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ABSTRACT

This study explored general and special education teacher satisfaction with special

education teacher roles in coUaborative teams~ whose objective was to include children with

disabilities~ and the evolutionary stage ofthe teams according to the integrated model of

group development. Thirteen out of21 targeted teams qualified for the sample. The Special

Education Teacher·General Education Teacher Interaction Scale assessed general and

special education teachers' perceptions ofspecial education teachers' current and ideal roles

(Cronbach's alpha internaI reliability coefficients were .85 and .81 >. The Team Evolution

Questionnaire measured the coUaborative teams' developmental stage (Cronbach's alpha

was .82). General education teachers were more satisfied with special education teachers'

roles than the special education teachers were with themselves (Il < .01). General education

teachers had higher perceptions about how frequently special education teachers performed

their roles than special education teachers themselves (Jl < .OS). Qualitatively, both groups

endorsed several coUaborative roles as currently performed MOst frequently by the special

education teachers. Compared to previous literature~ these results indicate a sbift of priority

trom noncoUaborative to collaborative special education teacher roles. Sïnce ail 13 teams

were categorized in the most highly evolved stage ofgroup developmen~a direct

comparison between teacher satisfaction and the group's stage ofevolution was not

possible. Implications ofthese findings are discussed.
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RESUME

Cette étude a exploré la satisfaction des éducateurs généraux et spécialisés avec les

roles des éducateurs spécialisés sur leur équipe collaborative., dont le but était d'intégrer

les étudiants avec disabiütiés, et le niveau de développement des équipes depuis le modèle

integré de développement. Treize de 21 équipes cibles se sont qualifiées pour cette étude.

Le "Special Education Teacher-General Education Teacher Interaction ScaJe" a évalué

les perceptions des éducateurs généraux et spécialisés avec les rôles actuels et idéals

effectués par les éducateurs spécialisés (alpha de Cronbach coefficient de confiance était

de .85 et .81). Le "Team Evolution Questionnaire" a mesuré le niveau de développement

des équipes coUaboratives (alpha de Cronbach était de .82). Les éducateurs généraux ont

été plus satisfait avec les éducateurs specialisés que ces derniers étaient avec eux-mêmes

(12 < .01). Les éducateurs généraux avaient des perceptions plus élevées que les éducateurs

spécialisés apropos de la fréquence que ces derniers ont perfonnés leurs rôles (12 < .05).

Qualitativement, les deux groupes d'éducateurs ont nommé plusieurs rôles coUaboratifs

commes les rôles plus fréquemment performés par les éducateurs spécialisés. En

comparaison avec la litérature des rôles demandés des éducateurs spécialisés, ces résultats

indiquent une évolution de priorité des rôles noncoUaboratifs envers l'adoptation des rôles·

coUaboratifs. Parce que toutes les équipes ont été catégorisées dans le niveau le plus

évolué, une comparaison directe entre satisfaction et le niveau d'évolution des équipes fut

impossible. Les implications des résultats sont discutées.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

In recent years~ there have been widespread caUs for restrueturing the general and

special education systems to include children with disabilities. One ofthe recommended

changes involves the adoption ofadhocratic principles. Adhocracies are based on the

collaborative generation ofinnovative ideas and practices by educators. The excbange of

creative ideas between educators is central to adhocracies because the solutions required

to effectively include students with special needs in the regular classroom vary according

to individual student needs (Skrtic~ 1986; 1991; (995).

The movement toward including students with special needs in regular classrooms

challenges Many general education teachers to educate students with diverse abilities. To

satisfY the needs ofail their students, teachers increasingly work on a team with other

educators. These teams are primarily composed ofgeneral and special education teachers.

By pooling their skilIs and experiences in coUaboralive teams based on adhocratic

principles, general and special education teachers can continually reassess their theories

and praetices relative to those oftheir coUeagues and the needs oftheir students.

The success ofthe inclusion process is largely connected to the accomplishments

ofcoUaborative teams (Vol~ 1992). As the professionals with the most student contaet~

general educators probably bave the greatest potential to influence the outcome of

inclusion. Evidence suggests tbat dissatisfied professionals are less ükely to work

collaboratively and are more easily distraeted trom team goals (Ostrof( 1992). Therefore~

it is vital to the inclusion process that teachers feel satistied in their relationships with
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other professionals on thmt~ especially the special ed~cation teacher.

The relationship between general and special education teachers is a key element

of inclusion. since the resource teacher model is the most popular fonn ofspecial

education service delivery in North America (Valtz &. EUio~ 1990). However, research

suggests that the interactions between these two groups ofteachers are often problematic

(e.g.• Dugott Iv~"Shotel1985; Speece&. Mandel, 1980; Voltz, Elliot, &, Cobb,

1994). For example, in a survey ofresource teacher roles, general education teachers

perceived resource teachers to be placing less emphasis than resource teachers themselves

on: (a) providing classroom teachers with strategies and materials; (b) observing students

in the regular classroom; (c) consulting with parents; (d) administering standardized tests;

(e) profiling students' abilities; and (t) giving small group instruction in the resource room

(Dugotfet aL, 1985).

The dynamics involved in working as a team may partly account for the discrepant

views between generaJ and special education teachers regarding the role funetions of the

resource teacher. Susan Wheelan delineated a five stage model ofgroup development

(Wheelan, 1994; Wheelan & Hochberger, 1996) that integrates the principal theories of

group processes (e.g., Dennis &, Shepard, 1956; Bio~ 1961; Sch~ 1966; Slater. 1966.

Tuckman, 1965; Yalom. 1975). In the first stage, inclusion and dependency, members

attempt to define what behaviours are acceptable ta the leader and other group members

The second phase, counterdependency and conf1i~ involves member struggles with

authority and roles. The third phase, trust and structure, is marked by the development of

trust and open negoriation about the goals. roles, team structure, and
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division oflabouf. In the founh phase~ wo~ there is an increase in produetivity. Groups

that have a distinct ending point may undergo a fifth stage, tenninatio~ that focuses on

reaetions to being separated ftom each other and the expression ofpositive feelings.

Although many theories support the existence ofsuccessive phases in the life ofa

grOUpy sorne models reject this idea. These models stress that sorne groups often stay

focused on the same- issues without resolving them (Bio~ 1961 ~ Stock &; Thele~ 1958) or

that groups are cy(:ic~ whereby progression might result in regression at various points in

the group's existence (Bennis "Shepardy 1956; Bradford, Gibby "Benne.. 1964).

However, a review by Cissna (1984) of 13 studies that argue against a developrnental

approach indicates that these investigations have methodological and conceptual

shortcomings.

The purpose ofthis investigation is to examine general and special education

teacher satisfaction with special education teacher roles in coUaborative teams whose

objective is to include students with disabilities~ and the evolutionary stage of these teams

according to Wheelan's (1990) integrated model ofgroup development. By including

satisfaction in the fonn ofthe perceptions ofgeneral and special education teachers with

the special education teacher's role as a construet~ this investigation enriches Wheelan's

model. In addition to broadening the study ofgroup development to coUaborative

educational teams, tbis investigation aims to link changes in group evolution to

fluctuations in member satisfaction.

There are also practical ramifications to Ibis investigation. Information regarding

the relationship between teacher satisfaction and group development bas implications for
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the level ofsatisfaction teachers caR expect to experience at different stages ofgroup

development. This might prepare teachers for changes in the satisfaction that they

experience as the group evolves. Dips in their satisfaction during the early stages ofgroup

development may thus seem less the fault of the special education teacher, and more a

function ofthe natural evolution ofgroups. This infonnation may ease sorne of the tension

between general and special education teachers who work on teams as weil as reducing

the likelihood that teachers will divert their attention away from team goals (Ostroft':

1992). Awareness that ail teams experience frustration before produetivity may encourage

both groups ofteachers ta invest their energy in the group (Shaw &. Swerd~ 1995).

Knowing that it is normal for teams ta experience chaUenging times and that these difficult

periods cao be overcome can be a motivating force for teachers. Funher, discovering the

satisfaction level ofteachers with special education teacher roles provides information

regarding the evaluation ofthese roles and potential areas for improvement.

Researcb OuestiOQS

The purpose ofthis study is to examine the relationship between general education

teachers' perceptions ofthe roles ofspecial education teachers, special education teachers'

perceptioQs oftheir own raies, and the team's stage ofgroup development. Theoretical

arguments and prior empirical evidence lead to the fonnulation of the foUowing questions·

Question 1) Do general and special education teachers differ in their satisfaction with the

team's special education teacher (ï.e., differences in their perceptions ofthe

current and ideal roles ofthe special education teacher)?
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Question 2) Do general and special education teachers ditfer in their perceptions ofhow

frequendy special education teachers currently perform their role functions?

Question 3) Do general and special education teachers differ in their perceptions ofhow

frequendy special education teachers ideally should perfonn their role

funetions?

Question 4) Wbat roles do general and special education teachers perceive as currently

most and least ftequently performed by the team.'s special education teacher?

Question 5) What roles would general and special education teachers ideally prefer the

team's special education teacber to perfonn most and least tTequently?

Question 6) 15 the team's current developmental stage related to general or special

education teachers' satisfaction with the special education teacher?

Clarificatioos

To ensure a common understanding ofthe nomenclature used in this investigation,

the meaning of severa! terms are clarified. The term special education teacher

encompasses: (a) resource teacbers who provide instructioo to included cbildren in a

separate classroom, and (b) special education teachers who provide assistance to included

children in the regular classroorn. The tenns special education teacher and resource

teacher are used interchangeably. The general education teacher, also referred to as the

regular classroom teacher. is responsible for teacbing one or more content areas to ail

children in the reguIar classroorn. Fina1Iy, the terms group deve/opment and group

evo/ution are used synonymously.
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Overyjew

In Chapter 2, the literature on general and special education teachers' perceptions

ofthe special education teacher's raie and the stages ofgroup development are reviewed.

In Chapter 3, a description ofhow the investigation was condueted is given, including

information about the participants, apparatus" and procedures. In Chapter 4" the study

results are presentee!. FmaIly, in Chapter 5, the results and impücations oftbis

investigation are discussed.
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CHAPTER2

Literature Review

In this chapter~ the literature related to coUaborative teams and group development

is examined in five sections. Fi~ the history ofthe inclusion movement is brietly

describ~ from the emergence ofthe public school system to systematic inclusion.

Second. the importance ofcollaborative teams to inclusive schools is discu~

emphasizing the general and special education teacher relationship. Thir~ the theoreticaI

and research foundations ofgroup processes are presented. Fo~ the integrated model

ofgroup development (Wheelan, 1994; Wheelan & Hochberger~ 1996) is presented.

Finally, the link between the literature on collaborative teams and group development is

established with respect to the present investigation.

Hislorical Overview of Special Education Reforms

Sepatate SchQols

The school system serving children with special needs has evolved tremendously in

the United States and Canada since compulsory education was legjslated in the late

nineteenth and early twentieth ceotury. At that time~ MOst children were educated

together, irrespective ofage or ability. However~ several groups ofchildren were excluded

from receiving regular education in mainstream schools. For example, students from

Afiican and Native American backgrounds were largely schooled in separate educational

systems. Further, children with visible disabilities were not served in general public schools

prior to 1920. In the 1930'5 and 1940's~ sorne orthopedically handicap~ visually- and

hearing-impaired, and mentally retarded children were accommodated in institutions and
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special schools (Lovitt, 1993). There were (wo primary reasons for excluding disabled

students from reguJar schools. First7 it was widely believed that their presence would

impede the leaming or corrupt the morals ofother children. Second7 it was also thought

that disabled children did not need ta (eam work skilIs since they would never he

productive members ofsociety (Karagiannis7 1992; Karagiannis7 Stainbac~ & Stainback,

1996).

Separate Classes

After World War IL separate classrooms within regular schools were regarded as

the best way ofeducating disabled cbildren. Although disabled children were often in the

sarne schools as their nondisabled peers7 there was little contact between the reguJar and

special education systems. Lovitt (1993) descn"bed a series ofassumptions that prompted

the separation ofthese children ftom other students. They were believed to funetion at

lower levels7 develop skills at different rates, benetit from different instructional

techniques7 and require the teacbing ofdifferent skiUs and behaviours.

Maiostreamina and lruqratioo

A wave ofsupport for mainstreaming cluldren with special needs iota regular

classrooms occurred in the 1950'5 and 1960'5, spurred by the civil rights movement. The

Brown v. Board ofEducation (1954) rulin& stating that separate education for African

Americans was not equal ta the schooling received by other Americans, led to the

movement for the racial desegregation ofschools. This decision prompted parents and

special education leaders to question exclusionary policies for students with miJd

disabilities. Advocates asserted that disabled children served io separate classes were not
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receiving the same educational and social benetits as other children. While exclusionary

policies were also debated in Can~ the mainstreaming movement emerged more slowly

since education is under provincial jurisdiction (Stainback, Stainback. & Bunc~ 1989).

Consequendy, mainstreaming legislation occurred in a piecemeal manner.

Pressure by parents, courts, and legislators resulted in The Education for Ail

Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (pL 94-142) in the United States, which was amended

by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1990 (IDEA) (pL 101-476).

According to tbis law, ail children are entitled to receive a free, appropriate public

education regardless oftheir disability. With the goal ofending discrimination and

stigmatization ofdisabled students, this mandate required education in the Least

Restrictive Environment (LRE). The responsibility for mainstreaming disabled children

was mainly in the bands ofgeneral education teachers. At that rime, the primary role of

special education personnel was to provide academic assistance in the resource room.

Similarly, in the 1970'5. several Canadian provinces legislated education in the least

restrictive environment (Stainback et al., 1989). Despite these advances. the promise ofa

mainstream that cauld work with student diversity remained largely unfulfilled.

Inclusion as Special Education Refoon

The Regular Education Initiative (REl) called for educators to coordinate their

efforts at providing appropriate educational arrangements for all students (WilL 1986)

These effons envision inclusion as a special education reform, in which special needs

students in the general education classroom are provided with academic and social

supports. The principal goal ofinclusion is to provide a setting in which ail children ha\'e
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"the opportunity to learn from one another, grow to care for one another, and gain the

attitudes, skills, and values necessary for our communities to support the inclusion ofall

citizens" (Vandercook, Fleetham, Sinclair, " Tetlie, 1988, p. 16). However, in praetice,

special needs cbildren placed in general education classrooms often still do the same

"different" tasb from their nondisabled peers as they did in separate classes (Berres..

Ferguso~ Knobl~ " Wood~ 1996)_

SYstemjc InclusioQ

Sïnce the late 1980's, there have been widespread criticisms of the general and

special education systems. Until recent years, most criticisms of the special education

system concemed its practices. However, before praetices are questioned, the underlying

theories and assumptions ofspecial education need to be debated. Skrtïc (1986; 1991 ~

1995) points out that the assumptions offimetionalism, the dominant mode oftheorizing

in special education for MOst ofthe twentieth century, must he scrutinized. The first

funetionalist assumption is that student disability and schaol failure are pathological

conditions witbin the individual. While the label "mildly handicapped" is based on the

assumption that there is a pathology within the cbild, many classified students are not

pathologically disabled. There are al50 unidentified children who nevertheless require

services. Currendy, neither the general nor the special education systems accommodate

these children's needs (Keo~ 1988; Wan& Reynolds," Walber& 1986).

The second functionalist assumption is that the diagnosis ofdifferent disabilities is

objective and useful (Skrtic, 1986; 1991; 1995). However, different diagnoses do not

result in objective distinctions either between who is and who is not labeUed "disabled".
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nor between categories ofdisability (Stainback" Stainbac~ 1984; Wang et al.• (986).

Further, there are no instruetionally relevant reasons for making a distinction between

disabled and nondisabled children since ail students bave unique leaming needs9regardless

oftheir ability level (Reynolds9Wan&" Walber& 1987; Stainback" Stainback, (984).

The third funetionalist assumption is that special programming benefits diagnosed

students (Skrtïc9 1986; 1991; 1995). Given the weak positive efFects ofspecial education

instruetional practices and the negative consequences oflabeUin& the resource room rnay

not produce better academic or social outcomes than permitting students to remain

unidentified in regular classrooms or providing identified students with in-class support

services (e.g.9Pugach" LillY9 1984; Stainback" Stainbac~ 1984).

The final funetionalist assumption is that progress in the general and special

education systems is a rational-technical process9in which research leads to improvements

to conventional diagnostic and instructional practices (Skrtic9 1986; 1991; (995). It has

been argued that the practices underlying assessment and instruction are largely

inetfective. As a resul~ the practice ofdiagnosis must he replaced by completely

resttueturing the special and general education systems (e.g., Pugach" Lilly, 1984;

Reynolds et al., 1987; Stainback &. Stainback, (984).

O[ii'"jzatjQpaI Restmcturina

According to Sknic (1986; 1991; 1995)9 two levels ofbureaucracy are maintained

by school systems. In the machine bureaucracy., the outer structure ofthe schaol system.

work is viewed as easily broken down ioto simpler tasks that are done by ditferent

workers. In the professiona/ bureaucracy. the inner structure ofthe school system., work



•

•

•

CoUaborative Teams 12

is seen as complex and too ambiguous to be broken apart ioto simple tasks. Therefore..

work is coordinated by standardizing the skills ofthe workers through intensive education

and socialization in professional schools.

School organizations are managed as ifthey were machine bureaucracies. Due to

the complex nature ofteaching. this framework is ill-suited to the school organization

(Skrtîc.. 1986; 1991; 1995). By mïsconceptualizing teaching as simple wode that cao be

broken down inta subtasks, "effectiveness declines, people become confused, and work

doesn't get done. This seems to be one thing that is wrong with many schools. They are

managed with the wrong model in mind" (Weick, 1982, p. 673). To aIIow the public to

believe that schools are standardized, legitimate organizations, while permitting teachers

to exercise their persona! judgement, schaols portray themselves as effective machine

bureaueracies. While this outer appearance is largely a mytb and bas little to do with how

the work is aetually done, the overt conformity with regulations leads to decreased

professional thought (Skrtic, 1986; 1991; (995).

Machine and professional bureaucracies are both performance organizations that

try to perfect existing practices rather than create new practices to meet students' diverse

needs. Public demands for $Chool change are typically dealt with by building symbols or

ceremonies in the machine bureaucracy and by creating separate subunits in the

professional bureaucracy such as special c1assrooms or resource rooOlS. With these

superficial changes, the public perceives that real changes have been made in the school

system, relieving the pressure for substantial organizational change (Slatie, 1986; 1991.

1995).
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Skrtïc (1986; 1991; 1995) asserts that school organizations should be

reconstnJeted on adhocratic rather than bureaucratie principles. Adhocracies9 founded on

the principles ofinnovation and problem-solving, are organizational fonns that configure

themselves around work that is 50 ambiguous and uncertain that neither standard

programs nor sialis for doing it are knOWD. The uncertainty provided by student variability

is considered an ISSel in tbis system because it forces edueators to engage in creative

problem-solving. Professionals trom diverse specialties work collaboratively and assume

joint resPOnsibility for the team's work. By revising their theorie5 and praetices after

communicating with their coUeagues9 team members achieve a common interest in the

well-being ofthe schoal organization.

Collaborative Teams

Generating creative and innovative ideas within a coUaborative team via an

adhocratic system appears to he the wave ofthe future for catering to students' individual

needs. Increasing numbers ofgeneral education teachers coUaborate with special

education teacbers9 child care workers9 schoo( psychologists9 and otber professionals

(Harris9 1990; Karagiannis et al., 1996). The focus ofthis study is on the relationship

between general and special education teachers in coUaborative teams. CoUaborative

school consultation is defined as:

An interactive process that enables people with diverse experience to generate

creative solutions to mutually defined problems. The outcome is enhanced9 altered.

and produces solutions that are ditferent ftom those that the individual team

members would produce independendy. The major outcome ofcoUaborative
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consultation is to provide comprehensive and effective programs for students with

special needs within the MOst appropriate conte~ thereby enabling them to

achieve maximum constructive interaction with their non-handicapped peers.

Odol~ Paolucci-Whitcomb~&.Ne~ 1986, p. 1)

Several concepts have been incorporated as part ofthe detining charaeteristics of

collaboration (Cook &. Frienel 1991). Fir~ collaboration between professionals is a

choice~ not a style that is mandated by the administration. Secon~ collaborating

professionals must share specifie goals for their aetivities. Third~ collaborating

professionals must believe that they have knowledge to contnbute to the team and that

their input is valued by other members. Fourth., members must share responsibility for the

process and outcomes ofdecision-making. Finally, ail members must contribute resources

such as time~ skills~ and materials to the team.

By working together coUaboratively, a team ofschaol personnel cao profit from

the diverse experiences and abilities of its members. Their combined efforts May lead to

gains for students, their parents, and professionals such as: improved diagnosis and

treatment for the chil~ increased parental satisfaction, enhanced teacher skiUs, and staff

hannony (Dettmer, Dyck, " Thurston, 1996; Heron "Kimball~ 1988; Idol~ 1988).

Importance of tbe General and Special Edycation Teaeber Re1atioosbip

Ifthe inclusion ofcbildren with special needs ioto regular classrooms is to be

successfuL collaboration between general and special educators is crucial (Friend &. Cook.

1990; Voltz, 1992; Voltz, Elliot~ &. Harris, 1995). The experiences ofgeneral education

teachers are ofparamount importance because they have the most student contact and the



•

•

•

CoUaborative Teams 15

primaty responsibility for inclusion. Research suggests that dissatistied professionals are

less likely to collaborate and may divert their attention away trom team goals (Ostrotl:

1992). In the case ofa team working to include a child with special needs, general

education teachers who are dissatisfied with the special education teacher may not strive

to meet the group's aims or opt out ofthe team. Consequendy.. general education teachers'

satisfaction is integral ta the team's SUCCe5S.

Special education teachers cao play a substantial role in easing the pressures that

general education teacbers experience. In the "excellence versus equity" trap.. loday's

general education teachers see the pressure to improve the overaU academic performance

levels of their students as conflieting with the movement to accommodate students with

special needs in their classes (Sapon-Shevin., 1987; Shepherd., 1987). It bas been

documented that general education teachers teaching students with leaming difficulties

experience decreased job satisfaction., especially for teachers who are Dot trained to work

with this population (Lobosco "Newman., (992). Ifspecial education teachers cao

provide services, training, and support to teachers.. perhaps general education teachers'

attitudes toward instructing cbildren with special needs.. job satisfaction., and teaching

effectiveness will increase.

Perceptioos ofthe Special Education Traçbcr'$ Role EunctiODS

Despite the widespread acknowledgement ofthe importance ofcollaboratio~ the

quality ofcollaboration in aetuaI practice is questionable. On a qualitative note.. resource

teachers have been perceived by some general education teacbers as: the "invisible

woman" who seldom ventures out ofher room; the "new fellow on the block" who is
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perceived as an expensive extra providing no visible help to others; and "Mr. or Mrs.

Wizard" who is expected to work magic and tix children (KeUer~ (981). Unfonunately~the

relationship between general and special education teachers appears to be far ftom ideaL

Due to the imponance ofthese individuals to the success ofinclusio~ greater attention

should be heeded to understanding and improving the relationship between these two

professionals. In tbis sectio~ sorne orthe major investigations ofgeneral and special

education teachers' perceptions regarding the roles ofspecial education teachers are

reviewed (e.g., Dugotfet al... 1985; Speece & Mandel 1980; Voltz &. Elliot., 1990; Voltz

et al., 1994).

Speece and Mandel (1980) investigated special education teacher roles in the

delivery ofsupport services. In this survey of228 general education teachers involved in

mainstreaming students with learning disabilities, over 500/0 ofthe respondents rated the

following raies as very important or vital: (a) attending parent conferences; (b) meeting

informally to discuss student progress; (c) providing remedial instruction in the resource

room; (d) providing infonnation on behavioral cbaraeteristics; (e) providing academic

assessment data; (t) scheduling meetings to evaluate student progress; (g) providing

materials for classroom use; (h) suggesting materials for classroom use; and (i) providing

written reports ofstudents' activities and progress. Ofthese services, the majority of

general education teac:hers indicated that resource teachers provided ooly informai student

progress and remedial instruction on a regular basis.

In another study, an invemory ofthe special education resource room teacher's

raIe funetions.. known as the Special Education Teacher-General Education Teacher
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Interaction Scale (SET-GEnS) was developed to assess the categories ofinstructio~

assessment, and consultation (Dugotfet aI.~ 1985). The 18 resource room teacher role

funetions displayed in Table 1 were selected through a review ofthe üterature~ interviews~

and discussions with special education personnel. General education and resource teachers

were asked ta descnbe the degree ofempbasis the resource teacher placed on each of

these raie fimetions in perfonning their job.

On six out ofthe eighteen role funetions~ general education teachers rated the

emphasis currently placed on these funetions by the resource teachers significantly lower

than the ratings given by the resource teachers themselves (Dugoffet a1.~ (985). These

items included three assessment statements (administering standardized tests; protiling

student abilities; and observing students in the reguJar cfassraom), twa consultation items

(consulting with parents; providing classroom teachers with strategies and materials)~ and

one instruetional item (providing small group instruction in the resource room). These

findings are not surprising considering that individuals tend ta rate their own

responsibilities more highly than those ofothers (Foskett, 1967). Further~ it is

understandable that three ofthe six discrepant funetions concemed assessment. Many

schools require special education teachers to continually assess students' needs. General

education teachers may he unaware ofthe time involved in administering assessments~

preparing assessment report~ and planning programs based on the diagnostic infonnation

generated by the evaluation.

When the mean ratings ofthe role functions were ranked for both groups, the same

three items emerged as most important for the resource room teachers and classroom
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Table 1

Resource Ieacber Role Functiogs (Dugotfet aL~ 1985)

Function

1. Developing objectives jointly

2. Presenting formai inservice sessions

3. Giving smaIl group instruction in the regular classroom

4. Providing classroom teachers with strategies and materials

5. Ieam. teaching in the regular classroom

6. Observing student in regular classroom

7. Consulting with parents

• 8. Administering standardized tests

9. Profiling student's abilities

10. Providing peer tutoring

Il. Coordinating rnaterials

•

12. Instrueting teachers to administer and use standardized tests

13. Giving smaU group instruction in the resource room

14. Developing cooperative relationships with classroom teachers

15. Aiding classroom teachers in identifying handicapped students

16. Helping classroom teachers foster positive student attitudes

17. Providing supplementary pre-post testÏDg

18. Providing classroom teachers with professional booksfmfonnation
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teachers (Dugotf et al., 1985). These functions were: (a) administering standardized tests;

(b) giving small group instruction in the resource room; and (c) consulting with parents.

Bath groups ofteachers ranked the foUowing four items as being the least frequently

performed by the special education teacher: (a) teaching classroom teachers to administer

and use standardized tests; (b) team teaching in the regui8C classroom, (c) providing peer

tutoring (d) providing teachers with professional books and information. 80th

professionals agreed that the administration ofstandardized tests was the exclusive domain

of the resource teacher. Neither group was particularly interested in having the resource

teacher become involved in team teaching. While Dugoffet al. (1985) did not suggest a

reason for the low interest in team teaching, perhaps it is due to the rime that successful

team teaching requires. For example,. in a series ofinterviews with special educators, one

resource teacher noted that team teaching places limitations on her work with other

children. She stated that she is required to schedule ail ofher lfresource students during the

periods l'm not in coUaborative classes ... my resource classes are bigger than they were

[before collaboration]" (Nowacek,. 1992, p. 273).

Friend (1984) surveyed resource teachers,. general education teachers, and

principals to identify the proficiency ofthe consulting skills they expect resource teachers

ta possesse To gather information regarding the consultation skills and activities that might

be considered appropriate for resource teachers, 17 statements were generated trom a

review ofthe literature and a preliminary study ofresource teachers' perceptions oftheir

consultative duties (see Table 2).
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Table 2

ResQyrce Teaçber CoosultiO& Roles (Frien~ 1984)

Funetion

1. Systematical1y evaluating interventions ta determine etfectiveness

2. Estabüshing a cÜlnate ofmutua1 trust

Explaining resource teacher perception ofa problem to a regular education teacher

Defining the problems resource and regular education teachers address

Interviewing regular education teachers to obtain information about a student

"Brainstorming" ta generate possible solutions to a child's academiclsocial problems

Assisting regular education teachers in identifying potential intervention consequences

Regularly scheduling conferences with regular education teachers to discuss students

Funetioning as a resource Iink between regular education teachers &. other individuals

Including regular education teachers as panners in planning &. implementing programs

Resolving confliets by using strategies that minimize "bard feelings"

Using a planned sequence for problem solving with regular education teachers

Probing to identifY factors contributing ta a cbild's problem including those involving

the regular education tacher

14. Observing mainstreamed leamers in regular education classrooms &. other settings

15. Using strategies to facilitate communication with regular education teachers

16. Paraphrasing to confinn the meaning of regular education teachers' communications

17. Condueting inservice training for regular education teachers

~ Statements are sbonened versions ofthose presented in the original questionnaire
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Overaa resource teachers were rated as moderately skilled as consultants (Friend..

(984). The author concluded that general educators' expectations ofresource teachers'

consultation skills were very high. With CUITent tinte constraints.. it is questionable whether

this "tremendous range oftasks can be successfully managed by a single professional"

(Friend., 1984.. p. 249). GWen the high standards expected by general education teachers.. it

is not surprising tbat resource teachers experience a high lever ofstress and hum out

(Friend... 1984). Considering the breadth ofthese raies.. coUaboration with the resource

teacher might he a more effective and efficient way ofgetting services and support needed

to meet the diverse needs oftheir students. Rather than being disappointed that the special

education teacher cannot unilaterally meet ail their needs., Perhaps general and special

education teachers can problem-solve as a teaJn. By coUaborating.. ail tearn members and

the child concemed may benetit.

Another study inve5tÏgated the resource teacher's role in encouraging positive

interactions with regutar educators (Voltz &. EUiot., 1990). This 22 item survey (see Table

3) is based on Dugoffet aI.'s <1985) SET-GETIS. General education and resource

teachers rated the frequency with which resource teachers currently perfonned the listOO

rote funetions. The majority ofboth groups agreed that resource teachers often or always

<a> provided input into grades and promotion dec:isions and (h) provided small group

instruction in the resource room. Both groups indicated that <a> team teaching and (b)

setting up a peer tutoring program were rarely performed in the regular classroom.

When asked to rate the items based on the ftequency witb which tbey wanted the

resource teacher to perform tbem. the majority ofgeneral and resource educators cited 16
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Table 3

Resource Imber Roles (Voltz & Ellio~ 1990; Voltz et a1.~ (994)

Funetion

1. Developing objectives used on lEP jointly

2. Meeting to develop and coordinate instruetionai plans

3. Coordinating instructional material used in the special education setting

4. Exchanging student progress infonnation

5. Sharing diagnostic testing information

6. Working with general educators to help students develop coping strategies

7. Providing input into grades and retentionlpromoting strategies

s. Condueting joint parent conferences

9. Participating in joint problem solving

10. Observing student with disabilities in general education classes

Il. Suggesting effective materials and strategies

12. Supplying specialized leaming materials

13. Providing instruction in the special education setting on a daily basis

14. Directing small-grouprmdividual instruction in the general education class

15. Team teaching in the general education class

16. Setting up a peer tutoring program

17. Planning for transfer ofskills trom the special to the general education setting

IS. Preipostteaching genera1 education lessons
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Table 3 (Continued)

ReSQurce Ieacber Raies (Voltz & Elliot, 1990; Voltz et al. y 1994)

Function

19. Making inservice presentations

20. Providing assistance to generai educators regarding administrationrmterpretation of

diagnostic tests

21. Sharing checldist to aid in identifying special needs students

22. Providing professionalliterature regarding disabitities

~ Statements are shortened versions ofthose presented in the ori8inal questionnaire
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out ofthe 22 roles as those the resource teacher should perform frequently (Voltz &

Elliot, 1990). The only roles not cited by the special education teachers as those that

should be performed often or a1ways were: (a) directing small group instruction in the

general education classroom; (b) team teaching in the regular classroom; (c) setting up a

peer tutoring program; and (d) making inservice presentations. Similar to the results of

Dugoffet al. (1985), general edueators reported ail but one role, team teaching, as those

that should be performed by resource teachers often or always. No role was cited by either

group as one that should be performed seldom or never.

Further, reguIar education teachers reported that resource teachers performed the

22 raie funetions less ftequently than resource teachers felt they performed these funetions

(Voltz & Ellio~ 1990). These findings support the results ofprevious research that many

demands are placed on the resource teachers. FinaIly, both groups ofteachers assigned

lower ratings to roles involving the physical presence ofspecial education teachers in

general education classes (Voltz &. Ellio~ 1990). This is not surprising, considering that

visits by other professionals to the general education teacher's classroom often create

"more feelings ofanxiety and defensiveness than support and coUegiality" (Dettmer et al ..

1996, p. 5).

Ta learn about differences between general and resource teachers' perceptions of

the raIes resource teachers currendy provide and those they would ideally perfo~

satisfaction indices were computed (Voltz &. Elliot, 1990). The satisfaction indices

obtained by subtraeting the total score on the ideal scale trom the total score on the

current scaIe for each group, resulted in scores of-23.05 for resource teachers and -28 55
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for general education teachers. While these figures denote elevated levels ofdissatisfaetion

for bath groups, a one-way anaIysis ofvariance did not reveal any significant differences

between the two groups (Jl> .05) (Voltz &; Elliot, 1990).

Voltz et al. (1994) condueted a national study ofgeneral and resource education

teachers in the United States using the questionnaire in Table 3. While the majority ofthe

resource teachers indicated that they performed 5 out ofthe 22 roles often or always..

most general education teachers indicated that resource teachers did not perform any of

the 22 roles often or always. The general education teachers reported that special

education teachers seldom or never Performed 14 out ofthe 22 role funetions, whereas

only 4 funetions were reponed in this category by the resource teacher. Most resource

teachers reported that 18 out ofthe 22 roles should be performed ()ften or always whereas

general education teachers stated that resource teachers should perform ail except for the

role ofteam teacbing ftequendy. Neither group reported that any ()fthe roles should

seldom or never he performed by the resource teacher.

In sum, studies exploring teacher perceptions ofthe special education teacher's

raie revealed several common results. First, general education teacbers stated that

resource teachers currently perform fewer roles and with lower ftequency than the

resource teachers themselves reported. Some ofthe most highly valued special education

teacher role functions include: (a> attending parent conferences; (b) providing remedial

instruction in the resource room; and (c) administering standardized tests. Interestingly.

there was agreement between special and general educators regarding resource teacher

roles that were Performed inftequendy: <a> team teaching; (h) peertutoring in the regular
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cIass; and (c) providing instruction in the regular classroon OveraIL bath professionals

had high expectations ofwbat they would üke the resource teachers to perform. To

accomplish aU ofthe role functions that both groups would like special education teachers

to perfo~ it is suggested tbat resource and general education teachers work together to

pool their diverse expertise.

GrouP Evolution

FoundatioQs orThe Group Developmept Literature

Individuals develop according to a set of predietable phases ovec the course of

their lives, including infancy, toddlerhood, childhood, adolescence, and adulthood.

Similarly, it bas been suggested that groups proceed through a series ofstages. While the

existence ofgroups is important to individuals and organizations, research on group

dynamics bas waxed and waned over the years (Back, 1979). Only recently has there been

a resurgence of interest in small group research. In Ibis section. theoretical and applied

contributions that lead to Wheelan's integrated theory ofgroup development are outlined~

including the work ofthe following individuals: Baies and Strodtbeck (1951), Bennis and

Shepard (1956), Schutz (1966), Tuckman (1965), and Yalom (1975). In additio~ several

investigations disputing the existence of predietable and successive stages ofgroup

development are critically presented.

Baies and Strodtbççk (1951 ). In Baies and Strodtbeckls study on phases ofgroup

development, twenty-two problem-solving groups who met on one occasion were studied.

The investigators concluded tbat these groups underwent several stageS when they made

decisions. At 6rst, there is a period oforientation., during which information pertaining to
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decision-making is shared between members. This is followed by an eva/uation phase9

marked by ditrerences in opinio~ values7 interpretation offaets7 and suggestions.

Subsequently, the control phase deals with how the group sets limits on the behaviour of

its members and the task at band in order to reach a decisioD. Based upon a system they

developed to code interaction pattems7 the results revealed that 47 percent ofthe

interaction in the tint phase conœmed orientation; 36 percent in the seœnd phase reJated

to evaluatio~ and 40 percent in the third period involved control. According to tbis

investigation, groups undergo a developmental process even within one session.

PenDis apd Sbepard (1956). Further investigations provided evidence that group

development proceeds in groups that meet for more than one session. Hennis and Shepard

focused on T-groups, whose primary objective is ta help individuals understand group

dynamics through participation. The leader aets as a facilitatoTy commenting on the

dynamics ofthe group without attempting to contTol its direction. Dennis and Shepard

envisioned group development in T-groups as involving "the overcoming ofobstacles to

valid communication among the members" (1956, p. 4(5).

Two phases exist in T-groups. The tirst phase7 dtpentknçy, is coreprised ofthree

subphases. Ouring the dependencylj1ight subphasey members are anxious and tum to the

leader for guidance. Rather tban focusing on the group's work, members are preoccupied

with gaining the approval ofthe leader and feeling comfonable in the new situation.

Throughout the counterdependency/ftght subphase, the facilitator ftustrates members~

due to their inability to satisty the group's needs. Consequently, two opposing suilgroups

develop: <a) dependents.. who support the group leader's neutrai stance and lb)
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counterdependents.. who are angry with the leader's apparent lack of responsibility for

group funetioning. During the third subphase.. resolution alJd catharsis, the group

discovers that this animosity has staved otTeffective group functioning. This realization is

aided by the emergence ofa third subgroup.. (c) the independents, who mediate between

the dependents and the counterdependents. Goals, group structure, and norms are

developed at this tïme. Members are less angry with the leader becanse they have taken

responsibility for the progress ofthe group.

The second phase, inlerdt:pt:ndence, is also composed ofthree subphases. The

first.. enchantmenllflight.. is highlighted by cohesion and cooperation. After the turmoil of

the first phase.. members try ta preserve the peaœ. Since cooperation is highly valued..

there is a great deal ofpressure to conform. Members think: "Nothing must be allowed ta

disturb our hannony in the future; we must avoid the mistakes ofthe painful past" (Dennis

& Shepard, 1956.. p. 429). As the result ofencouraging members to present a unified

front, group tension mounts. During the second subphase, disenchantmenllftght, the

group divides ioto two subgroups: the overpersonals.. who want relationships to be

intimate and the underpersonals, who seek to keep distance between members. There is

difficulty between these groups in deciding how to relate to each other. The emergence of

another subgroup, the independents, reoonciles an acceptable level ofexpressed emotion.

The final subphase.. resolution/catharsis, results in the formation ofnorms tbat aIIow for

the expression ofmembers' emotions and divergent opinions.

According to Bennis and Shepard (1956), not aIl groups proceed through ail

subphases. Groups may get stuck along the way and may not develop any funher.
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Similarly, some groups may regress to a previous stage and experience difficulty evolving.

Tuckman (1965). A ftamework ofgroup development lhat is charaeteristic ofa

variety ofgroups was proposed by Tuckman (1965). The tirst phase, (orrrriœ, involves the

development ofattraction bonds9exchange ofinformation, and dependency. Interactions

among members are polite and tentative. The s(0"""W phase, is marked by dissatisfaetio~

competitiveness, and disagreements between members. Phase three.. normj"l.. involves the

establishment ofgroup rules, structure, and roles. As the group resolves contliet,

cohesiveness and hannony increase. Consequently, the group establishes norms, decides

upon leadership, and settles on communication patterns. During the perfarmit'Z phase. the

group works to achieve the goals that motivated the group's formation. The wQour"Î'Œ

phase involves the termination ofduties.. decreased dependency on feUow members and

task completion.

Scbutz (1966). A theory founded on team members' needs at various times in the

group's evolution was advanced by Schutz (1966). When a group first fonns, it enters the

inclusion phase. Members feel anxious, leading to "individual-centered behaviour"

(Schutz, 1966, p. 169) such as witbdrawal.. exhibitionisn or excessive talking. Each

member decides what level ofcornmitment to devote to the group. In the control phase.

members try to work out issues ofpower and control. Struggles over decision-making

methods, leadership9 and group rules may ensue. Lastly, there is an qf[gCÛOD stage. during

which members attempt to achieve a comfortable level ofpositive social interaction.

Yalom (1975) Yalom (1975) observed that therapy groups undergo several

phases. During the orj,nlqtjon phast:. members determine a method for reaching their
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goals and focus on the interpersonal relationships between themselves and other members.

Concurrently,. memhers explore the meaning oftherapy, "size up" members ofthe group

(Yalom, 1975, p. 233),. search for their role,. and seek approval. During the second stage..

cooPtet. dQmjntlllCe. gndrebellion, there is conflict between members,. or between

members and the therapist. According to Yalom (1975)., the leader must leam to

differentiate between an attack on bis cbaraeter and an attaek on his role since it is

essential for the group to confront the therapist. The third stage,. cohesiwmess, is

concerned with intimacy and closeness. Although there is greater freedom to disclose

one's feelings,. pressure to suppress negative affect exists in order to preserve group unity.

Eventually, member affect is allowed to be expressed. Only wben tbis occurs can work be

accomplished.

[n contrast to the successive stage models ofgroup development just described.

several theorists posit cycüc models. Rather than viewing groups as developing through a

series ofstages,. these models emphasize the absorption ofgroups with issues and stress

that the resolution ofthese issues is ooly temporary.

Bion (196)). Bion presented the idea that at any one time.. a group is either:

working on the task ofthe group or behaving as if it cannot work on the task because of

the emotional tone ofthe group.lfQd refers ta the notion that group interaction is

directly related to goal achievement. GrOHJl emotjqnqlily is expresse<! as dependency.

fightlflight, or pairing. Dependency andfightlflight are defined similarly to the Bennis and

Shepard (1956) approacb whereas pairing concerns the formation and dissolution of

subgroups. Bion rejected the notion ofsmooth developmental patterns. He supposed that
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these dynarnics couId occur in any crder at any time, not foUowing a linear trend. This

theory is similar to group development theories because it assetts that groups go through

stages, yet differs because it maintains that there is no tixed order to these phases.

Lili" and Carson (J 964>' In a review ofinvestigations claiming to disconfinn the

existence ofdevelopmental stages~ Cissna (1984) argues that these studies have imponant

methodological or conceptual ftaws. For exampley Lakin and Carson (1964) studied four

hurnan relations training groups, consisting of role plays~ lectures, and discussion groups

that met on sixteen occasions. Panicipants were asked to rate each meeting (on a scale of

oto 9) on the intensity ofgroup concem for eleven variables. Results suggest a decline in

"competitiveness" and an increase in "cooperation", noting that the groups differ in the

points at which and the degree to which "competitiveness" decreases and "cooperation"

increases. They concluded that their findings do not suppon the existence of

developmental stages. Cissna (1984) stresses that the changes in competition and

cooperation might be related to the group's developmental stage. No theory ofgroup

development says that dift"erent groups work at the same speed. One group May move

more rapidly through sorne processes and more slowly thraugh others. As a resul~ it is

logical that groups do not reach similar points at the same time. Ifanalogous points are

reached in similar sequence~ the group development concept would be supponed. Funher.

the lectures and role-plaYing exercises that were the backbone ofthese human relations

training groups might bave intluenced the natural process ofgroup development that

wouId occur in unstruetured groups.

Ellis (1979). Further problematic evidence against the developmental nature of
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groups was provided in an examination ofgroup processes in two decision-making and

two women's consciousness-raising groups (Ellis.. 1979). The decision-making groups

were composed ofstudents who met weeldy over a two-month period. The

consciousness-raising groups met on severa! occasions over a three month period. While

the total history ofthe former groups was analyzed. only four sessions were studied for

the latter. The group interactions were coded according to five relational positions (strong

up, weak up, equivalence, deference, and submission). The results suggest that the two

decision-making groups developed similarly., foUowing a four-stage pattern. The

consciousness-raising groups were dissimilar ftom each other and were stationary over

time. According to Cissna (1984), the developmental pattern May not have been

identifiable in the consciousness raising groups because Ellis analyzed onJy four sessions.

without specifYing how these sessions were chosen or which sessions they were. Thus. it

is understandable that developmental processes did not appear. [t is aise possible that the

three month period was not adequate lime for developmental changes to OCCUT. Cissna

(1984) concluded that the studies arguing against developmental phases are not

persuasive.

Wbeelao'$ Intearated TbeolY ofGrQup Deyelopment

Based on this rich history ofgroup development., Wheelan (1994; 1996) proposed

an integrated model ofgroup development. This madel consists offive stages: dependency

and inclusion., counterdePendency and fight., trust and structure, wor~ and termination- 1n

this section., the charaeteristics ofeach stage are described.
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Stap onc' Qepeodençy and inclusion. During stage one~ members are dependent

00 the leader and are coocemed about being accepted by the group. Anxiety levels are

hi~ due to the novelty ofthe situation. Members tum to the leader for protection and

structure. If there is no designated leader, members are even more uneasy. Members do

not rely on each other, nor break into smaller working groups because they have not

interaeted enough to establish relationships.

The group's communication strueture- the medium for discussing team goals~

values, norms, and beliefs- is established during stage one. The type ofcommunication

structure adopted remains quite stable throughout the stages ofgroup development.

Communication is centralized and discussion accurs through the leader. ln addition, the

communication structure is decided upon during a stage in which members suppress their

true feelings and are overly polite. As a result, group decisions reached at this stage are

often based on inaccurate information. These are not ideal circumstances for developing

the communication structure that will best help the group meet its needs.

Although the goals ofthe group are not clear to stage one team members~

clarification is not sought. Members are 50 concerned about titting in that they overlook

the importance ofhaving clearly defined goals. There are very few oven disagreements

among members about the vague goals that do exista It is assumed that consensus

concerning group goals exists. In the same veïn.. members are uncertain oftheir roles and

respoosibilities. Role assignments are based on tirst impressions and status upon arrivai in

the group, not member skills. Panly due to the mismatch ofroles and abilities.. the stage

one group is rarely productive.
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StaiC two' Coumerdependençy and 6&ftt. The haUmark ofthis stage is the confliet

that occurs amongst group members and between members and the leader. The group

struggIes with how it will operate and on what the most effective roles are for its

members. Members stan to express their true feelings about how the group should

function and try to liberate themselves from the influence ofthe leader, ConsequentIy~

members voice their dissatisfaetion with the roles and tasks assigned during stage one and

challenge the ideas ofthe leader. Increased role clarity is sought by members.

Subgroup and coalition formation are a sign of increasing group organization and

maturation. Subgrouping occurs when two or more members develop a relationship on the

basis ofa common understanding. Coalitions involve the coUaboration ofat least two

people who join forces against at least one other persan. In stage two~ the larger group is

intolerant ofthe developing subgroups and coalitions. A1though subgroups and coalitions

are threatening, they are integral to group development. To meet their emotional and

professional needs.. individuals develop different relationships with other members.

Confliet between subgroups provides the imPetus for the group to develop and clarify its

social structure.

During this stage~ members often disagree with one another and challenge group

decisions. Members begin to express how they feel.. even iftheir views are contrary to the

prevailing ideas ofthe group. While the ensuing contliet MaY be painful., the successful

resolution ofdisagreements increases trust and cohesion. Being able to disagree with other

members or subgroups without fear ofabandonment fosters the development oftrust and

security. Without the communication that a1lows for the discussion ofdifferent member
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values, goals, and strategies, member alienation and resentment rnay decrease drive for

goal accomplishment.

St_ tbree· Trust and structure. Ouring this stage, members feel more secure with

the group. Communication is increasingly open and task-oriented. Discussions usually

focus on how the group will accompüsh its tasks rather than on members' anxieties and

concems. Due to their involvement in refining these goals, members begin to feel

enthusiastic about their involvement in the group. More concrete ideas about group goals..

organizational structure, procedures, raies. and division oflabour develop.

Role assignments that were deemed appropriate at the outsel of the group are

often identified at this stage as unsuitable. This may be due ta more accurate information

regarding the expertise ofeach member. Etrectîng these reassignments is cballenging.

Individuals who have been given decreased responsibilities may eXPerience a loss of status

and power and are often unwilling to accept a change in their raie assignment. Exhibiting

one's skills and proving one's aIlegiance ta the group increase the Iikelihood ofpositively

altering one's raie and status.

The leader is increasingly viewed as a group advisor rather than director. While

leadership is still necessary for coordinatio~ the raie no longer carries the weight it had in

the pasto Leaders often experience difliculty aceepting their loss ofpower as members

begin to take over raies tbat were once in the leader's domain. Different leadership styles

are necessary as groups evolve. For example, at stage one, an autocratie style is often

ideal. In stage two, the autocratie style should be avoided. A consultative style is probably

best from this stage forward.
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Coalitions and subgroups continue to emerge, functio~ and dissolve during this

stage. While there is always sorne resistance ta coalitions and subgroups, they are DOW

treated with more tolerance and trust since the group has survive<! contliet in the pasto

The group no longer feels that it will break: apart if there are disagreements. While

members have learned that coalitions can bave positive effects, coalitions or subgroups

always have the potentiaI to negatively etrect the group. Therefore. they continue to he a

threat, a1though to a lesser extent.

The pressure to conform inCfeases again during the trust and structure stage. Sïnce

stage three groups have struggled to gain agreement on goals. raies and procedures, il

makes sense that pressures to conform to these agreed upon nonns increases. Despite this

pressure to confol11l, punishment for deviation decreases. As members feel that their ideas

are listened to, they begin to feel more satisfied with the group. Consequendy, members

feel a sense ofunity and are more willing to confonn to the groupfs ideas. Conflict is of

short duration and is manage<! effectively.

St_ four- Watk. During this stage, the focus is on performance. produetivity.

and problem-solving. Members work more produetively beQuse they bave established

group nonns, structure, and goals. There are a variety ofchallenging tasks for members to

do and the group bas just enough members to achieve its goals. Members are given

responsibilities for work that they are skilled al. Access to resources such as informatio~

individual expertise. alIotted time and materials is required for the group ta be productive.

A great deal oftime is speut defining task-related problems or decisions, inclucling

recognizing and diagnosing the problem. making decisions. and implementing solutions.



•

•

•

CoUaborative Teams 37

The group encourages high quality performance and innovation. Sïnce innovation often

requires the breaking ofgroup nonns to permit members to attempt something different,

successfuJ groups must be tolerant oftask-related deviant behaviour.

Different types ofcommunication are more successful for different types of tasks.

For example~ a centraIized communication network is productive for simple tasks~ while a

decentralized communication network increases etTectiveness for compIex tasks.

Regardless~ member satisfàction is lower in centralized networks. Participation in the

decision making process increases member satisfaction. Problem solving and decision

making are maximized when groups outline in advance the techniques they will use to

solve problems and make decisions.

The stage four group perceives the leader as an advisor. Members have taken on

increased responsibilities and no longer rely on the leader excessively. A supportive and

panicipatory leader is a valuable asset to the group~ and is still responsible for delegating

responsibilities to group members.

The contnDution ofcoalitions and subgroups is valued by the group as a whole.

Ongoing interaction and feedback between the subgroup and the larger group is imponant

to subgroup produetivity. Subgroups must have access to resources~ expertise of

individuals outside the group~ and technical and human relations training necessary to the

tasks at band. Furthennore~ groups that have a defined work territory are more

productive. The high level ofconformity that surfaced in stage three persists. Deviation is

tolerated or accepted when related to tasks because members are more familiar with each

other, the group is more cohesive, and the deviator bas a history ofconfonning to the
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group nonns. Memhers feel connected to and satisfied with the group~ and cooperate with

each other. While confliets accur frequently~ these events are ofshort duration and are

managed effectively.

Staal; fiye· TerminatigD Many working groups end at sorne point. Awareoess that

the group is ending ftequentlyalters group dynamics, including regression to previous

stages. This may include a surge ofcontliet or negativity. During tbis stage, members may

discuss their feelings to the impending separation. This investigation examines teams with

no planned termination point. Members eXPeCt theic teams to continue in the following

school year. Consequently~ termination is not explored in depth in this review.

Cgnclysion

In sum., severa! ooteworthy themes emerge from the literature on coUaborative

teams and group developrnent. First, coUaboration between general and special education

teachers appears to he the favoured approach to meeting the needs ofaIl students in

reguJar classrooms. Ideally, by working together as an adhocratic team., members can

generate innovative solutions to classroom problems that they might not have thought of

separately 00 their own (Sknïc, 1986; 1991; (995).

Second, there is widespread agreement between general and special education

teachers on the most frequently performed special education teacher roles: (a)

administering standardized tests; (b) giving small group instruction in the resource room~

and (c) consulting with parents. The two groups also concurred that (a) team teaching in

the reguJar classroom; (b) providing peer tutoring; and (c) providing teachers with

professional books and information are inftequently performed SPeCial education teacher
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behaviours. Evidently, bath groups are clear regarding the funetions most imponant and

least important for the special education teacher.

Unfortunately~ there is a pervasive theme in the literature suggesting that the

relationship between general and special education teachers is riddled with problems (e.g.,

Dugoffet al., 1985; Frien~ 1984; Voltz & Elliot, 1990; Voltz et a1.~ 1995). General

education teachers often report that special education teachers faiI to perform. any role

function reguJarly, whüe special education teachers indicate that they perfoon the

following roles often or always: (a) exchanging student progress infonnation; (b) sharing

diagnostic testing infonnation; (c) providing input ioto grades; (d) condueting joint parent

conferences; and (e) providing daily instruction in the special education classroom (Voltz

et al., (994). Funher, general education teachers' ratings ofthe frequency with which

special education teachers perfonn the following role funetions were lower than the

ratings assigned by the special education teachers themselves: (a) providing c1assroom

teachers with strategies and rnaterials; (b) observing students in the regular classroom~ (c)

consulting with parents; (d) administering standardized tests, (e) profiling students'

abilities; and (t) giving small instruction in the resource room (Dugotr et aL, 1985).

The problems in the relationship between general and special education teachers

may threaten the success ofcoUaborative teams. Ifgeneral education teachers think that

special education teachers are not meeting their expectations and special education

teachers feel overburdened by the demands placed on the~ it will he difficult for these

professionals to work together. Considering the evidence that teams undergo

developmental stages (Wheel~ 1994; Wheelan & Hochberger, 1996)~ it follows that
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team members' expectations ofthemselves and others varies at various stages in the life of

their team. Stage one is a time ofuncertainty; when members feel anxious and unsure of

their duties. In stage two~ contliet often occurs as members begin to express their true

feelings. This is foUowed by stage three~ a period ofincreased tru~ when members feel

increasingly secure about team goals and member roles. Final1y. in stage four~ teams

become productive.

In today's schools~ administrators~ educators~ and parents often seek quick fixes to

improve ïnstantaneously children's social and academic welfare. However~ by

understanding the gradual~ evolutionary process ofteam development. team members May

feelless pressured to be produetive~cohesive~ and satistied with other members when the

team first forms. In~ the group development literature suggests that adhocracies•

where teams work together to generate innovative ideas. need time to develop.

The primary purpose ofthis expIoratory investigation is to examine the relationship

between the coUaborative team's developmental stage and the perceptions ofgeneral and

special education teachers regarding the roIes ofthe special education teacher. An

understanding of the Iink between expectations ofspecial education teachers and the

team's stage ofgroup deveIopment may lead ta modifications ofprofessionaIs'

expectations. Additionally, tbis investigation seeks to understand the nature ofgeneral and

special education teachen' current and idea1 role perceptions ofthe team's special

education teacher. It is hoped that increased knowledge willlead to improvements in the

relationship between general and special edueators. two ofthe MOst important

professionals in the lives ofincluded children.
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CllAPTER3

Metbod

Participants

Collaborative teams tram six general education English language schools in

Quebec (3 elememary schools, 2 high schools~ and 1 elementarylbigh school) were

recruited for this study. The student population ofthese schoals ranged from 107 to 900

childre~ (M = 415, SIl = 258.5), with special needs populations varying from between

12.4% ta 37% ofthe total student body CM = 24.8, SIl = 10.4). Principals nominated

teams ofeducators that work together on an ongoing basis to include children with special

needs in the regular classroom. Two criteria had ta be met for a respondent ta be included

in the final sample. Fir~ the respondent's team had ta be composed ofat least one general

education teacher and one special education teacher. Additional team members' (e.g., child

care workers~ behavioural technicians) responses ta the Team Evolution Questionnaire

(TEQ) were included to leam about the team's developmental stage. Second, ail team

members were required to participate for a respondent to qualify.

Forty-five (71.4%) of63 educators retumed usable survey fonns. Out ofthese. 32

(29 females, 3 males) met the participation criteria, including 17 general education

teachers, 15 special education teachers., and 2 bebavioural technicians. In ail, 13 complete

teams, ranging tram 2 to 4 members, panicipated. Yeus ofteaching experience did not

differ statisticaJly between the general CM = 12.2, SIl = Il.1) and special education

teachers ad = 6.3, SIl = 5.4,1(28) =-1.9, IL< .09). There was a wide range ofspecial

needs served by the collaborative team~ including students experiencing difficulties in the
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following areas: behaviourallemotional~ cognitive~ leamin& physical impairment~ physical~

vision and hearing, and autisme

Ap,paratus

Schopl Faet Sbcet (SES)

The purpose ofthe SFS was to obtain information from the principals about the

staffand student body composition al panicipating schools (see Appendix A). This

includes the following charaeteristics: (a) level ofthe schoal (i.e.~ elementary~high schoot

or elementary/high school); (b) total school population; (c) special needs population; (d)

number ofgeneral education teachers; (e) number of special education teachers; and (0

additional comments.

Instruction Shect aS>

The IS oudines the contents ofthe survey package and asks participants to verity

the accuraey ofa team Iist (see Appendix B).

Backaround InformatioQ Questionnaire (BIOl

The BIQ gathered the following biographical information about participants: (a)

sex; (b) primary professional raie on the team; (c) principal responsibilities on the team:

(d) other professional raies in the schoal; (e) special needs populatioQs currendy served by

the team (see Appendix Cl.

Team Evolution Oucstjgnnaire (TEO)

The TEQ was developed ta measure the process ofgroup evolution in the

coUaborative team (see Appendix D). This survey is based on the theoretical

underpinnings ofWheelan's theory ofgroup development (Wheel~ 1994; Wheelan &
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Hochberger,. 1996). As detailed in the literature review,. Wheelan descnbes team evolution

in five stages: (1) dependency and inclusion; (2) counterdependency and figbt; (3) trust

and structure; (4) work; and (5) tennination. Item categories were formulated based on

empirically validated group charaeteristics at each stage ofteam evolution (see Appendix

E). Category 1 measures communication. Category 2 assesses goals and tasks. Category 3

taps status and roles. Category 4 is related to leadership. Category 5 concems subgroup

formation. Category 6 investigates the lever ofconfonnity and deviation. Category 7

measures cohesion and confliet. Category 8 determines problem solving and decision

making.

Each category is composed offour options,. arranged randomly, representing the

four stages ofteam evolution. The respondent selects the statement rnost charaeteristic of

their team at the present tinte. The instrument does Dot contain a tifth option for assessing

the termination phase ofteam. evolution.. This is 50 for two reasons. First, the instrument is

designed for use with continuing groups. Second,. the termination phase ofteam evolution

has insufficient empirical validation. The initial wording of items was modified based upon

the feedback ofa local elementary school team and several individual teachers.

The TEQ is scored in four steps. First,. each ofthe eight items is allotted a point

value of 1 to 4, according to the corresponding stage ofteam evolution. For example. a

staternent that represents a team in stage one is scored a l, a statement that represents a

team in stage two is scored a 2, etcetera. Second., the respondent's total score is computed

by totalling the values for aU eight categories. resulting in a total ofbetween 8 to J 2.

Third, the team's total score is calculated by summing the total points ofeach
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team's respondent and divided by the number ofrespondents in the team. The resulting

number represents the team's stage ofevolution. A score of 1 to 8 represents a stage one

team. 9 to 16 corresponds to a stage twot~ 17 to 24 is a stage threet~ and 25 to

32 is typical ofa stage 4 team.

The TEQ is used in this investigation as an exploratory measure. As a resul~ the

psychometrie properties ofthis instrument were assessect Using Cronbach's alp~ the

internal consistency ofthe TEQ was established at .82. This suggest that the internal

consistency ofthe factors was high. To determine construct validity~ the responses of the

43 respondents were analyzed through the use ofthe factor analysis subprogram of

SYSTAT (1991). The eigenvalue was set at .40, the average of the initial communality

estimates. The four factors that emerged accounted for 63.2% ofthe variance. These

factors provide preliminary evidence for the construct validity ofthis instrument: Factor [.

Communication (four categories: communication, goals and tasks.. status and roles..

leadership); Factor Il: Productivity (three categories: leadership~ subgroup formation..

problem solving and decision making); Factor Ill: Conformity (two categories: subgroup

formation and confonnity and deviation); and Factor IV: Accomplishments (2 categories

cohesion and confliet, and problem solving and decision makïng). Due to the small sample

size, the psychometrie properties ofthis instrument are considered preliminary. Further

investigation ofthe TEQ is required for more definitive conclusions.

Special EdUcation Teaçbcr-General Edycation m,ber Interaction Scale (SET-GETIS)

An adaptation ofthe Special Education Teacher-General Education Teacher

Interaction Scale (SET-GETIS) was developed based on the work ofDugoffet al. ( 1985 )
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This instrument bas two altemate forms: (a) the general education teacher survey (see

Appendix F) and (b) the special education form (see Appendix G). Each form is composed

of 18 resource teacher role funetions related to the interaction between resource room

teachers and regular education teachers. General and special education teachers rated their

perceptions ofthe ftequency with which the roles are currenl/y performed by the special

education teacber (current sca1e) and the frequency with which the roles should ideally he

perfonned (ideal scale). The following scaJe was used: 1 = never, 2 = seldom, 3 =

sometimes, 4 = often, 5 = a/ways. Subsequently, total scores on the ideal scale are

subtraeted trom total scores on the current scale yielding the satisfaction index that

represents the satisfaction ofthe general or special education teacher with the special

education teacher.

The internai reliability ofthe SET-GETIS was determined by computing

Cronbach's alpha. Reliability coefficients were .85 for the current scale and .81 for the

ideal scale, suggesting that internai consistency is reasonably high.

Procedure

The principal ofeach participating schaol completed a raet sheet describing the

charaeteristics oftheir school. AIl team members who provided informed consent (see

Appendix H) completed the Background Information Questionnaire, the Team Evolution

Questionnaire, and the appropriate fonn of the SET-GEnS. Completed surveys were

mailed back individually to the researchers. To ensure confidentiality, the signed consent

fonns and identifying information sheets were detached trom the completed questionnaires

and filed separately. A certifieate ofethical acœptability for research was obtained for this

investigation (see Appendix 1).
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CHAPTER4

Raults

The results are presented with reference to the research questions oftbis

investigation. The tint anaIysis involves a global measure ofspecial and general education

teachers' satisfaction with the team's special education teacher. The second set of tindings

concems general and special education teachers' perceptions ofthe overall ftequency with

which special education teachers currently perthrm and ideally should perfonn the 18 role

funetions in the SET-GETIS. The third series of results lists the roles both groups of

teachers perceive tbat special education teachers currently and ideally should perform

most and least ftequently. Finally, findings regarding the relationship between the

developmental stage ofthe coUaborative teams and teacher satisfaction are noted.

Ouestioo 1) Do General and Special EducatiQn Teacber$ Piffer in Thejr Satisfaction Wjth

the Team'$ Special Education Teacher?

To gauge satisfaction with the special education teacher, the difference in general

and special education teacher perceptions ofthe roles special education teachers currently

perform and tbose they would ideally like ta be perfonned were computed. A satisfaction

index for each group was calculated by subtraeting total scores on the ideal scale from

total scores on the current scale and dividing by the number ofrespondents. General

education teachers (M = -5.0, sn = 5.4) were more satisfied witb the special education

teachers than the special education teachers were witb themselves (M = -11.2,.sn =7.8.

1(30) = -2.65, Il < .01).
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Questions 2 & 3) Do Geperal and Special Education Teacbers Piffer in Tbeir Perceptions

ofHow Frequeotlx Special Education Teacbers Cuaently Perfonn aod IdA"Y Sbould

Peâorm Thar Sole FunctiQDs?

To explore the discrepancy in satisfaetio~ general and special education teachers'

reports ofhow ftequendy special education teachers currently and ideally should perform

their role functions were compared. General education teachers reponed that special

education teacbers cu"ently performed the list ofroles with greater frequency <M-= 65. 5~

sn = 10.4) than special education teachers (M = 55.0~ sn = 8.9~ 1(30) = -3.1~ Il < .05).

However~ there were no significant ditrerences in how frequently general

(M = 70.5~ sn = 8.1) and special education teachers (M = 66.5, sn = 8.1) wouJd ideally

like the special education teachers to perfoon their roles.. 1(30) = -1.5~ Il < .2. This

suggests that the discrepancy in satisfaction between the two groups lies in lower special

education teacher perceptions ofhow frequently they currentJy perfonn their roles. Both

groups had similar ideas ofhow ftequently special education roles should ideally be

performed.

Question 4> Wbat Rolcs Do General and Special Education TAÇbea Perçeiye as Cyrrentl)'

Most and LAst Fr_cotly Peâormed br the Team's Special Education Teaçber?

General and special education teachers' perceptions ofthe special education

teacher roles currently most and least ftequently performed were examined by calculating

the mean ratings ofcurrent role performance for eacb it~ per teaching group (see Table

4). Subsequently items were rank ordered.
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Table 4

Mean CUITent and Ideal Special Education Inpçber Role Peâormance RaMiS b,y SYIYCY Item

General Education Special Education

Teacber Teacher

Special Education Teacber Role Function Current Ideal Current Ideal

Developing objectives jointly with general education teachers 45 4.7 3.9 -lA

Conducting inserviœ traininWmformational sessions 2.6 3.1 2.1 3. [

Giving small group instruction in the reguJar classroom 3.5 3.6 3.1 3.7

Providing general education teacbers with strategies 3.6 3.9 2.9 3.2

Team teaching in the regular classroom 3.0 3.5 2.4 3.3

Observing students in the regular classroom 3.7 3.9 3.3 3.8

Consulting with parents 4.0 4.3 3.1 3.8

Administering standardized tests 3.9 4.0 3.4 3.3

• Profiling studentst abilities 4.2 4.2 3.5 3.9

Pro\iding opponunities for peer tutoring 3.1 3.5 2.6 3.5

Providing general education teacbers witb materials 3.4 3.8 2.9 3.3

Instructing general education teachers to adrninister/use 2.2 2.6 1.4 2.5

standardized tests

Giving small group instruction in the resource room 3.6 3.6 3.0 2.9

Developing cooperative relationships with general education 4.6 4.6 4.3 -1.7

teachers

Aiding general education teachers in identifying students 4.2 4.2 3.2 -12

witb special needs

Helping general education tcachers foster positive student 4.5 4.8 3.7 -1.5

attitude

Providing e..,aluation ofstudents before and after a 3.8 4.3 2.9 -1.-1

strategy is implemented

Providing general education teachers with professional books 3.1 3.5 2.4 36

and information

• ~ On the rBling scale, 1 = never; 2 =seldom: 3 =someti.mes; 4 = often; 5 =always.
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According to general education teachers, the current MOst frequently performed

special education teacher role funetions were: (a) developing cooperative relationships

with general education teachers; (b) developing objectives jointly with general education

teachers; (c) helping general education teachers foster positive student attitudes; (d)

profiling students' abilities; and (e) aiding general education teachers in identifYing

students with special needs (see Table 5). Special education teachers rated the foUowing

funetions as most frequently perfonned: <a) developing cooperative relationships with

general education teachers; (b) developing objectives jointly with general education

teachers; (c) belping general education teacbers roster positive student attitudes; (d)

proflling students' abilities; and (e) administering standardized tests (see Table 6).

General education teachers noted that special education teachers least often

perfonned the foUoWÎDg cuneot roles: (a) instructing general education teachers to

administer and use standardized tests; (b) cooducting inservice training(mfonnational

sessions; (c) team teaching in the regular classroom; (d) providing general education

teachers with professional books and infonnation; and (e) providing opportunities for peer

tutoring (see Table S). Special education teachers indieated performing the foUowing

current roles least often: (a> instructing general education teachers to administer and use

standardized tests; (b) conducting inservice training(mformational sessions; (c) team

teaching in the regular classroom; (d) providing general education teachers with

professional books and information; and (e) providing opportunities for peer tutoring (see

Table 6).
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Table 5

Mean General Education m,hm' Rankinas oCCurrent Special Education leaçber Roles

Special Education Teacher Role Function Mean Ranking

Developing cooperative relationships with general education teachers 4.6

Developmg objectives jointfy with general educalion teachers 4.5 2

Helping general education teadlers foster positive student attitudes 4.5 2

Proflling students' abilities 4.2 3

Aiding general education teachers in identifying students wim special needs 4.2 3

Consulting wim parents 4.0 4

• Administering standardized tests 3.9 5

Observing students in the regular classroom 3.7 6

Providing evaluation ofstudents before and aller a strategy is implemented 3.8 7

Giving small group instruction in the resource room 3.6 8

Providing general education teadters with strategies 3.6 8

Giving small group instruction in the regular classroom 3.5 9

Providing general education teacllers with materials 3.4 10

Providing opportunities for peer tutomg 3.1 II

Providing general education tead1ers with professional books and information 3.1 II

leam teaching in the regular classroom 3.0 12

Condueting inservice traininWinformational sessions 2.6 13

Instrueting general education teIdlers to administer/use standardized tests 2.2 14

• ~On the rating scale, 1 = never; 2 =seldom; 3 = sometimes; 4 =often; S = always.
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Table 6

Mean General Educatioo Ma,bm' Rankini$ ofCurreot Special Education Iraçber Roles

Special Education Teacher Role Function Mean Ranking

Developing cooperative relationships with general education teachers 4.3 1

Developing objedives jointly witb general education teadters 3.9 2

Helping general education teachers foster positive student attitudes 3.7 3

Profiling students' abilities 3.5 4

Administering standardized tests 3.4 5

Observing students in the regular classroom 3.3 6

Aiding general eduauion teachers in identifyiog students with special needs 3.2 7• Giving small group instruction in the regular classroom 3.1 8

Consulting \\-lth parents 3.1 8

Giving small group instruction in the resource room 3.0 9

Providing general education teachers with strategies 2.9 10

Providing general education teadlers with materials 2.9 10

Providing evaluation ofstudents before and after a strategy is implemented 2.9 10

Providing opportunities for peer tutoring 2.6 11

Providing general education teachers \Vith professional books and information 2.4 12

Team teaching in the reguIar classroom 2.4 13

Condueting inservice trainingf'mformational. sessions 2.1 14

Instructing general education teaœers to administer/use standardized tests 1.4 15

• ~On the rating scale, 1 = nevee; 2 = seldom; 3 = sometimes; 4 = often; 5 = always.
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Question 5) What Raies Would General and Special EducatioP mçbers ldea11y Prefet the

Ieam's Special EducatiQD Te'Gber to Peâorm Most and LMg Freguem1y?

General and special education teacbers' perceptions ofthe special education roles

they would MOst and least frequently prefer to be perfonned were computed by ca1cu1ating

the mean ratings ofideal raie performance for each item per teaching group (see Table 4).

Subsequently items were rank ordered. General education teachers' perceptions ofthe

ideal role functions that the special education teacher on tbeir team sbould perform MOst

often include: (a) helping general education teachers foster positive student attitudes~ (b)

developing objectives jointly with general education teachers; (c) developing cooperative

relationships with general education teachers; (d) consulting with parents; and (e)

providing evaluation ofstudents before and after a strategy is implemented (see Table 7).

Special education teachers indicated that they would ideally like to perform the foUowing

roles most often: (a> developing cooperative relationships with general education teachers~

(b) helping general education teachen foster positive student attitudes; (c) developing

objectives jointly with special education teachers; (d) providing evaluation of students

before and after a strategy is implemented; and (e) aiding general education teachers in

identifying students with special needs (see Table 8).

General education teschers responded that they \vould ideally prefer special

education teachers to perform the foUowing roles least often: (a) instructing general

education teachers to administer and use standardized tests; (b) conducting ioservice

training(mformational sessions; (c) providing general education teachers wim professionaJ

books and information; (d) providing opponunities for peer tutoring; and
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Table 7

Mean General EducatioQ Teacbm' RankiolJ$ ofIdeal Special Education Trachee Raies

Special Education Teacher Raie Fonction Mean Ranking

Helping general education teachers foster positive student attitudes 4.8

Developing objectives jointly with general education teachers 4.7 2

Developing cooperative relationships with general education teachers 4.6 3

Consulting with parents 4.3 .J

Providing evaluation of students before and after a strategy is implemented 4.3 .J

Aiding general education teachers in identifYing students with special needs 4.2 5

Profiling students' abilities 4.2 5• Administering standardized tests 4.0 6

Providing general education teachers with materials 3.9 7

Observing students in the regular classroom 3.9 7

Providing general education teachers \\ith materials 3.8 8

Giving small group instruction in the resource room 3.6 9

Giving small group instruction in the regular classroom 3.6 9

Team teacbing in the regular classroom 3.5 10

Providing opportunities for peer tutoring 3.5 10

Providing general education teacbers with professional books and information 3.5 10

Condueting inservice training{mformational sessions 3.1 11

Instructing general education teadIers to administer/use standardized tests 2.6 12

• ~ On the ratiog scale, 1 = oever; 2 =seldo~ 3 =sometimes; 4 = often; 5 =always.
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Table 8

Mean Special Education Tcaçhers' Rankjni' of Ideal Special Education m,ber Roles

Special Education Teacher Role Funetion Mean Ranking

Developing cooperative relationships with general education teachers 4.7

Helping general eduQ1ion teac:hers Coster pcsitive student attitudes 4.5 2

Developing objectives jointly \Vith general education teachers 4.4 3

Providing evaluation ofstudents before and after a sttategy is implemented 4.4 3

Aiding general education teac:hers in identifYing students with special needs 4.2 4

Profiling students' abilities 3.9 5

• Observing students in the regular classroom 3.8 6

Consulting with parents 3.8 6

Giving small group instruction in the reguJar classroom 3.7 7

Providing general education teachers with professional books and information 3.6 8

Providing opportunities for peer tutoring 3.5 ')

Team teaching in the regular classroom 3.3 10

Administering standardized tests 3.3 10

Providing general education teadters with materials 3.3 lU

Providing general education teadters ~ith strategies 3.2 11

Conducting inservice traininWmformational sessions 3.1 12

Giving small group instruction in the resource room 2.9 13

Instructing general education teadlers to administer/use standardized tests 2.5 loi

• ~On the ratiog scale., 1 = oevee; 2 = seldom; 3 =sometimes; 4 = often; S = always
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(e) team teacbing in the regular classroom (see Table 7). Special education teachers

would ideally prefer to perform the foUowing functions least often: (a) instructing general

education teachers to administer and use standardized tests; (b) giving small group

instruction in the resource room; (c) condueting inservice trainingfmfonnational sessions;

(d) providing general education teachers with strategies; (e) administering standardized

tests; (t) providing general education teacbers with materials; and (g) team teacbing in the

regular classroom (see Table 8).

Question 6) Il the Tcam'I Cuacnt Developmental Stlla Related 10 General or Special

EdpçatigD Tnchm' Satisfaction Wjth the Special EducatioQ mçber?

One objective ofthis investigation was to examine the etfect ofthe team's

developmental stage on general and special education teacher satisfaction with the special

education teacher. The TEQ is an exploratory measure included in this investigation to

assess team development. The four factors that emerged ftom factor anaIysis provide

evidence for the construet validity ofthis instrument. These four factors are: Factor 1:

Communication (four categories: communicatio~goals and tasks~ status and roles~

leadership); Factor fi: Productivity (three categories: leadership~ subgroup formation.

problem solving and decision making); Factor ID: Confonnity (two categories: subgroup

formation and conformity and deviation); and Factor IV: Accomplishments (2 categories:

cohesion and conflict, and problem solving and decision making). The reader is referred ta

Chapter 3 for more information on the validity ofthe TEQ.

An examjnation ofthe data revealed tbat ail thirteen teams were in phase four.

Work. AIl teams scored above the cutoffscore of24 for inclusion in the fourth stage of
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team evolution CM = 28.8, sn = 1.5). Charaeteristics ofthis stage represented in this

measure include: (a) members express themselves openlyand honestly witbout fear of

rejection; (b) members cao descn"be the purpose ofthe team and are committed to this

purpose; (c) members are clear about their roles witbin the team; (d) members share

responsibility for team leadership; (e) subgroups are an important element ofthe team; (t)

members share similar views and choose ta go along witb the ideas and decisions ofthe

team; (g) there is a strong feeling of respect and appreciation among team members; and

(h) the team accomplishes work in a timely and effective manner (see Appendix E for a

more detailed description). Due to this lack ofvariability in group development, statistical

analyses comparing the relationship between the team's developmental stage and the

satisfaction levels ofthe general and special education teachers were not computed. The

restriction ofthe qualifying sample to stage four teams MaY be an indicator that members

ofteams in earlier stages ofevolution may be less motivated to participate in research

studies, particularly ifthey are in the first two stages ofdevelopment.
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CBAPTER5

Discussion

Several important tindings ernerged from this investigation ofgeneral and special

education teacher perceptions ofthe roles ofspecial education teachers and the process of

collaborative team evolution. First, general education teachers were more satisfied with

their team's special education teacher tban the special education teachers were with their

own role perfonnance. SeconcL this difference is attributable to general education teachers'

higher ratiogs ofcu"ent special education teacher raie performance. No differences

between general and special education teacher perceptions were found in how ftequently

they would idea/Iy like special education teacbers to perform their raie funetions. Third..

both groups agreed on the MOst and least frequent1y performed special education teacher

raie funetions.. as weU as those they would ideally like and least Iike the special education

teacher to execute. FinaIlYt since ail teams were in the fourth stage ofgroup development,

a comparison ofgroup evolution and teacher satisfaction could not be made in this

investigation. Interpretations ofthese tinelings.. limitations ofthe investigatio~ and future

directions are presented in tbis chapter.

Question 1) Do General and Special Education Ieacbm Piffer in Tbeir Satisfactign Wjtb

the Icam's Special f<b .catign Trerber?

The derived satisfaction indices indicate that bath teacher groups would ideally like

the special education tacher to perform their raie funetions somewhat more frequently

than at present. While ail teachers report sorne dissatisfac:tion with the special education

teacher.. the satisfaction indices in this investigation were higher than reported by Voltz
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and Elliot (1990). In the present study, satisfaction indices of -5 and -11.2 were reported

by general and special education teachers which is considerably higher than indices of

-28.55 and -23.05 reported by general and special education teachers in the Voltz and

Elliot (1990) investigation. While there were 22 items in the Voltz and Elliot (1990) study

compared to 18 roles in the present investigation, the satisfaction di1Ferences between the

investigations nevertheless remain noteworthy.

Sample di1Ferences may account for the higher levels ofsatisfaction in this

investigation. Earlier studies sampled teaching professionals that worked in two parallel

systems within the same schoal: general and special education. Traditionally, little contact

existed between general and special education teachers who work in such environments.

ln studies by Voltz and Elliot (1990) and Dugotfet al. (1985), there is no mention of

whether a working relationship existed between the two groups ofteachers. It appears

that general and special education teachers sampled in previous studies worked in the

sante schools, with the same children. but did not work together. In contrast, the

panicipants in the present investigation were ail team members who worked

collaboratively to include children with special needs in the regular classroom. It is

hypothesized that participating in a coUaborative team -a group in which educators

brainstonn and problem-solve together- mayaccount for the bigber rates ofsatisfaction

with the special education teacher found in the present investigation.

In addition, general education teachers were more satistied with the special

education teacher on their coUaborative team than special education teachers were with

themselves. These findinss are also contrary to previous evidence tbat general education
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teachers are less satisfied with their special education counterparts than members ofthe

latter group were with theirown performance (Dugoffet aI.~ 1985; Voltz & Ellio~ 1990).

The existence ofcoUaborative relationsbips between general and special education

teachers may bave resuJted in larger gains for the general education teacher. Perhaps

general education teachers Ceel that the responsibility for including children bas shifted to

the coUaborative team, leading to bigher satisfaction with the special education tacher.

Perhaps continued coUaborative efforts willlead to increased satisfaction for bath general

and special education teachers.

Questions 2 " 3) Do Genera1 and Special Education Tha,bers Djffer in Ibeir Perceptions

ofHow FrequentJy Special Education Teaçhers Currently Perform and Ideally Should

PerfQQD Tbcic &ole Functions?

Special education teachers reported currently performing their tasks less often than

the general education teachers noted them as perfonning. Interestingly~ general and special

education teachers held similar perceptions ofhow frequently the special education

teacher ideally should perform their role functions. This suggests that the difference

between general and special education teachers' overall satisfaction is largely attributable

to special education teacbers' comparatively lower perceptions oChow frequently they

currently perfonn their role funetions. With severe eutbacks to the educational system in

combination with increasing student needs for servi~ it is not surprising that the

shrinking numbers ofspecial education teachers feel deluged by requests for services.

Considering their time constraints and reduced resources, special education teachers may

he less satisfied with the services tbey provide to students and general education teachers
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Question 4) Wbat &oIes Do General and Special Education Tpçbers Perceive as Currendy

Most and Las FrequcntlY Performed by the Team's Special Educatiop leacber?

There was surprising consistency between general and special education teachers'

perceptions ofthe most ftequently performed roles special education teachers currently

perfonn. Bath sets ofteachers reponed the following tbree roles as currently performed

MOst ftequently: <a> developing cooperative relationsbips with general edueation teachers;

(b) developing objectives jointiy with general education teachers; and <c) helping general

education teachers foster positive student attitudes.

These roles represent a marked diff'erence from the majority of items endorsed as

most frequently performed by the special education tacher in previous studies. In the

Voltz and Elliot study (1990), general and special education tcachers ranked the following

items as the top three on the current and ideal scales: <a> providing input ioto grades and

promotion decisions; (b) giving smaIl group instruction in the resource room; and (c)

exchanging student progress information. Dugoffet al. (1985) found tbat bath groups of

teachers ranked the foUowing top three items: <a> administering standardized tests; (h)

giving small group instruction in the resource room; and (c>consulting with parents. In the

present study, general and special education teachers' highest ranked responses ret1ected

the imponance ofcoUaborative ratber than traditional special education teacber roles.

Similarly, Speece and Mandel (1980) noted that avec SOOIO ofthe respondents rated the

following roles as very important: <a) providing remedia1 instruction in the resource room~

(b) providing academic assessment data; <c) providing materials for classroom use; and (d)

providing written reports ofstudents' ac:tivities and progress. The roles MOst often
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reported in the literature concem standardized testinS and resource room instruction; roles

customarily associated with traditional special education wbereas developing cooperative

relationships and jointly developing objectives emerged as most valued in the present

investigation. This shift toward the valuing ofcoUaborative raies is ta be expected.

considering that special education teachers are moving away ftom isolated service delivery

that removes a student ftom the reguIar class (Stainbac~ Stainbac~ &. Harris~ 1989). This

notion is further supported by special education teachers' response that they ideally

consider giving small group instruction in the resource room a low priority task. These

findings suggest that the adhocratic principles ofjoint problem-solving and excbanging of

ideas (Skrtic~ 1986; 1991; 1995) are increasingly heing adopted by coUaborative teacher

teams.

Both teacher groups ranked the foUowing special education teacher functions as

least often currently performed: (a> team teaching in the regular cJassroom; (b) condueting

inservice trainingfmformational sessions; (c) instrueting general edueators to administer

and use standardized tests; (d) providing opportunities for peer tutoring; and (e) providing

general education teachers with professional books and information. Consistent with the

findings ofVoltz and Elliot (1990),. bath groups reported that special education teachers

did not ftequendy perfonn role functions requiring special education teacher presence in

the regular classroom. This may he due to territoriality, whereby general education

teachers coosider the regular classroom their exclusive domain. An alternative explanation

involves budgetary constraints; there may oot be enough mooey to support the presence of

two teachers in one classroom. Similarly,. the use ofstandardized tests is considered the
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territory ofspecial education teachers9 accounting for the lack ofa perceived need to train

general education teacbers in the administration ofstandardized tests.

QuestioD 5) What Roles Wguld GcncraI and SpeçïaI EdycatioQ m,bers Idn"y Prefet the

Tham's Special Educatign Tacher tg PeâO[DJ Most and Leau Freqpcntly?

General and special education teachers agreed that the currendy MOst ftequendy

performed special education teacher roles were also the roles idealIy MOst ftequently

performed: (a) developing objectives jointly with general education teachers; (b)

developing cooperative relationsbips witb general education teachers; and (c) helping

general education teacbers foster positive student attitudes. The similarity between current

and ideal special education teacber raie priorities suggests tbat although both

professionals support an increase in the ftequency ofrole performance9 they did not desire

a change in the nature ofthe roles special education teachers should Pel'form. In other

words9 both groups were interested in receiving the same special education services they

presently receiv~ on a more ftequent basis. This suggests that general and special

education teachers agreed about the special education raies services most and least

desired.

Similarly, severa! items that received low ratings on the current scale received low

ratings on the ideal saale as weU: (a) conducting inservice traininwmformational sessions.

(b) team teacbing in the regular classroom; and (c) instrueting general education teachers

to administer and use standardized tests. This suggests that a1tbough special educatioD

teachers are perceived as performing mese raie functions relatively inftequendy, neither

teacher group perceives these raies as essential. Further, the low ranking ofthese three
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roles are comparable to the findings ofthe Dugoffet al. (1985) investigation in which

these items placed within the lowest ranked 5 out of 18 items. The low priority assigned to

team teaching is a weak: area for the teams in this study. Ifstudent cooperative leaming is

a valuable tool for realizing the inclusion of students with disabilities~ then team teaching is

a visible method ofmodelling cooperative leaming by the teKhers for the students. In

other wards, teachers &Ct as an example for students. Otherwise~ the foUoWÏDg question

lingers in students' minds: "Ifcooperation is imponant, how come 1 don't see any teachers

doing it in my c1assroom?"

Ouestion 6) Is the Team's Current DeyeIQPIDCDtal Stav ReJated to General or Special

EduqriOQ Ipçbcrs' Satisfaction Wjth the Special Education Iraçber?

AlI ofthe panicipating teams were categorized by the TEQ at the founh stage of

group evolutio~Wode. Therefore.. directly establishing the relationship between group

evolution and teacher satisfaction was not possible. However, coUaterai evidence trom this

study supports the idea that general and special education teachers' satisfaction with the

special education teacher increases as teams evolve. First.. in this investigation a bigh

priority was placed on coUaborative special education teacher roles and a bigh level of

agreement existed between both teacher groups regarding special education teacher roles

Second~ general education teacbers were more satisfied with the special education

teachers relative to previous studies that round high levels ofdissatisfaction. These

findings indicate that team members problem-solved togetber and agreed on individual

member rol~ two hallmarks ofhighly evolved teams (see ApPelldix E for the stage four

charaeteristics ofWheelan's integrated model ofdevelopmem).
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Further, linking the present results with the literature provides additional evidence

ofa pattern between team evolution and satisfaction with the special education teacher.

OstrotI(1992) concluded that dissatisfied professionals are less likely to coUaborate and

may divert their attention away trom team goals. In the present study, general education

teachers were relatively satisfied and reported that the special education teacher on their

team developed objectives jointly with them. It foUows that these teams were likely al an

evolved stage ofgroup development since both groups ofteachers reported that they

frequently worked together to create goals.. a charaeteristic ofstage four groups

(Wheelan., 1994; Wheelan & Hochberger, 1996).

Lobosco and Newman (1992) noted that general education teachers who

instrueted children with disabilities were ükely to experience decreased satisfaction with

their jobs. This was not the case in the present investigation. In contrast., general educators

in this study were aetually more satisfied than special education teachers themselves. This

may be due to the coUaborative relationship they have established with the special

education teacher on their teaJn. Working cooPeratively and encouraging innovation are

stage four skills involved in coUaborative work (Wheelan 1994; Wheelan & Hocbberger.

1996) that may be linked to increased teacher satisfaction with the special education

teacher.

Friend (1984) concluded that a seemingly endless number of role funetions were

requested ofspecial education teachers by thm general education counterparts. Further.

general education teachers reported that the special education teacbers in their school

were moderately skilled as consultants. Dissirnilarly, in the present investigatio~ general
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education teachers were quite satisfied with the raie performance ofthe special education

teacher on their team. It is quite typical in groups at early stages ofdevelopment to he

unsure ofthe role functions one is supposed ta perform as weB as those that should he

undertaken by other team members. This is in fine with the Dotion that individuals tend to

rate their own responsibilities more highly man those ofothers. Incon~ it is

charaeteristic for members ofbigbly evolved groups to feel satisfied with the raies that

others are performing. This provides further evidence that the groups in this investigation

were in stage four, the most highly evolved stage ofgroup development.

Limitatipns grthe PQ"C"t InvestiiatjoQ

There were severallimitations to this study. First, the Iink between group

development and satisfaction with the team's special education teacher could not be

established directly since ail the teams were classified in stage four- Wade, on the TEQ.

Severa! reasons May account for the TEQ's lack ofdifferentiation between stages ofgroup

evolutioD. First, perbaps the wording ofthe items lead respondents to answer in a sociaIly

desirable manner. As a result, team members migbt have indicated that their group was

more highly evolved than they currently were. Seco~ one item per characteristic of

group evolution may not have been sensitive enough ta tap group development. However.

collateral evidenœ indieates that aU the teams in the present investigation were highly

evolved, and thus were appropriately classified as stage four groups. This is a reasonable

hypothesis sinœ data was collected toward the end ofthe school year, after teams had

been working togetber for many months. Funher, some team members in 8 out ofthe

initia1ly 21 targeted teams did not return ail their questionnaire, tbus disqualifying.
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Consequently, the teams that did not respond may bave been in earlier stages of

development. Any one or a combination of these factors may explain the lack ofvariability

in group evolution in the sample. Third~ questionnaires were mailed to respondents. While

ail educators were asked to complete the questionnaires individually in an effort to tap

each respondent's perceptions.. it is possible, a1though the researcher bas no such

indication, tbat responses were discussed. This would bave biased the results.

Future Directions

Several suggestions for future research are made based on the findings ofthe

present investigation. In this study, general education teachers reported more satisfaction

with special education teachers on their.team than special education teachers themselves

indicated. Sïnce this is directly opPOsed to the Iiterature, a replication ofthis study with a

larger sample size might provide further evidence as to whether the most important roles

valued by general and special education teachers have truly shifted trom traditional ta

collaborative ones. Third, furtber validation ofTEQ is needed to evaluate the

psychometrie propenies ofthis instrument. Fourth.. a longitudinal study tracking group

development ovec the schaol year and satisfaction with the special education teacher

should be undertaken. This would contribute infonnation regarding changes in group

evolution that occur over time. F~ a comparative investigation ofcoUaborative teacher

teams and noncoUaborative general and special education teacher relationships should he

condueted to explore the role that collaboration plays in satisfaction with the special

education teacher. FinaIly, the possibility that survey questionnaire completion may need

to be condueted in the presence ofresearcher representatives is worthwbi1e exploring.
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Conclusion

General and special education teacher satisfaction with special education teacher

raIes was higher in this investigation than it bas been reponed in the literature. This was

especially true for the general education teachers. It is hypothesized that increased levels

ofsatisfaction were, in part, due to the faet that participants in lhis study were

coUaborative team members- edueators who work together to ensure the social and

academic inclusion ofchildren with special needs. The resuJts oftbis study suggest that

there is an ongoing shift tram valuing traditional special education teacher roles to

appreciating coUaborative special education teacher raies. Continued exploration ofthe

link between teacher satisfaction and coUaborative team evolution is recommended to shed

further light on our changing school systems.
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APPENDICES

AppendixA

The School Faet Sheet (SFS)

COLLABORAliVE TEAMS PROJECT
SCHOOL INFORMATION

aear (n...of principal),
Thank you for 8greeing ta IHIrticiJNIte in the McGill University Collaborative
Te.ms Project. To gel • better und.rstandlng of your school. we would like
sorne additiona. infOin....on on the followiflg:

1) Level of sOOool:
A) Elementary schoal only
B) High school only
C) Elementary and high school
0) Other (specify: )

2) Total school population: _

3) Approximate number of children that you consider to have special needs: _

4) Number of special educationlresource teachersltech aideslshadows: _

5) Number of general education teachers: _

6) Further comments that may help us understand the student body and the
process of inclusion at your school:

Pie... IINIII thi. infot••iMlon ah_t by May 23, 1117 in the enclosed
postage-pald envelope. We have also requested that the I*ticipating

teams .-il the completed surve,. by "'y 23, 1..7. Thank you for your
cooperation.
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Appendix 8

The Instruction Sheet

McGILL UNIVERSITY
COLLABORAnVE TEAMS PROJECT:

INSTRUCTIONS

Ta leam about your experiences as a member of a collaborative team~ we have
developed a survey consisting of four sections:

When completing this survey, please consider yeur experiences on your team
with the following members:•

SECTION 1:

secnON2:
SeCnON3:
secnON4:

General information about your professional
background.
The process of collaboration on yeur team.
Vour perceptions of your collaborative team.
Vour perceptions of your role on your collaborative
team.

Jane Cee
Tina Smith
Chris Jones

If this list of members is inaccurate, please list the name(s) of the individual(s)
whose membership status has changed and the reason:

(name)

ex) Pat Nickels

(reason)

pat loft our team because she no longer WOrks at
Momjngyale Elementary ScbOOI

• To ensure anonymlty. thl. sheet will" .......-et from the compIeted
question..lnt. Ail rnpon_ will .. kept confldentlal.
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AppendixC

The Background Infonnation Questionnaire (BIQ)

1Pl.... circ" or an..., al .......

1) What is your saX?
A) Male
B) Fernale

2) What is your IJIÏmaty professional role in the schoot with respect to this team? Check one.
__A) General education teacher
__B) Resource teacher (Special education teacher, 'ree.ftow teacher, etc.)
__ C) Principal
__ 0) Behaviour technicianiShadow
__El Other (specity: )

3) ln brief, list the principal re.ponsibilities of this position:

4) How many years of experience do you have in this capacity?
__years

5) Do you currently hold otherprofessional role(s) in the schoal? Rank up to 3 ra'" (1 =
most important. 2 • mocIetallely Important. 3 • ...st Important)

__A) Genenll education teacher
__B) Resource teacher (Special education teacher, tree-ftow teacher)
__ C) Principal
__ 0) Behaviour technicianiShadow
__ E) Other (specity: )

5) Which statement best describes the fundion of your team? Circ" A or B.
A) The gene,... edUC8tiOn teacher seeka the input of one or more protessional(s) to
address a problem conceming a child in hislher class.
B) Two or more team members voluntarily shaN decision making as they work taward
integnlting a child.

6) On average, how frequently ha. your team met tram August 1996 to the present?
A) More than .. meetings per month
B) 3-4 meetings per month
C)1-2 meetings per month
0) less than one meeting per month

7) What special popullltion(s) islare currently sarved by your team? Circ" ail that apply.
A) BehaviounilIEmotional ditficulty
B) Cognitive disability
C) Leaming di..bilily/difficulty
D) Physical ims-irmenl
E) Vision or hearing impairment
F) Other (specify: )

76
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AppendixD

The Team Evolution Questionnaire (TEQ)

ln each category. circl. th. letter next to the stMement that is most
characteristlc of your .am at the PreRnt tlme. Circ'. on'y one letter per
category and respond to ail 8 categorI... PI_blk. into Kcount the
behaviours of your .am as • unit, ,..ther then the indlvidua. behaviours of
the members.

eategory1

A) Members express themselves openly and honestly without fear of rejection.
Members listen ta each other and express warmth, understanding, and
acceptance. Differences of opinion and perspective are valued.

B) Members often interrupt, withdraw, or express negative reaetions ta the formai
leadership of the group and/or each other. Communication within the team is
guarded or impulsive, retlecting conftict and/or frustration. The team shows little
evidence of listening and understanding.

• C) Members ad politety and cautiously toward each other, because they are
unfamiliar with the team. Members look ta the group leader to facilitate
communication in the team. Members are otten hesitant to express their
feelings and opinions.

D) Members encourage and support each other. They tend to withhold negative
comments. Members listen to one another more and more.

Category 2

A) Each member can describe the purpose of the team and is committed to this
purpose. Goals and tasks are dear and appropriate. Tasks are varied and
challenging for the members.

B) Not ail members express their views. Therefore, it is unclear if team members
share a comman goal. Members are more focused on "How do 1fit in?" and
"How will we work together1"

C) Individusl members are becoming committed to the goals of the team. Team
goals and ta.ka are becoming dear. and the team is beginning to develop
methods for achieving them.

• E) Members seem confused or disagree about the goals of the team.
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CatogaN 3

A) Members are clear about their roles within the team. Work assignments match
the abilities of members.

B) Members tend to disagree about their role assignments. Members find
themselves in uncomfortable situations in which others expect something from
them that they are unable or unwilling to do.

C) Members' roles tend to be basect on first impressions and on their professional
status before joining the team r8ther than on their abilities.

D) The team is redefining or reassigning roles that fail to match members' abilities.
These adjustments are made ta increase the likelihood of achieving the goals
of the group.

CategoN4

A) The team depends on the leader or fonnal structure of the team for direction.
Members are cautious and fonnal in their contributions to the team.

Members share responsibility for team leadership and fulfil vanous roles for
accomplishing task. and running the group.

C) The leader acts as an advisor to the group. Members are beginning to share
responsibility for running the group.

D) Members are disenchanted with the team leader. There is low confidence in the
leader's ability to provide direction and structure.

Category 5

A) Members are beginning to fann subgroups (smaller working groups) with
individuals who have similar goals or taska to accomptish. The existence of
these subgroups causes anxiety and confIict between the subgroup and the
rest of the team.

B) There is an increaS8d acceptance of subgroups by the team.

C) Members have yet to tarm subgrouPSt either because they have limited
knowtedge of each ether or because the team is composed of only two
members.

•
D) Subgroups are an important etement of the team. Subgroups have aceess to

and use available resources effectively.
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Category6

A) Members share similar views and chaose to go along with the ideas and
decisions of the team.

B) Members go along with the ideas and decisions of the team because they wish
to be accepted.

C) Members express views that are different from those of the team. The team is
receptive ta these views if they are in harmony with the overall ideas of the
team.

D) Members express views that are different tram those of the team. This
difference in opinion often results in conftict.

CategOry 7

A) Members rarely give recognition to or express appreciation for each other.
They tend to criticize e&Ch other or focus on the negative aspects of the team.

•
B) There is a strong feeling of respect and appreeiation among team members.

Individual and team accomplishments are frequently recogniZed by the team
members. the team leader, and the team as a whole.

•

C) Members increasingly express recognition and appreciation for one another.
Trust and harmony are developing in the group.

D) Members look more to the group leader for recognition. approval. and
appreciation than to other team members.

Category8

A) The tearn shows evidence of accomplishing a considerable amount of wor1<.
Members often agree on how to solve problems and rnake decisions.

B) The team shows evidence of accomplishing a considerable amount of wor1<.
Members struggle with problem-solving and decision--making.

C) The team shows littie eviclence of accomplishing work. The problem...solving
and decision-making skills of the team are undeveloped.

D) The team accomplishes WOft( in a timely and effective manner. Members have
highly developed probIem...solving and decisiof1...making skills and value each
others' differences in opinion.
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AppendixE

Cbaraeteristics ofthe Integrated Model ofGroup Development (Wheel~ 1994)

Stage Charaeteristics
One: 1. Members are concerned with personal safety in the group
Oependency 2. Members are concemed with acceptance and inclusion
and inclusioa 3. Members fear group rejeetion

4. Members communieate in a tentative and very poüte manner
5. The members behave in ways sugestïng a need for directive leadership
6. The leader is expected ta provide members with direction" safety
7. The leader is rarely challenged
8. Goals are not cleac to members, but clarity is not sought
9. Members rarely express disagreement with initial group goals
10. The group assumes that consensus about goals exists
Il. Raie assignments tend to be based on external sta~ first impressions~

and initial self.presentation ofmembers
12. Member compliance is high
13. Communication tends ta be centralized
14. Participation is generally limited to a few vocal individuals
15. Overt confliet is high
16. Confonnity is high
17. A lack ofgroup structure and organj73tion is evident
18. Member deviation tram emerging norms is rare
19. Cohesion/group commitment are based on identification with the leader
20. Subsroups and coalitions are rare at this stage

•

Two:
Couater­
depeadency
and fight

1. Contliets about values emerge
2. Disagreements about goals and tasks emerge
3. Increased feelings ofsafety alIow dissent ta occur
4. Dissatistàction with raies may surface
5. Clarification ofgoals begins
6. Role clarification also begins
7. Members challenge the leader
8. Subgroups and coalitions fonn
9. Group intolerance ofsubgroups and coalitions is manifest
10. Increased member participation is evident
Il. Decreased conformity begins
12. Deviation nom emerging group norms occurs
13. Attempts at contliet management are evident
14. Ifeffons to resolve conflicts are successfuL increased consensus about

group goals and culture become evident neac the end ofthis stage
15. Confliet resolutio~ ifsuccessful increased tnlst and cohesion
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Charaeteristics ofthe Integrated Model ofGroup Development (cont~)

•

•

Stage
Tbree:
Trust and
structure

Four:
Work

Charaeteristics
1. Increased goal clarity and consensus are evident
2. Roles/tasks are adjusted to increase the likelihood ofgoal achievement
3. The leader's role becomes less directive and more consultative
4. The communication structure appears to be more tlexible
5. The content ofcommunication becomes more task oriented
6. Pressures to confonn increase &gain
7. Helpful deviation is tolerated
8. Coalitions and subgroups continue to form
9. Increased tolerance ofsubgroups and coalitions is evident
10. Cohesion and trust increase
Il. Member satisfaction also increases
12. Cooperation is more in evidence
13. Individual commitment to group goals and tasks is high
14. Greater division of labour occurs
15. Contliet continues to occur
16. Contliet management strategies are more effective
17. The group works to claritY and build a group structure that will

facilitate Boal achievement and productivity
1. Members are clear about group goals
2. Members agree with the group's goals
3. Tasles are appropriate to group versus individual solution
4. Members are clear about their roles
5. Members accept their roles and status
6. Role assignments match member abilities
7. The leadership style matches the group's developmentallevel
8. Delegation., or unleadership. is the prevailing leadership style
9. The group's communication structure matched the demands ofthe task
10. The group bas an open communication structure in which ail members

participate and are heard
Il. The group bas an appropriate ratio oftask and socïo-emotional

statements
12. The group gets. gives and utilizes feedback about its

etfectiveness/productivity
13. The group spends time defining problems it must solve and make

decisions
14. The groups spends rime planning how to solve problems " make

decisions
15. The group spends enough rime discussing decisions it faces
16. The grOUp chooses participatory decision-making methods
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Charaeteristics ofthe Integrated Madel ofGroup Development (cont.)

•

Stage
Four:
Work
(COOL)

Charaeteristics
17. The group implements and evaluates i15 solutions and decisioDS.
18. Voluntary conformity is high

19_Task·related deviance is tolerated
20. The group norms encourage high performance and quality
21. The group expects to be successful
22. The group encourages innovation
23. The group pays attention ta the detaiJs ofi15 work
24. The group accepts coalition and subgroup formation
25. Subgroups are integrated ioto the group-as-a-whole
26. Subgroups work on important tasks
27. Tasb centain variety and challenge
28. Subgroups work on a total produet or project
29. The group contains the smallest number ofmembers necessary ta

accomplish its goal(s)
30. The group bas access to technical and people resources neœssary ta

accomplish its task(s)
31. The group bas access to needed technicaJ(mterpersonai consultation
32. The group bas access to needed technicallhuman relations training
33. The group bas a defined work territory
34. The group is alIotted sufficient time to develop a mature working unit

and to accomplish ils goals
35. Subgroups are recognized and rewarded by the group
36. The group is highly cohesive
37. Interpersonal attraction among members is high
38. Members are cooperative
39. Periods ofcontliet are frequent but brief
40. The grOUp bas effective confliet-manasement strategies

•

Five: 1. Group members know that the group will he ending soon
TenniDatioa 2. The group's ability to manage cont1iet may begin to deteriorate

3. Members may discuss ways ta continue the group
4. Work aetivity may increase or decrease abruptly
5. Feelings ofsolidarity among members may increase
6. Increased expressions of positive feelings among members may occur
7. Problematic issues may be avoided
8. Stress and anxiety among members is evident
9. Some members may become apathetic with regard ta the group.
10. Members discuss sroup achievements.

~ Cbaracteristics are excerpted tram Wheelan (1994); p. 64-5, 83, 100, 116-7, 119
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AppendixF

The Special Education Teacher-General Education Teacher Interaction Scale (SET-GETIS)

-Adapted Version For General Education Teachers

Using the following rdng..le, indicate the fNq..ncy with which J.". Doe
the RESOURCE TEACHER(I.E., SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER, FREE FLOW
TEACHER, ete.) on JOUr"m:

A) Cu".,. performs the following rolHlfunctions with your..m.
S) ItIMllywoulcl perform the foIlowing roIeWfunctions with yourteam.

P..... .... d to A and B for ail it:8ms

- . Bea,,: _ver seldom SOI......_ obn always

1) Develops objectives jointly with the general education teachers
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

2) Conduds inservice training/infonnational sessions
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

3) Gives small group instruction in regular dassroom
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

4) Provides general education te.chers with stnltegies
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

5) Team teaches in the regular classroom
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

6) Observes students in the regular dassroom
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

7) Consults with parents
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

8) Administers standardized tests
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

9) Profiles students' abilities
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5
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Ratïngsc...: never Mldom sometimes often always
10) Provides opportunities for peer tutoring

A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

11) Provides general education teachers with materials
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

12) Instruets general education teachers to administer and use standardized tests
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

13) Gives small group instruction in the resource room
A)Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

14) Develops cooperative re'ationships with genera' education teachers
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideslly 1 2 3 4 5

15) Aids general education teachers in identifying students with special needs
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

16) Helps general education teachers foster positive student attitudes
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

17) Provides evaluation of students before and after a strategy is implemented
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

18) Provides genera' education te&Chers with professions' books and information
A)Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

THANK VOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.
PLEASE RETURN ALL SURVEYS IN THE POSTAGE-PAiD ENVELOPE SV".

MAV23.1117.
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AppendixG

The Special Education Teacher-General Education Teacber Interaction Scale (SET-GETIS)

-Adapted Version For Special Educaticn Teachers

According to the following ratlng ....., incl.... the trequency with which vou, a. a
RESOURCE TEACHER (I.E., SPECIAL EDUCAnON TEACHER, FREE FLOW
TEACHER. etc.):

A) eu".. perform the foIlowing l'OIe functions wtIh your_m.
S) ldM'brwoulcl perform Ille foIIowing rote functions wiIh your_m.

P..... .... nd ta A and B for ail items

- . sc...: newr _Idom sonueti;._
often ....YS

1) Develop objectives jointly with the genersl education teachers
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideslly 1 2 3 4 5

2) Conduct inservice traininglinfonnationa' sessions
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) IdeaUy 1 2 3 4 5

3) Give small group instruction in regular dassroom
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) IdeaUy 1 2 3 4 5

4) Provide general education teachers with strategies
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) IdeaUy 1 2 3 4 5

5) Team teach in the regular dassroom
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

6) Observe students in the l'egular classroom
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) IdeaUy 1 2 3 4 5

7) Consult with parents
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

8) Administer standardized tests
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

9) Profile students' abilities
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5
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Ratini sca..: never Mldom somelilii.. often always
10) Provide opportunities for peer tutoring

A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) IdeaUy 1 2 3 4 5

11) Provide general education teachers with materials
A) CurrentJy 1 2 3 4 5
B) IdeaUy 1 2 3 4 5

12) Instrud general education teachers to administer and use standardizect tests
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) IdeaUy 1 2 3 4 5

13) Give small group instruction in the resource room
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

14) Develop cooperative relationships with general education teachers
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) IdeaUy 1 2 3 4 5

15) Aid general education teachers in identifying handicapped students
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) IdeaUy. 1 2 3 4 5

16) Help general education teachers foster positive student attitudes
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

17) Provide evaluation of students before and after a strategy is implemented
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

18) Provide general education teachers with professiona' books and infonnation
A) Currently 1 2 3 4 5
B) Ideally 1 2 3 4 5

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERAnON.
PLEASE RETURN ALL SURVEYS IN THE POSTAGE·PAlD ENVELOPE SY

MAY 23. 1117•
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AppendixH

The Consent Form

COLLABORATIVE TEAMS SURVEY

Dear Jane Doe,

Educators working in teams ptay an important role in the lives of children with special
needs in our schooIs. To date, Iittle research has been conducted in this field in
Quebec. Yourschool is coop8I8tingwitt1 McGill University in a study investigating the
experiences of edueators that wotk as a team to include students with special needs.
Partidpants will be asked ta complete the encIosed 3O-minute survey. "'•••• note
tIJat _II ....~....." tu panlcipefe Ifyour,..", • tG be
consideredln "".SfUtIy.

Only the researchers will have access ta the raw data. Complete anonymity and
confidentiality will be maintained. No reports or data will use your name. Ta ensure
this, every survey has been given a random number that corresponds to the number
on the consent tonn. This number will represent the participants identity. These two
documents will be kept separate.

Should you wish to participate in this study, please sign the consent fann below. We
would appreciate if you could mail the completed survey in the encIosed postage­
paid envelope by Ft1d8y."y 23,1"7. Thank you in adyance foryourcooperation.
If you have any questions regarding this study, please feeI free to contact us at the
following telephone numbers: Anna (514-69S.5083) or Marta (514 .84 3599).

Anna Ssnalitro, S.Ed, Sp. Ed. certificat. Marta Utv8ck, BA.
Grade 2 Teach.r, Preville Element8ry MA. Candidate
M.Ed Candidate Dept ofEdUC8tional and Counselling Psychofogy
Dept of Educatïonal and Counselling Psychology Faculty of Education
Faculty of Eduadion McGiII Univenlily
McGili Univerlily

CONSENT FORY

__________agrees to complete the survey on the experiences of
(Print your name)

educators engaged in coUaborative teaming. 1am free to withdraw st any point

during the study.

• Date: _ Signature: _




