions for students depends in large part on the
relationship between school psychologists and teachers Interventions developed by school
psychologists and then imposed on schools or teachers will not be successful unless there is input
from the teachers

Perhaps the historical focus of school psychologists’ primary role being to provide
assessments is a barrier to school professionals recognizing the school psychology paradigm shitt
toward a role of providing more consultation. This barrier is beginning to be crossed as
organizations such as NASP lead school psychologists toward providing more consultative
services (Fagan, Gorin & Tharinger, 2000) The importance of this paradigm shift is being
recognized in current literature  Sheridan and Gutkin (2000) argue that school psychologists
should use their expertise in developing interventions and preventions more than their expertise
in assessing and diagnosing  Shapiro (2000) describes a need for a change in the type of
consultation historically provided by school psychologists. One recommended change is for
school psychologists to be more cognizant of teaching methods and strategies  This
recommendation supports the need for school psychologists and teachers to share their expertise
when developing interventions  As the school psychology paradigm shifts, it affects general
education teachers as well as special education teachers School psychology programs are

expanding to a broader form of service addressing school-wide prevention and intervention



(DeAngelis, 2000). This expansion emphasizes even more the need for all teachers and school

ps_\-chologists to be aware of their collaborative roles in developing and implementing
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 psychologist were perceived differently by the teachers and
the school psychologists. The teachers considered child-centered interventions to be the primary
means for school psychologists to address problems. The school psychologists differed from the
teachers in that the school psychologists stressed the need to consult with teachers in addition to
providing child-centered services.

One possible limitation of this study is being able to generalize the results to different
settings. This study took place in Estonia where lack of well-developed psychological, social,
and educational services leads school psychologists to assume roles outside of the school system
in addition to their roles within the schools. Although this vanable is present in this study, the
findings indicating differing perceptions among teachers and school psychologists are worth
noting. A study presented at the Annual Convention of the National Association of School
Psychologists (Peterson, Waldron & Paulson, 1998) examined what teachers want from school
psychologists and to what capacity teachers are seeking assistance from school psychologists.
Sixty-four in-service teachers participated in this study

Results of the study indicated limited interaction between teachers and school
psychologists. Teacher comments quoted in this study are as follows “All we get from the

school psychologists are test results.” “We don’t work with school psychologists. We just get



s of the tests.” / ;
the result It was found that only 1% of the teachers surveyed had had more than

16 interactions with school psychologists within the school year. Fifty-five 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
fact finder services. Report information (e.g., 1Q scores, achievement scores, recommendations,
background information) was reported by the teachers as helpful. Although the teachers reported
feeling comfortable working with school psychologists to solve problems, the results indicated
that this type of collaboration did not happen often.

When seeking assistance for different problems, teachers ranked school psychologists as
almost the last professional from which they would seek assistance. For assistance for students
with learning disabilities or behavioral disabilities, the teachers ranked school psychologists as
their third choice for assistance, following other teachers and then the assistance principal or
principal. Assistance from a friend or family member was the teachers’ fourth choice of
assistance with these problems  When seeking assistance for a student whose performance was
below average in a subject, assistance from the school psychologist was ranked second to last out
of eight choices. Teachers reported a desire for the following information (in order of
preference) from school psychologists: teaching/managing students with emotional difficulties,
effects of medication on children’s classroom performance, teaching/managing students with
medical conditions, and teaching/managing students with learning disabilities. Information
about inclusion was reported as the least desired by teachers.

The researcher offers several reasons for teachers not seeking assistance from school

psychologists A lack of availability of the school psychologist due to the demands of their role
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as an assessor 1s one suggested reason. Another possible reason for the communication 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 qualified to provide.

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

is reccommended 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 personnel, were surveyed to determine 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 psychologists. Contact between general education teachers
and school psychologists was reported as minimal. Special education teachers reported having a
better understanding of the school psychologists’ actual roles. Special education teachers also
reported having more contact with school psychologists than the amount of contact reported by
general education teachers. Information collected from this study indicates that school personnel
see school psychologists as “guests” within the school building rather than a member of the
school personnel

Other findings from this study indicated school personnel would like school
psychologists to spend 21-49% of their time with behavioral intervention, 50-75% of their time

spent developing prevention activities, and | 1-30% of their time in consultation. Fifty-four



percent of special education teachers desired collaboration with school psychologists to develop

o-referral interventions. Over 902 i :
pre-re 0% of this group reported a desire for school psychologists to

be involved in implementing interventions in the classroom. Over half of the respondents
reported wanting follow-up meetings with parents and teachers regarding interventions as
important. A desire for school psychologists’ involvement in staff, community, and
organizational development including training sessions to assist parents and teachers was
reported by 11 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
psychologists’ roles and teachers’ desired services from school psychologists. Supported in this
study are teachers’ desires for more collaboration with school psychologists in developing and
implementing interventions for students.

A study by Graham (1998) found teachers favoring a collaborative approach instead of a
consultative approach when the teacher’s request was vague. Teacher preference for a
consultative approach instead of a collaborative approach was found when the request was clear.
One hundred and forty teachers enrolled in university courses and/or currently teaching
participated in this study. The participants viewed videotaped scenarios in which a consultee
presented a consultant with either a specific request for assistance or a vague request for process
clarification. Teachers in the videotape received either specific expert advice, a presentation ofa
basic problem-solving process, or a request for the teacher to collect baseline information. A 3x
2 between subjects factorial design was used: 2 (clear request, vague request) by 3 (specific

expert response, collaborative problem-solving process response, or a deferred response).



Results of the studied showed a teacher preference for a collaborative approach when the

request was vague and a preference for a consultative approach when the request was clear. The
researcher gave suggestions for these findings. It is suggested that a teacher 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
information is requested in order to develop the intervention plan. The researcher recognized
possible limitations to this study. It is possible that teachers’ preferences for consultative versus
collaborative approaches may diftfer 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 psychologists™ roles with respect to collaboration
should begin in pre-service teacher and pre-service school psychology education programs.
Andrew (1997) advocates for a change in present teacher education standards. One of the eight
areas of change discussed is collaboration preparation for pre-service teachers. Andrew (1997)
contends that the model of teacher preparation programs must change to meet the changing
professional roles of teachers. It is suggested 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

Field experiences for novice teachers are an area of concern addressed by Little and

Robinson (1997). This study evaluated a federally funded program designed to enhance the
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«kills of student teachers. Little and Robinson (1997) postulate that there is a need to restructure
student field experiences so that student teachers learn the skills needed to serve diverse students
One of the identified areas of concern related to creating an environment of collaboration and

collegiality. A lack of collaborative problem solving and exchange of 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 1 ) decision making and 2.)
reflective decision-making skills. Student teachers and mentor teachers were given continuous
opportunities to consult and collaborate about students in their classrooms. The teachers also
wrote case studies on their students and discussed these case studies in a forum. This discussion
allowed them to review implemented instructional revisions and their impact on their students.
Data was collected through structured, open-ended interviews with the participants. It was found
that the participants felt that the diversity of perspectives, knowledge bases, and experiences
found in the collaboration were beneficial. Several factors making the peer reflection processes
were noted professional knowledge, sound communication skills, encouragement, support,
active involvement and commitment by participants, and the teaming skills of collaboration

The authors give implications for teacher education programs based on the data from this
study. There is a need to integrate practices used in real contexts into teacher preparation
programs. Effective interpersonal and communication skills must be addressed in teacher

Preparation programs so that student teachers learn how to appropriately collaborate in the

school setting. In order for student teachers to develop critical decision making skills the authors

. : i rocedures,
suggest that teacher preparation programs recognize the importance of flexible pro




differentiated responses, qualitative appreciation of complex processes, and decentralized
responsibility for judgment and action. Communication among university programs and school
gistricts is noted as imperative for supporting the development of student teachers,

A study by Pohlman, Hoffman, Dodds, and Pryzwansky, (1998) used a semi-structured
interview to assess 13 undergraduate students in their final student-teaching semester and their

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 several
important areas relating to teachers’ misconceptions and insufficient information about school
psychological services. Overall, the supervising teachers appeared to have more knowledge than
the student teachers about school psychological services. However, the supervising 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 school psychologist.

Responses by the student teachers indicated that they confused the school psychologist
with the school counselor. The supervising teachers identified testing and diagnosis as the
prominent knowledge base of school psychologists. Student teachers’ perceptions of school
psychologists’ most prominent knowledge base differed somewhat from supervising teachers
perceptions. Student teachers’ identified child psychological theory, assessment, and knowledge

of available resources as school psychologists’ most prominent knowledge base. Both groups ot

Participants indicated that the teacher was more knowledgeable than the school psychologist

about individual students due to the teacher’s daily exposure to the classroom reality. This study

; : ‘ : ) rs and school
raises several areas of concern for the collaborative relationship between teaphiers

ing pre-service
Psychologists. Findings from this study further support the need for educating p



11
teachers and pre-service school PSYChOlOQiStS/pre-Ser\'ice guidance counselors in the roles and
g

responsibilities of each profession.

A study by O"Shea, Williams, and Satler, (1999) validates the benefits of training 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
experiences that took place within the context of the course assignments. The pre-service
teachers because of this educational experience made critical insights into the collaborative
process. The pre-service teachers developed awareness of their roles to meet diverse needs and in
working collaboratively to adapt strategies and share decision making. Some of the pre-service
teachers reported frustration because of interacting with their peers. However, some reported an
increase in understanding the importance of teacher attitudes in the collaborative process. The
researchers emphasized the importance of preparing pre-service teachers to work in a
collaborative process in order to increase the quality of services provided to students.

Hudson and Glomb (1997) offer guidelines and strategies for teacher preparation
programs to address collaboration instruction for pre-service teachers In order for teachers to

effectively communicate and share their knowledge and skills, they must learn effective

interpersonal and communication skills  According to this article. these skills need to be

addressed in teacher preparation programs. It is suggested that teacher preparation programs

should offer a unit or course that focuses on these skills and strategies in the context of serving

students with learning disabilities in the general classroom.

: 1 a / r
Although this suggested context is an important one. collaboration skills are relevant fo

all contexts within the school system Hudson and Glomb (1997) stress that professionals need



tand and respect the different iv :
1o unders Perspectives of their coll idi
€agues. By providing teacher

preparation courses or units addressing this factor, teachers will be more prepared to
express

their own viewpoints as well as consider the viewpoints of their colleagues. Emphasizing an
honest evaluation of one’s own feelings and thoughts is an essential component of this process

Another suggested factor to address in teacher preparation programs are nonverbal

communication skills. A large part of communication is nonverbal Pre-service teachers need 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 information shared during the collaborative process. Third factors suggested by
the authors 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 saying is an example
of one of the skills needing to be taught in teacher preparation programs. Active listening is an
example of another skill falling in this category needing to be taught in teacher preparation
programs

Formats for teaching collaboration skills in teacher preparation programs is another area

addressed by Hudson and Glomb (1997). Itis suggested that a separate collaboration class

combining field experience is the most effective format for undergraduate and graduate students

s : , i ' -teachin
ifit combines special education and elementary/secondary education majors. A co-te g

i / Id teach
model with special education faculty and elementary/secondary education faculty shou

' -servi chers, the
this course 5o that collaboration skills can be modeled. For pre-service tea

: - ing so that skills and
collaboration course should be taken immediately before student-teaching s
i idely used in university
knowledge from methods courses can be used. A format that i1s more widely



s a collaboration class vi - :
settings is @ collaporation class via the special education department for special education
majors. The obvious limitation of this format is e'ememafy/secondary education majors not
eceiving collaborative skills education and training. A third format described by the authors is
. infusion of collaborative skills education into introductory courses. Limitations to this format
relate to time constraints, limited opportunities to practice the skills, and receiving only a brief
overview 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 faculties prefer
to work in isolation and are not receptive to working together with other university 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 is
the organization of education programs within a university. The size of the university may
influence this factor. Teacher certification requirements and a university’s willingness to exceed
these requirements is another factor influencing implementation of collaboration course
offerings Full teaching loads and economic factors may also influence implementation. As

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

The importance of collaboration is becoming more recognized in the literature

Legislative mandates such as P.L. 94-142 have been put into place due a recognition of this

mportant need (Coben, Thomas, Sattler & Morsink, 1997) Also addressed in the literature is

i ' ith the skills and
the need for pre-service education programs to empower education majors with

' i ;lls are important across
knowledge needed 1o effectively collaborate Although collaborations skills are imp

; . : < hers and school
all education disciplines, they are especially important between teac
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- ‘en thoug iversiti :
ps)'c}10105"515' Even though some universities address this issue within their programs, they may
1ot have the most effective format in place. Other universities are not addressing this issue in

i organized format. The neglect of some universities to appropriately address this issue leads

0 students’ lack of awareness of other school professionals’ roles and how to work together with

heir colleagues to provide the best services to students.

The proposed study attempts to add to the limited research examining pre-service
reachers’ and pre-service school psychologists’/guidance counselors’ understanding of their roles
in the collaborative process in developing interventions. It is hypothesized that pre-service

reachers’ and pre-service school psychologists’/guidance counselors’ perceptions of

collaboration differ with respect to the input of teachers into developing interventions.



CHAPTER 113
DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
T/hgéarn_lpl_e
Sample I was comprised of 80 university undergraduate students enrolled in a teaching
foundations course that is required by the state of Tennessee for teaching certification. Sample 11
included 2 university graduate students enrolled in the school psychology program and 5

university graduate students enrolled in the guidance-counseling program. All participants were

obtained from the same state university located in Tennessee

There were no identifiable risks associated with the study. Participation in the study did
not affect grades or progress in their chosen programs of study. Survey responses were
designated as pre-service teacher response, pre-service school psychologist response or pre-
service guidance counselor response. This was indicated by the headings on the survey forms:
“Pre-service Teacher Survey.” “Pre-service School Psychologist Survey.” or “Pre-service
Guidance Counselor Survey.” No information identifying the individual students was on the
surveys Al subjects remained anonymous in the tabulation of the final results. Survey forms
are given in Appendix A

The Procedure

. ‘ . ] ¢
Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the Human Subjects Committee 0

. : ; ' was
Austin Peay State University. At the request of the Human Subjects Committee, the study w

. rticipating in
conducted as an anonymous survey. Therefore, no permission from the students participating

eV W " permission to use the
the study was obtained in writing. Attached to each survey was a letter of p
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nses for data collect; .
ction. The letter informeq the students that the;
€Ir responses

in a research stu
would be used 1 dy. The letter also Stated that their participation in the stud
In the study was

re a e IO laSS eC]UlI'ementS and had no eﬁec 1 T T Dr

of study. The researcher contact information was included in the letter along with a notificati
1fication

(hat the participants may contact the researcher for information about the study after all data had
heen collected.

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

Instrumentation and Methodology

Three forms of surveys were used in this study. One form was designated as the “Pre-
service Teacher Survey,” a second form was designated as the “Pre-service School Psychologist
Survey,” and a third form was designated as the “Pre-service Guidance Counselor Survey.” Data
from the second and third forms were compiled to form sample II, “pre-service school
psychologists/guidance counselors.” Sample 1 data was formed from the pre-service teachers’
responses. Each survey contained eight identical questions that were ranked on a Likert scale in

order of least to greatest. The researcher based the questions 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 3

. slaping i -entions for
deas relating to teacher and school psychologist collaboration in developing interven

i . /s: importance
ndividyal students and students school-wide The areas addressed were as follows: 1mp

o ' and frequency of
of teacherg® input, necessity of teachers’ input. likelihood of teachers” input, q

[eachers‘ inpul‘
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The Chi-Square Test For Two Independent Samples was used to determine if there was a
gt ficant difference between the two groups’ category responses for each survey question

DesCﬁP"‘"e statistics were used to demonstrate frequency data. A comparison was made of the

i grOUPS, percentage of category responses for each question.



CHAPTER Y

PRESET\'TATION OF DATA

£0ry response Proportions of survey questions one

through eight for Sample 1 and Sample 11 were as follows: question 1: y* (3. N = 87)=38

Pl question Z: 1 (3, N=87)=-3, 5501, question 3: X (3, N=87)= 9 p>0]. question 4:

¢ (3,N=87)=18, p>0I, question 5: 5? B, N=87)= 2.4, p>.01, question 6 Y G.N= 87) =
5.1,p>.01, question 7. ¥* (3, N = 87) = 2.8, p>.01, question 8- YB3, N=87)=17 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 descriptive statistics used in analyzing the data yielded the following information.

Tables show the two samples’ percentage of category responses for each survey question.

Graphical representations of the descriptive statistics are shown in Appendix B.

Table |

Question 1: How important is a teacher’s input in developing interventions for his or her
Student?

Sample
M Sample I Sample 11
"t Mportant 0% 0%
minimally importang 2.5% 0%
Mportany 27.5% 14 3%
Y1y Importang 70.0% 85 7%




Table 2

jon 2: How important j 5, s .
Questiont =-- E IS A teacher’s input in developing interventions for all

in a school?
in a school.

Category

19

students

Sample

Sample 1 Sample I1

not important
minimally important
important

very important

Table 3

1.3%

8.8%

65.0%

25.0%

0%

0%

71.4%

28.6%

Question 3: How necessary is a teacher’s input in developing a successful intervention for

his or her student?

Sample
Category Sample I Sample I1
not necessary 0% 0%
minimally necessary 1.3% 0%
necessary 31.3% 14.3%
67.5% 85.7%

Very necessary



Table 4
pestion 4: _How necessary is a teacher's in i

all students in a school?

Sample
ﬂLOF} Sample | Sample 11
not necessan 1 25% 0®o
mimmally necessary 10 0% %o
necessan 61 3% 85 T
Len necessan 27 5% 14 2%,
Table S

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

Sample
(Categon Sample | Sample 11
not ikels S0% o
1 | Y (P ‘d
ACIY -w U9 ©
en likeh 17 (%o 71 4%
g (P 8 6%,




Tgble 6
ueSliOn 6: =
- (eacher’s input will be as valuable as

When developing inter entions for all stud

e€nts in a school, how likely is it that

a school psy chologist's input?

Sample
Category Sample | Sample 11
st likels 15 09, 14 3%,
kelt 50 0% 14 3%,
erv likels 21 3% S1 1%
jetinitely 13 8% 14 3%
Table 7

Question 7: _How often is a teacher involved in a collaborative process with a school
psychologist to develop interventions for his or her student?

Sample
(ategon Sample | Sample 11
fever P, P,
seldom 18 8% 42 0%,
70 0P, 42 0,
1w ay g 11 3% 14 3%
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Table 8 —
yestion 8: How 0 ten is a teacher involved in a collaborative process with a school
‘ith a schoo

svchologist o develop interventions for all students in a school?

Sample
&“ﬂ'l—f Sample | Sample 11
never 2.5% 14.3%
seldom 613% 42 9%
often 33.8% 28 6%
always 2.5% 14.3%

Discussion

Refer to tables. With the exception of question 4 on the survey, pre-service school
psychologists’guidance counsleors had a higher percentage of responses to “always” on the
survey questions than did pre-service teachers With the exception of questions 7 and 8 on the
survey, pre-service teachers had a higher percentage of “never” responses It was surprising that
pre-service teachers tended to rate teachers’ input as less important for developing interventions,
less necessary for developing interventions for his or her student, and less likely that teachers’

input would be as valuable as school psychologists’ input Into interventions It is not surpnsing

based on these responses that the pre-service teachers sample felt more than pre-service

psychologists/guidance counselors sample that teachers were not often involved in the

collaborative process. The pre-service teachers sample did indicate a higher necessity for teacher

' i as indicated by the
involvement in developing interventions for all studentsna school than was indicated by

pre-service school psychologists’ sample responses

: - ; it is imperative that
With the growing need for student interventions in the school sy stem, p

. c ehei ini ention development Itis
teachers understand the importance and necessity of their roles in inters ent p
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IhC reSpOnSlbl 2 ! _\ ucation P paration o 1
programs to lmpall thl X i &
S knO\\led Je [0
prc_se] \Vice teaCherS SO that tlle_V are pl epared for and Conﬁden[ in Iheir rO]eS in d v I 1
eve Opmu

interventions for students. It is also the responsibility of university school kil
) \ \ .

preparation programs/guidance counselor preparation programs to educate pre-service school
ps_\'chologists/guidance counselors about the importance and necessity of teacher participation in
developing interventions for students. Although no statistical significance was found using
inferential statistics, the descriptive statistic results do suggest the need for further research in
this area
Limitations of Study

There are several possible limitations to this study Subjects were drawn from only one
university. making it more difficult to generalize results to other universities whose teacher
education curriculum and school psychology/guidance counselor curriculum may differ from this
university’s teacher education and school psychology/guidance counselor curnculum A small
sample size was used to determine results  Although the subjects in Sample 11 share similar
knowledge with respect to developing interventions for students, the sample was not exclusively

made up of pre-service school psychologists  The instrument of measurement used was not a

standardized instrument

Recommendations

This study gave a descriptive presentation of differences in a pre-service teachers sample’s and a

» ; . s S ¥ ceptio "teachers’
pre-service school psychologists' guidance counselors sample’s perceptions of tea

: ; - ‘o re similar study be
involvement in developing interventions for students It is recommended that a |

s i evaluation of the
conducted with a larger sample size for both groups This would allow for the

t a similar study take place with

Matistical significance of responses Itis also recommended tha
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in-service teachers and in-service school psychologists in order to vain a better understanding of
if1-S _ ! gain a inderstanding

in-service professionals’ perceptions about this issue
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- How often is a teacher involved in a collaborative process with a school ps

APPENDIX A
Pre-Service Teacher Survey
How important is a teacher’s input in developing interventions for his or her student?
I (notimportant) 2 (minimally important) 3 (important) 4 (very important)

How important is a teacher’s input in developing interventions for all students in a
school?

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

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

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

How necessary is a teacher’s input in developing a successful intervention for all
students in a school?

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

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)

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?

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

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

I (never) 2 (seldom) 3 (often) 4 (always)
ychologist

s 5 ¢ 9
to develop interventions for all students in a school’

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



APPENDIX B
Pre-Service Schoo| Psychologist Survey

mporfant is a teacher’s input in developine : )
How impo OpIng interventions for hi
= or his or her st
udent?

| (not important) 2 (minimally important) 3 (important) 4 .
/ Important)

How important is a teacher’s input in developing interventions fo5f

all students in a
school?

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

1 How necessary is a teacher’s input in developing a successful intervention for his or

her student”
| (not necessary) 2 (minimally necessary) 3 (necessary) 4 (very necessary)

How necessary is a teacher’s input in developing a successful intervention for all
students in a school?

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

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?

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

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?

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

How often is a teacher involved in a collaborative process with a school psychologist
10 develop interventions for his or her student?

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

: .- | psychologist
How often is a teacher involved in a collaborative process with a school ps)

, . p : D)
0 develop interventions for all students in a school’

I'(never) 2 (seldom) 3 (often) 4 (always)
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APPENDIX C
Pre-Service Guidance Counselor Survey

: is a teacher’s | ' : S
How important 1s er s put in dey eloping Interventions for his or her student?

| (not important) 2 (minimally important) 3 (important) 4 (very’ )
Important

How 1’;'/")""”” is a teacher’s input in developing interventions for all students in a
school”

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

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

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

How necessary is a teacher’s input in developing a successful intervention for all
students in a school?

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

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?

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

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?

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

How often is a teacher involved in a collaborative process with a school psychologist
10 develop interventions for his or her student?

I (never) 2 (seldom) 3 (often) 4 (always)
. ; ‘chologist
How often is a teacher involved in a collaborative process with a school psycholog
0 develop interventions for all students in a school?

I(never) 2 (seldom) 3 (often) 4 (always)
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APPENDIX D

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

N
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_—
, R fh‘// ‘

Response Category

59}



Percentage

APPENDIX E

Question 2

How important is a teacher's input in developing interventions for all students?

R

Response Category

—=— Teachers

Schoos Psy

')

'2J



APPENDIX F

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

Percentage

i

/ S
—
—

| S =

Response Category

/ o Teachers
7% ® - School Pyye



APPENDIX G

Question 4
How necessary is a teacher's input in developing successful interventions for
all students in a school?

Response Category

s

N
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APPENDIX H

Question 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?

~ 3
’ /\ N —— Tes ey
1 <
P ~ “roa Py
D ~
il =

Response Calegory



Percentage
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APPENDIX |

Question 6

When developing interventions for all students in a school, how likely 1s 1t that a teacher's input will be as

valuable as a school psychologists?

| ,+ Teachers

. \ \‘\ School Psy

Response Category



Percentage

APPENDIX J

Question 7

How often is a teacher involved in a collaborative process with a school Psychologist to develop interventions
for all students in a school?

7 {
- / - \ —— Teaches

rd ® \ Schoo' Py
v ki !

Response Category
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Queshon §
How often is & 1Eache” mohes m a coliadorative process with a school psychologist to
Jevaids mtemvantians for all students in a school?
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