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" ABSTRACT o
“‘A' o | ; ’ . . o , Ty

A quesnonnarre wasldeveloped and employed wrth 43 elementary teachers '
_. located in rural Alberta school dxstncts to détfrrmne the factors mﬂuencm‘g the
: teachers- referral decrsrons The purpose of the exploratory study-was to ‘determine
rf chrld~dependent factors and chrld-mdependent factors mfluenced teachers referral _
decrsrons Data was gathered on 43 questrons upon whrch the teachers were asked -

o respond on a 5- -point erert-type scale; srxteen vrgnettes descrrbmg drffenng

s '-chrld-dependent characterrsucs upon which teachers were asked to make a referralL

: . _decrsron and two open ended questions in whrcsthe teachers were ﬁrst asked to-\_'j

.descrrbe any bamers or. facrlrtatmg factors to making referrals and secondly, to

| descnbe achild they had prevrously referred a |

| 'l'he results .provrded some.supportfor the hypothesis that both 'the child- -‘

' -depende’nt, factorsv(naturally oc,curringvchild characteristics) of gender, ethnicity,

socioecon_omic status, attractiveness, cornbined w_ith behavior and academ’ic

o achieyernent, and the child-indcpendent factors relatéd to the syst_em', the school and -

. the indivldual teacher, influencedte‘achers' refer'ral dediSions Further the results’
provided some supﬁm&for future mvesngauon rnto these factors | ‘

- Overall, the results supported the need for changf in current referral practrces |

Recornmendauons and possible alternative referral strategies are discussed briefly in

the final chapter.

o2
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE INVESTIGATION

Early ldcntiﬁcation of shccial_nccds children- has proven to be of paramount
~ importance to allow for thé carly intervention and prcvéntion of unsatisfactory
' psychologxcal emouonal and acadcmlq dcvclopmcnt. Edgmgton (1975), in her ten-
'ycar follow-up of 25 children placcd in resource rooms, concludcd that early
admmancc into the resource room was mandatory in avoiding "fa11urc to achieve"”.
Pnor to adrmttancc into any special services 1nclud1ng she'resource room progmms

and/or other hclpmg scmces in Albcrta the child, typlcally, would have to bc, '
,‘ :refcrred and assessed by spccxahsts in the area of c0nccm to dcterrmnc the veracity .}
of such a placement. - |

: In rural Alberta, direct outreach scrv1cc is hrmtcd Most small communities
- receive outrcach psychoeducanonal and spccch pathology service. Other scmccs
which can bc found within the communmcs include Mcntal Health Services, Social
':Servxccs. and Publxc Health Scrvxccs Special services found within the school are,
| usually, lxmx_ted to resource roo_m programs.

Elemcntaly classroom teachers play an integral part in facilitating the early

" identification of‘»'s'p'ecial"nceds ‘children ‘They are the primary refeﬁal-agenté of
specxal needs chlldren (Perlmutter & Parus, 1985)." Thc relationship between the

teacher and chxld is more intimate and ultcnse than w1th any other professional.

- ‘Teachers for a vanety of reasons, ( trmmng, cxpencnce, etc.), are oftcn a ‘mores

“valid and reliable referral source of specxal nccds cluldren than parcnts, commumty

-



Teachers' Referral Decisions 2

health nurses, physicians and/or soctal workcrs (Ferinden, Sherman & Linden, -
1970). Thus, a great deal more needs to be known about the factors Wthh may be
 influencing teachers' referral decisions. o

The purpose of thlS study is to cxammc from the tc‘?chcrs perspective, the
factors which they feel influence thctr referral decisions. While on thc surface itis ©
assumed that tcachcrs' referrals are typically made hascd on the observable
‘sympto'ms or characteﬁstics'displaycd by the child, there is an increasing amount of
evidence in the htcraturc that factors independent of thosc relatcd to the child may be |
' cruc:al and/or pnmary clcmcnts w1th rcgard to the initial referral decision (Ritter,
1978) Some of the factors which may be affcctmg teachcrs rcfcrral decisions and
the dynamics of the refcrral process are mvcsttgatcd in this. study 'I'hc factors
thought to be most mﬂucnnal and worthy of further mvcsugauo_n are system related
. factors, school-related factors, teacher-related factors and child-rclatcd t'actors In
| adchnon, the effects of the tcacher ] u'ammg and cxpcncncc avcragc class size, o
; lcvcl of gradcs taught and nnrnbcr of past rcfcrrals are factors Wthh may be

influencing their rcsponscs. _ o . _ . ¥

/ - Slgmﬁcance of the Problem |
Thc htcraturc rclatcd to the factors affcctmg teachers' rcfcrral dccxslons, 1t‘:
appears that thc bulk of rcscarch focuscs on what happcns aftcr the rcfcrral \(1 c.
asscssmcnt and placcmcnt) as opposed to focusmg on the prcccdmg step of what
_causcd thc rcfcrral mmally Studlcs Wthh havc mvcsngatcd teachers’ rcfcrral
dcclslons arc suggcsnvc rather than dcﬁmnvc They indicate the need for furthcr; '

extensive ,explor_anon (Algozzine, Ysseldyke & Hill, 1982).
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*zb C \ L

Factors which are entirely indepcndént of, and unrelated to the child could be

" rgsponsible for the referral or lack of it. If teachers arc'not'awarc of their

rcsponsibility to make referrals many special needs children may be overlooked. If

- teachers do not hav‘c the knowledge required to. idcntify special needs children,

many will not be rccogmzcd If thc teachers find Lhc referral form and/or proccdure
too nmc-consurmng -or comphcatcd it will contnbutc to a lack of referrals. If the
assessment. scmccs are not pcrccxved as crcdlble, teachcrs may not use them. If the

receiving services are not perceived as bcncﬁcxal, the number of referrals may

dirninish If the teacher is intimidatcd by parental contact the number of referrals

k3
-

could vary |
_ In summary, if thc solutlons to these and srmrlar kinds of problcms were
known modrﬁcanons and/or accomodatrons could possrbly be made at the system-

level school- levcl and tcachcr-lcvel to facrhtatc morc appropnatc referrals ‘The

‘ altcmanvc to undcrstandmg tcachcrs mfcrral dccrsxons is to pcrpetuate thc status

R quo'". Unfortunatcly, "status quo” results in many Spccxal needs cl'uldren not
o"

' havmg thcrr needs met and other chrldren not reqmrmg spcclal services bemg

served (Algozzmc. Ysscldyke & Hill, 1982). Both of thc aforcmcnuone‘d

'Consequcnces are unacccptablc

The rcfcrral decision is of considerable srgmﬁcancc, "Thc proces,s of makmg s

3 refcrrals is an inherently dlscreuonary act n thc - part « of tcachcrs (Pugach 1985,

" Pp. 133) In choosmg to makc a refcrral tcachcrs can anncrpate that thc referrcd

. student wrll be subsequcmly plaCcd (Algozzmc ct al 1982; Shcpard & Smrth

1983 Ysseldyke & Algozzmc, 1981 Christentenson et. al \1982) Thus, thc -
teacher, the studcnt and the systcm havc a vested interest in gc 1mt1a1 rcfenal



"~ Teachens' Referral Decisions 4

Assumptlons

1 That a rcfcnal for further assessment of a child would benefit both the
child and thc tcachcr &
2. That Elcmcntﬁry teachers are the profcssmnals w1th the most potcnnal for
= ’malqngrcfcr}’als “ : - | oy
' 3 That Elementary' school tcach;%re capable of makmg more appropriate
- referrals under a variety. of different circumstances. '

4. That factors mdependent of the child aré related to tcachcrs rcfcrral -
dccxsmns |

5. That child-relaied factors influence teachers' rcfcrral dccxslons

‘6. That Elementary school teachers will respond to the questxonnalrc honestly.

. Methodoléﬁy |

- Chapter III- describes the mcthod and proccdurcs in full detail. A briéf
~ synopsis is presented here. | | . |
A qucsuonnm:c contammg scvcn‘dlstmct séctlons was dcvclopcd from the
currcnt bQ,dy of htcraturc relatcd to teachers'’ rcfcrral dcc151ons ~Section One
contamcd qncsnons rclated to'the 1nd1v1dual rcspondcnts Scctlons Two, 'I’hrcc |
‘ 'and Four contained a total of 43 statemcnts about systcm-rclatcd school-rclatcd
| .and tcachcr-rclatcd factors. Thc rcspondcnts were asked to makc a choice based on
their feelings usmg a 5-point L1kcrt-type scalc throughout these sectlons

Sccuon Five requxrcd the rcspondems to give an unguxdcd written rcsponse |

Tcachcrs were »askcd,to hst both the factors which thcy vpcrccxvcd as barriers to
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making referrals be‘md thé_ factors ‘.Which they pcrcci\;cd ‘as facﬂitaﬁng referrals. |
Section Six wa;s comprised of sixteen vigncnes, each déscribing achild. The
respohdcnts were required to make a hypothetical referral decision. If they could
* notmake a YES/NO decision thcy were asked to list the additional mformanon thcy
~would rcqmrc to makc a rcfcrral dccxslon in a category labelled ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION

v

Secuon chcn was sxrmlar 10 Sccnon Five in that it was opcn-ended and p
rcqulrcd a wnttcn rcsponse- Thc respondents, in this section were askcdg to
,dcscnbc a child whom they had referred. - | -

" The questionnaire (Appendix A) was piloted at the Umversny of Alberta
during summcr session with pracucmg clcmcntary tcachcrs A variety of changes -
were made and mcorporated into the final versmn of thc quesuonnauc as a result of |

“the pllot., thesc are discussed in detml in Chapter I]I .

The quesuonnanc, in its revised form, was sent in Septcmbcr to, sik different .
school dxstncts for complenon Collecnon of the qucsuonnaucs was done by the
- pnnc:pal approxxmatcly two weeks after the tcachcrs recmpt of thc  questionnaire.

Chapter IV details the analysis and results of the responses.

- Definition of Terms
Alberta Educauon s categoncs of special needs chlldren encompasscs the
mentally, physxcally, and multiply handxcappcd the blmd the dcaf the bchavwrally
, 'dJSOtdered the languagc lmpmrcd and thc gl.fted Thcsc catcgones are the basxs on
‘which schools in Alberta operatc and are fundcd. '
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A room ,cquippcd.' with a variety of specialized materials is considered a

‘resource room in rural Alberta. The program in a resource room is usually

providcd by a teacher spcciﬁcally' dédicatcd to that position who offersa minimum

of three pcnods a week to qualeymg students. Thc tcachcr assigned may or may

" not have had any Spcc1al Education trammg Thc program offered is, typlcally,

part-ume with the studcnts receiving thc bulk of their mstrucuon in the rcgular, -

Y
class. . : I

Referral . - B
Baﬂcy & Harbin, 1980 defined referral appropri.atcly for the purposes of this

study, "A refcrml indicates a 51gn1ﬁcant problem that i is unlikely to be rcmcdmed

_.'wn.hout some form of addmonal mtcrvcnnon with the teacher or child",(p. 590).

This definition waszontamed as a part of the instructions on the qucsnonnmrc.
‘The term system-related factors refers to those factors which are directly ~
related to the Department of Education and/or the School District's interpretation of

the Provincial policies and gujdclinés;_ These factors aléo include those services

T coptracted 'by thé Schoql.Dis"trict (e.g. Assessment and Support Services).

School-relatedfactors. include those factors whiéh’arc unique to any pafticular

. school (e.g. the principal, the resource room program and the resource room

E

Tcachcrrelated factors refer to the téachcfsv‘knowlgdgc,‘pcrsohal attitudes and -
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- biases towards a /véaricty of variables.

leltatlons | ,
Thc gcncrahzauons Wthh can bc madc on thc basxs of thc results of thxs study
'am limited in scveral ways: - | : )
1 The populatmn samplc was hrmtcd to Elcmcnta.ry teachers. Elementarv
' tcachers were Judgcd,to be most lxkcly to make rcfcrrals (Nicholson, 1967). Thus,
generalization to a non-élémcmary teacher population must be madc with caution
- 2. The populauon samplc was also lumtcd to ‘rural teachers duc to the umquc :

_ prablcms prescntcd by thcu rclanve 1solauon from spcclahze scmccs Urban-

i 'teachers could pos51bly rcspond quxtc d1ffcrcntly to. both the systcm-rclatcd and -

school-relatcd statcmcnts
3. Al of thc cautions. accompanying the use é‘f sclf-feport invgptoﬁc$ and
s su'mlar questionnaires apphed to these results. ‘ |
| 4 Results’ may have been blascd by the. rclauonshlp of the mvcsugator as :
Specml Educauon Cgordma?or with. thc teachers, .
5. The msults were collccted from small schools located in East Central and
Ccntral Alberta. Rcsults from othcr mral Albcrta school dlstncts could be dlffcrcnt

. 0verv1ew of the Study
The rcmmndcr of the study is orgamzcd inthe followmg way: N
This chapter prowdes a summary ot' thc htcrature along two lmcs of i mqmry

whxch were. consxdered mlcvant to- tcachcrs mfcrral dec1s10ns '

- "
. .".»Ln SN
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o s
| 1. -C.hivld—depéxidcnt Factors -
_‘ - a) Ge‘nd\cr L / b). Ethnicity
ﬁ ' | c) Sociocconomic_ Status ' .d)" Attracﬁvcncss _
~ e) 'B\chavi'or' A o f AcademichAchieverhcntv-
- 2. Child-indq;cndcnt Factors | a
. é)'SySt‘cm:—rclat‘?d
| - b) School-related
¢) Teacher-related N | \ R \

The research design and procedures are discussed in detail.
The results are reported, a‘nalyiéd and interpreted in dctaﬂ '

The conclusions are presented and discuassed in relation to the information

. ‘:‘ . N . . . . . ’
presented in Chapter II.  The apparent implications related to the data gathered on .
E-N . ! : . i . .
referral practices are discussed. Recommendations for future research are

pr_OVided.
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| CHAPTER IT -
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
- ! _
Literature pertinent to the study of factors affectmg teachers' referral decisions
s reviewed in this chapter. The Introduction establishes the basis for the study and
revrews the areas of early iiennﬁcanon, the teacher as a referral agent and current
' mvcsnganons Ttus is fokowed by an in depth exatmnauon of the spec1fic areas
-~ related t_o_Ch1ld—depende_nt ‘factors and Child-independent faetors. ‘A conclnsxon is
orovided at the end of the Chapter. ) | | |
. Introductlon '
Prior to the sevennes the need for early 1dennficauon of chlldren w1th
o specral needs was recogmzed by Ieaders in the field of Specml Educanon (Dunn
.; 1963; Crulckshank 1966) In 1970 after thelr mvesngauon of the early _
1dennﬁcat10n of children.with learmng dlsablhnes Fermden, S‘nerrnan & Linden
(1970) concluded that If chlldren w1th leammg disabilities continue to attend" :
school without bemg dtagnosed and grven spec1a.l attenuon, they eventually become '
.fmstrated and develop neganve atntudes toward the learning snua-non Such anti-
} academic atntudes are. consequently carned over from grade to grade and often
result in emotlonal dxfﬁcultles S(p. 591) Lerner (1971) supports the need for, :
early identification and 1ntervennon to. prevent "1nadequate development of ego h
f,lg\cnons » (p. 242) Bradley (1975) after screemng -1, 641 children, concluded
thar‘ea%xdennﬁcanon of the leanung dxsabled is crucial and the key to a successful

& o
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educational program for thc Chlld Both thc need for and thc potcnnal benefits of
| early 1dcnuficauon have been clearly estabhshcd ‘

The literature supports that the most likely pcrson 1o make a rcfcrral is the’ a
rcgular classroom teacher. Permutter & Parus, (1983) studied a.nd compared the -
d1agnost1c pmccdurcs used by the elcmcntary schools in fourteen different school

districts. In all fourtecn districts, thc maJonty of mmal rcfcrrals were reported to

have come from teachers. They concludcd that in thcsc dlstncts teacheérs' opinions

made-up the primary dlagnostlc scrcemng dcvrcc The districts included in the _b
current mvcsugauon are very similar i in this aspcct _

Keogh ctal. (1974) point out that the analyscs of referral pattcms of chxldrcn
for psychoeducational evaluation have.clqarlyv shown that most referrals ¢ onglnatc
with classroom.tcac_:hcrs. B;ckcr & Snider (1979) concur urith Keogh ct.al; t,ha’t_, the
classroom. teacher 'hasﬂ a key role in the initial'idcnriﬁcation of spccial needs
children. Nicholvosonl,. : 19_67) in his survey of 590 Ohio school districts found rhat
73 pcrcent of a'll.r.cfcrralvs were teacher-inj\tiatcd.rcfcrral‘s‘ and that 93 percent of the
 referrals were from school pe:rsonnel (e.g. guidancs counsellors, pr_incipals. school
nurses). | o " | ‘

~In summary, the most hkcly person to makc thc refcrral thhout whrch all
‘services are precluded and the child's needs are left not met is the teacher. The
teacher "has an uncqualcd pcrspccuvc for. appraising inappropriate or deviant
bchav10rs Shc is the first professxona.l to obsérve and compare a child with his
peers over any period of time", (p. 367, Kcogh 1974).
Although the nccd for early 1dcnuficanon has bccn cstabhshcd and the

' clcmcntary classroom tcachcr appears to be a good source of referral, some tcachcrs -

koik
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.' . ' v
fall to make referrals year after year, ‘whrle other teachers consrstently make '
lnappropnate referrals The makmg of mappropnate referrals and/or the fallure to.

make appropnate referrals is a very dangcrous pracuce as research has proven

;(Ysseldyke & Algpzzme, 1981 Foster etal., 1984) Once a chrld has been referred o

the chances of placement are extremely hlgh A vanety of reasons may be'f‘
. responsrble for the dllemma faced by teachers wh_en makmg the referral decrs‘ron
(Whue&Calhoun 1987 N

Marston erkm & Deno (1984) 1nvest1gated an alternative to tradmonal

'screenmg. referr and 1dent1ﬁcauon of specral needs chrldren They list four
factors which wefe mstrumental in motxvaung their search for an altemauve Frrst

the referra bemg initially - brased due to student charactensncs (e. 8- gender

: socroeconormc tatus, physieal attracuveness) Second and thlrd the referral rate
being biased by 1nst1tunonal constramts, (e.g. amount of paper work, percelved
competence of the person recervmg the referral matenal resources, etc.), and
external pressures (e g ﬁnanc:al chma}e, state guldelmes, parental pressure etc. )
Fourth the placement—team practices-as a result of the referral bein g brased by the
information provrded by the teacher. Marston et al. contrasted a curriculum-
based n:fcrral procedure wrth the traditional teacher-referral procedure and found;
similar numbers of students referred a more equal distribution of- males and

‘females, .',hat behavior definitely influgnced t_eachers ref_erral_ decrsmns about
females, and that the traditional referrals vrere rreated'muCh differentiy than
cum'culum-based referrals Of the children referred through tradmonal procedures

" in the Marston et al. study, 51xty-four percent were labelled learmng disabled by the'

assessment team for reasons other than those stated in the learning disabilities
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.gmdehncs Thus, ths 1mt1a.l\rcferral dccxsxon is of pammount 1mportancc in light olf
its mtcnual conscqucnces |
Chnstcnson et al. (1982) speculated that studcnt and tcachcr charactcnsues
‘mtcract w1th cach othcr and othcr factors.to 1nﬂuenoc tcachcrs rcfcrral dccxsxons
Fifty- -two tcachers were askcd to Itst barncrs to and factors facilitating; the rcfcrral
process m their districts. The rcsults mdxcated that the teachers' pcrcewcd five
_ institutional constramts, orgamzauonal factors, avallablhty of scrv1ccs, hasslc,
tcachcr vanablcs, attltudmal factors and four external prcssurcs, cxtcmal agency
mﬂuenccs, fcdcral and state guxdchncs, parental pressurcs, soc10-polmcal climatc,
', as mﬂucncmg their referral dccxsxons. Unfortunately, Chnstcnson etal. (1982) d1d
not clearly report their findmgs with rcgard to the fac1htat1ng factors all thosc factors
rcportcd tcndcd to be bamcrs to rcfcrral Howcvcr it would be mtcrcstmg to .
' dlSCOVCl’ if the teachers in the current mvcsuganon express similar concerns.
The literature suggests that both cluld-dcpcndcnt and cmld-mdcpcndcnt factors
- are worthy of investigation when exammmg tcachcrs referral decisions. The

3

literature review encompasses the Child‘-depcndcn’-t variables of gcndcr, ethnicity,
socioeconornic status, physical attractivcness. bchavior and academic achievement; |
and the Chlld-mdcpcndcnt vanablcs related to the Provmcml Dcpartmcnt of
Education, the School Dlstnct thc school and the teacher. The balancc of the
Chaptcr is concerned with an extensive cxarmnauon of each of the variables and thc
t 'vcracity’ of thcir inc_lusion in the present investigation.

-

Child-dependent Variables

" "Attitudes and decisions about children have shown to be #fluenced by a wide .
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variety of child‘clxaracteristics" (Y sseldyke, '1979) The child-dependent variables

- included as a part of this study wrll be limited to those about which there continues

to be some question and/or those which appear to pred1$pose achild to refexral
| UnfortunatelNach of the chﬂd-dependent charactensucs \rev1ewed did not . - .
appear in isolation in the resgarch lxterature often cluld-dependent characteristics .
were reported as interacting with each other to produ‘ée an effect. ‘The studxes
rev1ewed were looscly grouped under specific headmgs, however, several of the

>

studles cOuld have appeared under more than one headmg

Nxcholoson, (1967) found that of the chlldren referred from 590 Ohio school

dlsmcts 69 percent were ma.le, an overall ratlo of more than two to one. Further, he -

found the ratio fairly consxstem regardless of the reason for referr%.l (e:g. acadermc ’
deficiencies, emouonal reactions, family problems) |
Jackson & Lahadem, (1967) reporting on their observations of 126 children in
four srxth grade classrooms found that gender made a d1fference in all four
classrooms but that the degree of difference varied between classrooms. Teachers

had different attimdes_toward male and female children, girls were perceived as

. more able to benefit from continued placement in the regular class. Boys, asa

[

by the number of "control messages" they received. Jackson & Lahadern conclude

: <o“p' were found to have exght to ten times more trouble with school as measured

that-the experience of gomg to school is clearly very different for boys than girls.
Brophy & Good (1970) in their study of teachers' communication of

dxfferennal expectauons for chlldren s classroom performance found that boys had
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. more verbal mteracuons wrth thclr teachers than did giris. Boys in thrs study had
, srgmﬁcantly more drsapproval contacts with teachers than did grrls The authors

' suggested that in thrs case the tcachcrs were not necessanly brased agalnst the boys
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i .

but rather that gender was mteractmg with behavior to produce the high number of o

teacher-boy contacts. _

~ Finn (1972) in hls study of teachers expectatrons and the educauonal
environment, found that the students’ gender influenced the teachers' expectations.
<. However, the differential expectanqns by tcachcrs based on gender were limited to
only Caucasian 'stude'nts. No gcnder di_stinctidns were made for' the Negro
students, indicating that in some cases gender and race may have béen interacting.

- Lietz & Gregory, (1978) studied the determinants of pupil gender and race as

‘related to referrals td the office to see the j)ﬁncipal and referrals to determine the’

need for special education. The population studied was cornposed of 416 students;
188 Blaeks,,-~2(‘)9 Caucasians, and 1§ frbm' Other Ethnic Backgrounds. Forty-six
percent ofall Blacks, 'thirry-fi\}e percent of all Caucasians and sixty-three
percent of Other Ethnic Baekgrounds were referred either to the office and/or for

educational assessment. A, more in-depth, breakdown of the figures indicated that

signiﬁcantly.mvore Blacks were referred to the office as a form of punishment for

non-performance than Caucasians when educational assessment would nave been
more appropriate. Howev_er,Li.etz &. Gregory concluded that ra.ce was not as
powerful a factor as gen.der,n "rnaleness is f_ar..morq qucal in determining
misbehavior (leading 'to. referral) than racial idemity" - 65)
Recently, Woolrich &.Bichman (lﬁ;.dﬁnvesngated teachers choice of

punishment as a function of a students' g

)

age, race, and IQ lcvel After .

-
LT
b
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suxvcymg 216 tcachcm thcy concluded that xhc students gcnder contmucs to bc a .
. potent factor mﬂucncmg teachers’ dcc151ons Much ‘severer pumshment was
mcommcnded for males than femalcs howevcr, w1thm the male group. the harshcst
' pumshmcnts were awardcd to the Caucnsmnmalcs, 'Ihcsc findings concur: w1tn
_Pollurd's (1979).that tcachcfé. are morc lik‘;’ly to maicc gcnder distinctions among
Caucasian than Black students. It was speculated that ihlcv‘rcason- for the teachers'
lack of gcnder dlstxnctlon among Blacks is that overall, less is expectcd of Blacks
mdxcaung the teachers'’ racml bias |
~— Evidence that a students' gcnder mflucnces tcachcrs rcferral dcc1sxons as well
s tcachcr :xpcctanons (Mason 1973) has connnuously emcrgcd in the research
literature throughout the past four decades. Somc of thc more rcccnt hteraturc‘
indicates that a combmauon of child-dcpendent charactcnsues may bc interacting to

- prcdlsposc achild to rcfcrral

. . N
Ethnicity (Race) .
'1

As reported in prcwously cited studlcs, ethnicity also : appears to emcrgc as a

1 factor which may be 1nﬂuenc1ng teachers" refcrral decisions. Garcia's (1982)

-

definition of ethnicity ' values, pcrcepuons, feelings, assumptions and physlcal

characteristics associated with ethnic group afﬁliation or mcmb¢g§nip"(p. 139),

‘ appcarst"'sufﬁcicnt for use in the current investigation. Garcin-cigborates and

. explains th_ut ethnicity refers to "one's sense of time and space"” which is also
_rclcv_ant to the ethnic groups being investigated.

) Stuciios"of € in the United:Stat,cs will be included in this section; howeycr,

caution must be usé¥in géneralizing American results regarding Blacks, Mexican-

sy .
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K
. Americans or Hispanic to Canadian minority populations, ‘particularly. because of
their respective. hlstoncal backgrounds The {tLudu:s are included only to support

thc premise that cthmcny may bc a factor currently mﬂucncmg rural Alberta

' tcachgrs referral decisions. The reader must also keep in mind that referrals donot .~

- necessarily indicate bias against a group; rcfctljgls couid.al_So be considered as bias
in favor of a group so that its members receive ‘thc_seﬁriécs .thcy require to perform
successfully, (Toblas & Zibrin, 1983)

Zucker & Prieto, (1977) studlcd teacher blas in the making of cducatlonal
decisions. The two vanab_les of gender and cthmclty were pr_cscntcd to 280

" teachers in the form of identical casé studiés. Etﬁnicity_’ih this study was limited to
Mexican-Amcrican children‘. Gcndgr was vnot fpund to be a dctérmining" factor

| which 'iﬁﬂucnccd the teachers’ hypothetical dcéisions to place a child, nor was

| gcndcr mtcracung wnh ethnicity found to be a détémﬁning factor. Ethniéity alone

appcared tot%c the pnmc factor leading to thc dlffcrcnual treatment-and placcmcnt of

studcnts Tcachers mdlcatcd that Mcx1can-Amcr1can chlldrcn would benefit from N

special class placement while Caucasian ch;ldrcn wuh the same case histories could
remain in the rcgulaf class. o _ | |
Tucker, (1980) conductcci a longitudinal study over cigkht_y‘gars of fifty school
districts involving a student population of approximately 40,600 ghild;'cn. He
proposes and his statistics support that, as classes for the learning disabled became
avaﬂablc, m addition to spccml classcs for the mentally handicapped, the proportxon
of Blacks and Mexican-Americans ﬁlhng these classes was mordmatcly high in
comparison to Caucasians. He concludes that the legislation, aimed at controlling

racial discrimination with respect to special class placements as a result of cthhicity,
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has not decreased the numbers of minority group children in specialiclasses 'He
proposes that the schools have merely found an alternate placement in the classes
~for the learning drsabled for children towards which they are ethnically b1ased
Rubovits & Maehr (1973) in an often quoted study, found that teacher%
| exhrbxted a negative pattern of i 1nteracnon towards Black students, even though the
tudents had been placed ina gifted class. In this study, Black students were gwen
less attenuon 1gnored more, pratsed less and criticized more than Caucasrans The
students in this study definitely suffered the effects of teacher bias due to thelr
ethmcrty ]

Toblas et al. (1982) in their survey of 199 teachers of varying backgrounds

found no dxfferences in referral recommendations which could be solely attnbuted

-~ .

to the _students ethmcrty as presented in a case study. They did, however,
_ | conclude that teachers’ were more likely to 'refer children of ethnic backgrounds
.' other than their own. Ina follow-up study conducted the following year Tobias &
Zibrin (1983) were unable torephcate their previous findings. This study included
362 teachers who were asked 1f they would refer a ten-year old boy/girl, who was
two years below grade level and had g variety of behavroral dxfficultles. In this
study no differences attributable to students’ gender or ethnicity alone were
evrdenced However, the teachers' ethmcxty mteractmg with the students’ gender
.appeared to be a significant factor. Black and Caucasxan teachers recommended
R more males for referral and Hispanic teachers recommended more females.
Giesbrecht & Routh (1979) researched the effects of cumulauve folder
information on teachers referrals of low-achrevmg chxldren One-hundred and four'

' Elementary teachers examined the folders The results 1nd1cated an interaction
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between ethmcxty and parents’ cducatton Blacks with well-educated parcnts

>

- were consxdcred less in need- of rcfcrral than Caucasxans of wcll-cducatcd parcnts o

Children w1th negative behav;oral commments were also considered more in nccd of
rcfcrral." The authors concluded that while the assessment personnel perceive a
- referral and subsequent placetncnt of a child as bcncﬁcial to the child the teachers,
perhaps, tend to consider a referral and subscqucnt placement as a means of :
' rcmovmg the ch11d from their classroom
Argulcw1tz & Sanchcz (1983) ‘examined the referral rates over two years

. from a school populauon of 9,950 elementary students. Their study was aimed at’ i
determining whether a soclocconormc and/or ethnicity bias existed i in, (a) tcachcrs s
rcfcn'als, and (b) placcntent decxsmns ' Their ﬂndmgs suggcstcd that tcachcrs
referred significantly hxghcr proportions of chxldxcn wuh low socioeconomic status
from non-Enghsh spcakmg backgrounds Argulewwz (19§3) in a subscqucnt ’
article claims that, in. fact, the assessment team modcratcd the effect of the teachers' ‘
‘referrals and prcvcntcd many children from being rmsplaccd due to teacher bias
related to cthmc1ty and its 1nteract10n with socioeconomic status.

Richmond & Waits, (1978) analyzcd 335 pupil referrals made by classroom
teachers in tltc’ir inycstigation to determine thci ki'nds._ of problems teachers'
perceived as warranting a referral. Of the 335 studcnts referred sixty pcrcént wctc
Caucasian and forty percent were Black, this ﬁndmg was uncxpcctcd as it reflected
a higher pcrccntagc of Black referrals than would be indicated from the pcrccntagcs _
represented in the populanon. Fewer Caucasian females were referred than
cxpectcd indicating a possible bias of ethnicity. Of the cks referred a statistically .
significant hlgh number of males were referred for bchaxig}'ml problems as opposed
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to academic problems whrch suggcsts that ethmctty gender and‘ be‘hzg%rior may be

interacting to produce refen'als. In this study the students socloeconormc Staﬂl(;;ﬁ
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Gretnbaum, (1985) comparing the commumcatmn pattems of I\i‘auye chﬂdren.

in elementary classrooms to that of Anglo chlldren found sxgmﬁcant drﬁe;ences‘fn ’
behavxor and communication. Native children mterrupted the’ tcac"}a gézigre ten o

\-.,

and spent more. time gazmg at pcers when the teacher. was talkua :
Caucasian chxldrcn Grecnbaum speculates that teachers’ may pc percex itk .' »
students as mattennve, lacomc and dull- witted,” percepnons whxch often lead a
teacher to refer students. . : B o

~ - In one of the few Canadian studieszinvOl\iing" ethnicity, Herbert et al. (1984)

- found that teachcrs-m-trammg were most powerfully mﬂuenced b( the combmauon

of gender and ethmcxty The study conducted i in Saskatchewan, mcluded 160

- teachers-in-training who ‘were asked to make a hypothetlcal placement decision

‘based ona psychoeducatxonal report of a Native and non-Nanve chﬂd Caucasian

femalcs and Native male students were rated as 51gmﬁcant1y less hkely to be
Learmng Disabled than Caucasian male students. Caucasian female students
presennng behavroral problems were rated as srgmﬁcantly less likely to be
appropnately classxﬁed as mentally retarded than Natlve male students thh

academic problems. These ﬁndmgs and others (e.g. Hetmngway- and Hutchinson,

1983) indicate a teacher bias towards Native children which may be unique to

Western Canada. ‘ 3 ’ -
Overall, the literature appears to support' the further investigation of ethnicity

and its effects on teachers' referral decisions.
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- Aftractiveness
Salvia et val.,'_(1_977).»invosltigatcd: attféctiy‘cncos ’as rclaicd to school
: abhicvcuicm_. They concloded mat__teaohcto hold diffomnt oxpectan'cics for attractive -
and uhattrootivo children. Attractive children, in general, received higher report @
.card_r_narks from teachers. When the effcots of achievement were oohtrollod

attractive children were still awarded significantly higher marks by their teachérs.
N . CE
- ’The data md1catcd that a teacher bias towards attractive and against unattractive
»

. chﬂc;ren may ‘have been operating even after 180 days or an entire school year. ) ;
| Chffci(t}ggz Walster, (1973) dc51gncd an cxpcnmcnt to determine the effect of b
: studcnts physxcal attracnvcncss on tcachcrs expectations of the studcnts
mtcllaectual and soc1a1 bchaylor. A package, containing a photograph. report card
‘ and letter explgining the §tud’y was circulated to 404 Elomcntafy school tcacvhcrs.
The ’tcachcrs' responscs: indicatcd that attractive children have a distinct advantage
over unatifactivé children due to teacher bias. Attractivc ohildrcn were t_hought to
possess higher intelligence, higher educational potential ahd to have better peer <
‘ rclo.ﬁons than unattractive children. The gender of the student did no‘t affect the
tcachcrs pcrccpuon of mtclllgcnce, nor did gender and attractiveness interact to
: producc any cffcct Anxacuvcncss alone appeared to be biasing the tcachcrs
' ]udgmcnts The authors suggest that the results of this cxpcnmcnt be ma.dc avaxlablc

to parcnts to enabIc them to use this particular teacher bias to thcxr chlldrcn s

’ \

advantage. _
Ross & Salvia, (1975) investigated attractiveness as a biasing. faoior in teacher
judgments. The study included 76 experienced Elementary t_cachérs 1in siktccn

R o
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diffcrén; sChools' eir ﬁnaings» rcgar'ding‘ '.gcndcr and gender interacting with

: thosc of Chfford & Wa.lstcr (1973), neither was of any

attracnvencss conf

- slgmﬁcancc in teachers' Judgmcnts Howcvcr' the tcachcrs, clearly, felt that thc

unattractive chxldren had lower mtcllcctual funcuonmg, would cxpencncc more
dxfﬁculty with pccr rclauonshxps would be lower-achieving children and would be
more appropnatcly placed in spccxal classcs than their more amacn% peers. . |

Adarqs & Cohen, (1974) investigated children's physical appearance and.‘

. interpersonal characteristics and their affects on teachers. They concluded that,

’ initia.ll&. the children's physical appearance had a greater influence on student-

teacher interactions than did their interpersonal skills. N

A studcnt's physical appearance and/or attractiveness app&s'to be a factor

" which has. mﬂucnccd tcachcrs dccmons in the past. Part of the current

investigation will attempt to- dctcrmmc if tcachcr bias regarding anracnvcncss 1s

related to their referral decisions.

- Rist, (1970) studlcd the relationship of tcachers expectatlons of potcnual.

~ academi¢ performarice to the socioeconomic status of students. He found that

tcachcrs actively discriminated agamst chxldrcn of lower socioeconomic status.
These children were 1gnored morc, taught less, pumshcd mom and scgrcgatcd both |

acadetmcally and soc1ally from the children of higher socweconomlc status. He

- found that teachers assumcd the hlghc: the chlld's socxocconormc status the hlgher
“his/her mtclhgcncc The children observed in hxs study were, m{gﬂrmcd in

_numerous 'ways of their low_cr.status-and were ‘socialized for a role of lower self-
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cxpccmﬁqﬁs" (p. 449).
Bergan & Smith, (1966) ‘c&xductcd a study of the ;ffccts’ of socioeconomic
.. _status and gender 6n t:,\achcrs Judgmcnts chcnty-*two Elementary teachers were
askcd to complctc a qucsuonnaxrc rating the a%butcs of a studént who had bccn
described. Bergan & Smith found no dxffcrenc:s bascd on gcndcr The child's
'socxocconoqnc status appeared to be thc_ important vanablc in determining teachers’
judgmcntsx of studcnt competence. Fuffher they found that mcntiilly- handicappcd
. studcnts of lower socioeconomic status were rcfcrrcd for assessment while mentally
handlcappcd studcnts of hlgh socxocconormc status were not. rcfcrrcd Their
~ findings suggcst that tcachcrs were more w1111ng to teach chnld.rcn of high
socioeconomic status and perceive a rcfcr;al as a first s.tcp in the removal of a child.
A from their class. : |
| Necr et al (1973) linked soc10cc§nomxc blas to the dxagnosm of mcmal,
retardation. Case studies of chxldrcn were prcscntcd to 31 school psychologists and
although thcrc were no apparcnt differences between. thc d1agnosxs of the studcnts
- of mlddlc and ‘high socioeconomic status, students of low socioeconomic status
were 51gruﬁcantly more likely to be diagnosed as mentally rctaxde% o |
| Rubin et al. (1973) reviewed the factors affecting special class pl_abcmcnt. The
students’ infelligcnce did not appear to be a deciding factor which influenced
students' placement in special classcs.’- Children with average intéiligcncc'wcrc
found in spccml class placements. In this study, low socioeconomic status was thé
- only factor Which differentiated between the children placed in special classes and
| thésc retained in the regular stream, even whén achievement was held constant.

Rubin et al.éommcntcd that the "environmental circumstances in which the pupil



ﬁnds hlmsclf n1ay be of at least cqual importancc in determining cducz;ztion:al
_ placcmcnt" (p 297) as either his mtclhgcncc and/or lcvcl of achxcvemem_ -

| Moms& et al (1985) in their dlscussmn of system 1dcnt1ﬁcanon of learning

dasablcd children suggest that "lack of ﬁt" between children and their rcspccuve

[

socxal groups may . hcav1ly comnbutc to the likelihood of thc1r referral and

' subscqucnt rcmoval from class. Howevcr as Kavale (1980) states, the child of _

- lowcr soclocconomlc status w1ll not in all hkehhood be rcmovcd to a class for the

lcarmng disabled but rather will be placed in a class for the mcntally handxcappcd or’

thc behav1orally dlsordcrcd “Kavale claims that very few children of lowcr

socxoeconormc status can be found in classes for the learning disabled, "the learmng

A,

disablcd'chxld of lower class is ignored in favor of the middle-class learning

disabled child", (p.110). ~. R

) Kealy & McLeod, (1976) investigated the relationship between lsociocconom‘ic ‘

"~ status'and children diagnosed as learning disabled. ‘The study was conducted in
Wcstch Canada with a population of 333 clcmcntnry students. - Th@gir findings

indicated that children of lower socioeconomic status had less chance of being
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d1agnoscd as lcarmng dxsablcd w%& was similar to American findings. The |

authors concludc that assessment tcams%must guamd against the prc-;udgcmcnt that

low achxcvcrs in the mncr city are common retardates while their cousins in

suburban areas are learning disabled”, (p.66).

<4

. Keogh et al., (1974) found a difference in teachcrs' referral patterns while

~:ancsnganng teachers' pcrccpuons of cducatxonally, high risk studcnts.?; ZI‘cachers

placed in schools with populations of lower socioeconomic status made more’

3

" referrals than teachers placed in schools with populations of middle or high
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socioeconomic status. The authors concluded that children of lower socioeconomic ’

status are more likely to be referred for assessment than children with higher status. -
_ The variety of studies found in the literature rcgérding the relationship of
A ocmcconormc status to special nceds children support the' prcrmsc that a student's

socmeconormc status may be influencing teachers' referral decisions.

- Behavi
Nicholson (1967) in his sufvey of 590 school distn'ct's referrals found that of

all thc children referred the majonty were referred for behavior related concerns.

~ Students' behavior appears tobe a very powerful variable related to the pr%b"nmhty

of referral for further asscssmcnt Nlcholson concluded that both bchavxor and

C L . r
- gender, sixty-nine percent of the referrals were malc, influenced teachers .rral

o dcmsxons

RS Rubm & Balow (1971) conducted a longitudinal study focused on lcarmng
and béhav-i'or djsordcrs The study included 967 elementary chxldrcn Their
ﬁr\ldirigs suggcsted:that 'schools and teachers are oriented to.a narrow band of
e)gpcctcd pupil Bchav1qrs",(p. 296). Pupils found~tb be ou;sxdc of. the band of

- "_cipccféd behaviors were perceived by teachers as requiring special attention”

 unavailable in the regular class and were thcféfprc more often referred.

Robbins, Mgrc'cr, & Meyers (1967) examined the rc_fcrréls for Central Offféc
assistance. The study took place over one year, during which time 1,231 referrals
were made. Neither gender NoT socioeconomic status appeared to be factors.'“,'l,'_ﬁc

‘rate of referral for problem behaviors was highcr than for ah_y other reason and.

accourted for forty percent of all referrals. Of the prol:,)lc'm behaviors, ac_tiné-out

Fa
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s T

! bchnviors presented as the most ﬁcduent reason for referral.

Hutton (1985) rcvxcwod the reasons given by tcachers for their referrals.
Nonc of - thc ﬁvc school distriets which employed the tcachers had then' own full
umc psychologxst Of the 215 referrals rccctvcd 74 perccnt were boys and 60
pcrccnt were: Caucasmn, nclthcr of these findings were uncxpccted Thc majonty

of the reasons glvcn by thc tcachcrs for refcrral were bchavxoral rathcr thaﬂ'

v /D
‘acadcrmc. - ’ . f

\

Schlosser & Algozzinc (1979) attempted to dctcrminc whether teachers found

a dtffcrcncc bascd on thc child's gcndcr related to dlsruptlvc behavmr They found . -

that thosc bchavxors more charactcrlsuc of boys werc viewed as more bothcrsomc
by most teachers than were the bchawors charactcnsnc of glrls Thus, the authors

suggested an mtcmcuon hctwccn gcndcr and behavior whx_ch may cause a teacher to

 refer disruptive boys as opposcd.to girls.

LaVoie & Adams (1_-974) _invcstigatcd the effects of physical attractivcness,
“ gender, and conduct of a child on teacher expectations. Four-hundred and four

Elementary school teachers received a student pfogrcss report ‘with a color-

’ photograph of the child. Their findings indicatcd‘ thut the teachers were influenced

‘more by the conduct level of the child than the chlld's physmal attractiveness. Poor
conduct girls were ratcd as more intelligent than passive quiet glrls The passive
glrl was ot viewed as possessing the intellectual capacity of the g1r1 who was more
‘*asscmvc -and less sclf-controlhng Howcvcr the good conduct student of clther-‘,,

gcndcr was found to be valucd rewarded htghly, and treated dxfferennally, by the -

tcachers Thc authors concludcd that while the teachers' initial cvalua __‘n v&as L

-
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' as teachers mteract with students over a period of time such factors as conduct
become more mfluenual in teacher evaluation because these factors are given greater
WClght in the teachers cogmuve system" (p-130).

" Coleman & Gilliam (1983) surveyed 139 teachers attitudes towards a variety

of student behaviors. Th‘ey found that different types of behavior were

dlfferenually disturbing to teachers The teachers' least negative attitudc' was

towards thosc chlldrén who were expenencmg difficulty 1nteracnng with peers.

The teachers most negative atTude y,as towards children who because of their

behaviors requrred an excess of teacher time and energy. Children who dld not

require the tcachers ume or energfﬁ&ere either v1ewed poSmVely or 1nd1ffcrcntly by .

the teachers Thesc ﬁndlngs indicated that teachers do not want to deal wuh :

oma—’

- children with. behavior problems and - these are the children most likely to be

o referred

Mornson et al. (1985) revrewmg the literature related to refcrrals of 1carmng

. dlsabled chlld.ren found behavror hlghly related to referral “They suggested that

learmng dlsablcd chzldren often have behavror and attention dtfficulnes whtch are - ° |

. pnmanly responsxble for the refexral W to ‘the teachers' rccog‘r’hnon of the
Ch.lld suffering from a potential learning drgbxhty

The repomng of behav1or problems by teachers is common. Ysscldyke et al.—

. (1982) surveyed 105 tcachers, each of who had recently. referred an elementary

student. Analysis of thc rcsponses to his survey indrcated that teachers offer

general, highly vanablc “and subjective reasons for initiating referrals, and in a .

majonty of cases the dec1d1ng factor to make the refcrral was related to the ch11d s
behavior, and the referral was made with the mtcnuon of excluding thc,phxld.
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~ Behavior may be one of the prirrtary reasons influencirg teachers' referral

decisions. A review of the literature supports its inclusio} for further investigation.

\cademic_Achi
A students' academic achievement, although included -in many of the

previously cited studies, does not often appear to be influencing teachers' referral

dec151ons (e. g ‘Robbins et al., 1967). Ysseldyke et al. (1982) found no dlfference :

on psycho metric measures between those children classrﬁed as learmn« disabled -

~and those classified as low achlevers, they concluded that factors other than

o ach_1evement are responsible for the classification and/or rmsclasslﬁcanon of most

‘students. »
Helton & Qakland's (1977) study d1d lend. sorne support for the lnclusxon of
academxc achxevement when mvestlgatmg factors affectmg teachers' referral
decrslons In thelr investigation of teachers' attltud\iial responscs to differing
- charactenstlcs of elementa.ry school students, they found that both gender and
academic abrhty were factors mﬂuencmg the teachers They concluded that the
.child-depenclent characteristics of personality, ability, and gender were clearly
related to differing teacher attituclcs. - i :

Chnstenson et al (1982) found that teachers' referrals for academrc problems

' were subject to a bxasmg mﬂuence of student behav1or If the student was well

behaved he/she was less likely to be referred.
In a more recent study, Pugach (1985) 1nvest1gatmg the hrmtanons of thc
xmplementauon of federal Specral Educatlon policy in the Umted States found that

teachers used the referral process to meet a wide vanety of purposes. Fifty-four

)
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percent of the tcachcrs referred children for the purpose of securing complcmcntary

instruction and wisked to rctam primary responsibility for thc stuacnts program.

Slxty-onc perccnt of Elementary teachers were concerned that Lhe student showed
normal or abovc ability but their achxevcmcnt was bclow potential. All Elemcntary

tcachcrs in the study cited an area of academic concern when making the 1nmal

referral, although the teacher rarcly substanti‘ated the academic weakness with '

objective material.- In a follow-up interview with a nu:'mbcr of the teachers, Pugach

found that teachers reported referring students for multiple rather than single

ovcrn'ding reasons. It is possible, that teachers' bclic@é%ﬁht thé child's academic

dlfﬁculm:s ar§ the classroom teachers' rcspon31b1hty and fccl compctcnt m mccnng v

these needs unless thc chxld has addmonal difficulties. c %

A review of the litcr”aturc -’sgggcsts that a vancty of chilﬂ-dcpcndcnt
characfcristics appear to be influential with regard to teachers’ ”'attitud'cs;and
dscisions (_Matusick & Oal;la_nd,( -1?79). Coleman & Gillam (1973) found "The
litcx"aturc replete with studies démonstrating that naturally 'i;ccurring g studcm
characteristics often tngger probahs'ac expcctanons or bias in teachers", (p 121).

vadcncc to substantlate whcthcr or not the charactcnsucs of gcndcr cthmcxty,

amactlvencss, somocconomlc status, behavior and/or academic achlcvcmcnt dlrcctly ;

Fih g

influence a teachers’ rcfcrral decision was mconcluswc Thc mcluswn of a vancty .

child- dcpcndcnt charactcnsucs for further investigation as potcnnal factors -

mﬂucncmg tcachcrs referral dcc1s1ons appﬁrs to be both necessary and
7.

appropriate. ) ,' S L ‘
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. ' Child-indépehdent Variables

Studies (c g Chnstcnson et al., 1982) cxarnincd . indicate . that
| chlld-mdepcndcnt vanalﬁcs may be significant with regards to decxsro;%é\made by
tcachcrs to rcfcr and/or not rcfcr a child for further asscssment Thesc vanables fall
irfde thrcc categoncs The first set of variables rclascs to the currcnt "state of thc art"

of Special Educauon as rcflcctcd m the Provrncxal Dcp_artmcnt of Education's
policies, guidelines and fundiagﬂ' ’pﬁcticcs. The second set of variables relates to
those unique to any one school and the services available within that particular

building. The th1rd set of vanablcs relatcs to the teacher as an individual. Each set

.of vanabics 1is dlscusscd in detail.

System-related Factors
Kavale & Nye (1981) after rcvicWing 307 rascarch studies concluded that the
research literature reflects a lack of conscrrsus rc'g'ardin‘g standard identification
criteria. Tucker et al. (1983) after surveying experts in the field of learning

dxsabllmcs concluded that part of the dlfﬁculty teachcrs have in makmg referral

decisions is rclatcd to the difficulty cxpcrts havc dcﬁmng learmng drsabllmes o

o Ysscldykc etal's (1982) findings were smular, although a definition and criteria
might exist which describe a special needs student; Ysseldyke et al. found that forty
percent of the studcnts wcrc rrusscla551ﬁcd Shepard & Smith (1983) found 51xty
percent of the children classxfied as lcarmng disabled in Colorado failed to mcct
Colorado State s definition of lcarmng disabled. Morrison et al. (1985) suggcst

‘extreme c,auu(% when gcne_rahzmg and interpreting results from any system
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identified special needs children. Theif findings suggest that a studont is often
cla531ﬁed as havmg SpCCIal needs ona variable and mconsxstcnt basis whnch was
more often thap not relatcd to sxtuauonal as opposcd to studcnt-rclatcd factors
WllSOPKngs) found dmgnosxs and placcmcnt decisions to be inconsistent. Let it

suffice to say that, the current state of knowledge with respect to special needs

categorics :ib'ohnds with divcrsity,ﬁ\thcthcr %%s dxvcrsxty is reflcctcd in Alberta
Educanon s pohcy and guidelines reqmrcs clarification.

~ + - Alberta Education has the legislated mandatc to administer the provision of
cducauon.m thc Provmcc of Alberta. Itis chargcd with thc - responsibility of
lcadersh1p in’ thc area of cducanon and as a rcsuf&»gcneratcs pohcxcs, guidelines and

procedures which individual school- d15tncts are requn'cd to mtcrprct and implement

in order to maintain prov1nc1al fundmg Spcc1a1 cdupanon is block funded on a flat

" o

per pupil rate. L v
In a recent publication, "Program Adcquacy in Spcc1al Educatlon" (1987) ten-
different categories of spcc1a1 needs are listed, these include: "deafness, blindness,
physxcal dlsablhty, multiple dxsablhnes, severe cxprcssxvc and/or rcccpuvc lan guagc
delay, scverc bchav1oral dlsorder, mlld mental retardation, moderate mcntal
rctardatlon severe mental retardation, glfted and talcntcd" (p. 4) Although thc, :
. term learning disabled does not appear as a distinct catcgory, the lcarmng disabled
.. tend to be found in several of the aforementioned categories. Albcrta Educanon
. therefore, has skmcd the definitional issue andtntona confusion presented in the
‘fcscarch literatnrc-by implying'a common nndcfstanding of each of the special
nccds categories. o - ¢

In thc "S‘pcaal Educanon Manual" (1987) 1t is statcd that "school boards are

i e - T.....-- - - Teachers" Referral Decisions - 30- --———--
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rcsponsiblc for: (a) identification, assessment and placement of exceptional

" students; (b) dcvcl'opmcnt and. implementation of Individualized Program Plans

(IPP) ..." (p. 3). While _Albcrta Education's intent is, doubtless, to protect and
provide for its students, their policies may have an unprcdjctable influence on
teachers’ rcfcrral decisions. ‘ » I .

The Admxmstratxon -and Opcrauon of Programs section states that formal
referral proccd'urcsaa{; necessary, that referrals be made on the basis of test results

e

and that signed parental permission is a prerequisite to the actual referral. As the

. "Special Education Manual” is a relatively recent publication, the extent of

implcmentation'of its policies by school districts is yet undetermined, however;
some relevant research rcgardmg the policies exists.

Algozzine et al. (1982) point out, "Deﬁnmons and criteria that serve as the
idcnﬁﬁgadoMclassiﬁcatiqn/plac‘cmcnt decisions are loosely conceived and often-

difficult to operationalize; more often than not; they arc arbitrary 'standards’ with

 political and economic implications” (p.331). ‘Thurlow: et al. (1984) found

disturbing support for this quotation. Thurlow et al. (19845 suivéycd 118 Special

Edudation teachers from 36 states, the teachers were asked to describe the criteria

~ used to plgce studcnis :in their classrooms.  The results of the study indicated that

forty percent of the t;achcrs working with the students did not know hovs.' it was
(e.g. thc criteria used) that the studcnts wcre placcd(}h\eu' classes. If the teachers
tcachmg the Special Education classes are unsure of the entrance criteria the teachers
referring the children may be equally unsure as to what constitutes an appropriate

rcfcrral.

However, the teachers' decision to refer a student continues to, be the pivotal

e
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pomt of the identification proccss, (Schlosscr 1979). Pugach (1985) found that
' teachers rcportcdly used the referral proccss to meet a variety of purposcs ﬁfty -four

percent wished to secure complementary instruction, nineteen percent Wantcd
additional mfoﬁ?auon to aid in their planning and twenty-seven perunt made
referrals wn.h the intent of excluding the referred student from further classroom_
instruction. .Furthermore, she found that some teachers only used the referral
process for students at the extremes while other teachers referred late in the school
year to indicate to upcorning teachers that the student was experiencing difficulty.
Thurlow"_& Ysseldyke (1982) described the current situation as one in which
students are rcfcrredi"-ij;;incroasing numbers often for reasons less to do with thc

students' classroom functioning than the teacher, school-system and other.

-variables.

Graden et al.(1985) recognizcd the dilemma facing thc regular classroofn
teacher regarding rcfcrrals Thcy successfully designed and implemented a modcl
of prcrcferral mtcrvcnuon to reduce mappropnatc referrals for tesfing. Thcy found
that prxor to their intervention thc rcferrals rccclvcd from teachers appeared | to rcﬂcct
system-level and school-level problerns In contrast “Alberta Education appcars to
have chosen a referral process based on standardized testing.

The resource room program model is the most widely used délivcry system in

' North America (f-'ricnd & McNutt, 1987) and in Alberta. Sabatino (1971) lends his

support to this model claiming that the special needs childrcn in his study benefited

from this altcmatc form of education. Sindelar & Dcno (1978) reviewed seventeen

. studies of resource room programs and their effects. Their ﬁndmgs mdlcatc that the

academic achxcvcmcnt of the children in these programs 1mprovcd Somc rcscarch
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in fhc' Eighties draws different conclusions (Adelman.& Taylor; Ito, 1980).
McNutt & Friend (1985) studied the status of the resource room model. Most
' of the rc.sourcc room programs were muiticatcgorical, and few specifications
concerning the scrviccs offcrcd through resource roorn programs existed. A
majomy of teachers runnmg thc resource room programs had no JOb dcscnpnon
Ata systcms level no information appearcd to exist rclatcd toa pcr pup11 cost of
FesSource room programs. McNutt & Friend concluded that thcre isa tremendous
Iamount of vagucness surrounding the resource room teacher and program.
Reynolds et al. (1987) call for an entire restructuring of Special Education,
- beginning with the referral which they found, because of bthc time and energy
devoted to the determination of eligibility, an especially costly and ineffective use of
- resources. Alberta Education neither supports nor denounces the use of the
resource room model, nor does it specify cntcna é;oﬂ%;ngrancc but leaves these
decisions to the discretion of 1ocal school districts. »
. Alberta Educauog does require the’ developmcnt and 1mp1ementauon of -
! Ind1v1duahzcd Program Plans (IPPs). Mcyan & Moran (1979) studied the effects
of the Individualized Educational Plan (IEP) process on teachers’ rcferrals They
found a significant drop in the referral rate took place because of teacher reluctance
to get involved in the [EP process. K |
In a two-year follow-up,snid‘y" on teachers' attitudes towards IEI;‘s,:Morgan &
tho;de (1980)_surveyed 275 teachers. Both in 1978 and 1980 they found that .
.tcachcrs had a moderately ncgauvc attitude towards IEP's and found theri too time -
consuming. On the whole, teachers did not view the IEP as "a guide to facilitate the

planning, delivery and evaluation of instruction to exceptional children” (Morgan & .

-

. °
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Rhode, 19‘80, p. 66) but rather as an administrative task which was somewhat

irrelevant to the child's instruction. Thus, it appears reasonable to speculate that if a

teacher suspects that by making a referral he/she will have to become involved in |

the IEP process, a time consuming process with little perceived benefit for the -

teacher or child, fewer réfcrrals may be made. |

In a more recent study, Dtidléy-Marlins (1985) further irjvcstigxa)tcd tcachcfsf
pcrccpiions of the usefulness of IEP's. His study’in/jcludcd 150 Elementary and
sccondary teachers. located in both rural and urban ﬁreas. Overall, the teachers’
perceived the IEP process as "fostering interdisciplinary planning" but felt that it
was probably not worth the effort. He concluded that the IEP has failed to become
'a document that influences the child's prdgram ona day-tofday basis.l_

In summary, Alberta Education's current policies may well include factors

which affect teachers' referral decisions. School district's implementation of these - ‘

policies may further influence the classroom teacher. An attempt will be made in
this study to gather information related to teachers' knowledge of and/or rcaction§

to these new policies.

School-Level_Fattors |
Thc ‘_.i:iféramrc appears to support the prémisc that some factors affccting’
teachers’ referral decisions are school related. Factors reviewed in this scctior.{‘
include the principal's attitude, teacher cdopcratio'n, ana other schdél ‘based
influences. L _ .
Robbins et al; ’(1967) studied the referral rates among schools inkonc_
California district. They foﬁnddhat the principal's attitude tb.»ﬂvards referrals

3
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“accounted for the variability in numbers of referrals from the rcsﬁectivc schools.
Additionally, they found an interaction between the size of the school and school
psychologlsts time; the largcr the school and the more psychologist's time: the
hlghc'r the rcfcrral rate. Thus, it appears that child-independent factors Were
rcspon51blc for the differences in rcfcrral rates. Their findings suggested that
children might not ha?cAbccn referred -t'o; reasons related to the princjp?l's
personality and the school disﬁct_'s €CONomics. |

Goupil & Brunct (1984) investigating attitudes and behaviors iowards
mamstrcammg found that the school principal was an extremely xmportant person in
the process of referral. His attitude towards children with special necds had a direct
influence on ;cachcrs' referral patterns. One suggestion presentcd as a result of the -

. study was that teachers be permitted to refer stlldcnts directly to psychologists.
Legislation in Alberta réquircs that the priﬁcipal have prior knowledge fgc;f any
referral made to specialists, with the only exception being related to cases of
suspected abuse. .

Another factbi' influencing tcachers“rcferral decisions might be the?c\?:s’ﬁltaint
consequences of the rcfcrral whlch in most cases is a Special Education placement
(Ysseldyke et al., 1983) The tcachcr may be faced with bcmg involved with other
teachers and/or members of an mtcrd.lscxplmary tcam as a result of the referral.

: In‘;b study E:o’nd}iqtcd by .'Finc_ (1967), the findings indi;:a:téd that Special
| Education teachers wcx;é-'lcss éciadcmically demanding than regular class teachers.
The Spccial_ Education tc_gél‘ul:'rsin his study tended to place more éinbhasis on the
stug:: pcrsbnal and so¢xal a&j’ﬁétmqm than did‘ihc regular class teachers.

gu

Regular-class and Special class teachers were not in agreement regarding
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instructional priorities.

Heffernan (19“'83) found that pc}:ccptions of thc resource room tcachc_rs',rplc'
held by different school personnel differed significantly. Thc principals classroom'
teachers and resource room teachers all pcrccxvcd the role of the resource room

- teacher differently. In addition, she found conflict between the resource Cr)oom and
classroom tcachcrs rcgarding planning and organi;ation of the student's

instructional program. .

Margaht & Malrance (1983) found that the lcvcls of interaction between
classroom teachers and resource room teachers werg “positively related to the overall

' xxnprovcmcnt of the children. In a later study, Margaht (1985) found that the

perceptions of the resource roqm teacher and thc crcdtbthty of the program offered

were both significant factors with rcspcct to thc classroom teachers' attitudgs. She

concludes that commumcanon and coopcraﬁbn bctwccn thc resource room teacher

and regular classroom teacher directly affccts thc child's academic progress. She

-

~ suggested that school systems consider personality factors when hiring resource
room teachers. | '
Chnstcnson et al. (1982) investigated the msntunonal constramts and external
prcssures mﬂ‘ucncmg tcachcrs referral decisions. A variéty of factors appeared to
. be mgmﬁcant including; the perceived compctcncc of the pcrson receiving the
.. referral, the kind of referral form used, the amount of pancr work involved, the .
.:'tcacncrs' attitudcs and the tcachcrs' theoretical beliefs. ‘They. concluded that -
‘- teachers' rcfcrral dcclslons for academic problems are subject to a biasing influence
of student- behavmr Thcy suggcst that this problem could be rcsolvcd by direct
- rcpcatcd evaluation pnor to referral.
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_Smith et al.(1986) ,invcstigat_inﬂvg labelling th_eofy as applied to learning
disabilitics examined the pcrccpu'ong of p’rincipalé, ‘special education teachers,
school officials and parents. They f6u"nci that pafcnts excrteq inﬂuencé on school
officials to aultcr their child's placement even in the face of ov&whelming evidence
by professionals that such a éhangc WAS inapprop;igtc. Furthermore, they found

- that school personnel szronglyTnd_icatcd that a great many learning disabilities were

du¢ to l@mclifc and parent problems. They concluded that there is "overwhelming

. evidence that school personnel frequently violate official criteria as to what

d_cfcrmincs a leaming disability and that consequently the term leamning disability (at

~ the school level) has become a gatchall for all types of student prbBlems" (p- 200).

- Teacher-related Factors
There is an abundance of mformatmn in the llteraturc rcgardmg teachcr bias
(Salvia et al 1977) Beyond child related factors, prcv1ously dls} ssed, other
factors directly related to the 1nd1v1dua1_tcgcher cmergcd«as relevant to their referral
dccisionsd‘@_ An,
Studxcs indicate that the teachers responsible for makmg the rcfcrral decisions

may lack the knowledge and t:rammg to do so. Algozzmc ct al. (1982) found that

. teachers with little or no trauung in spec1a1 educanon were asked to make judgments

and aéscssmcnts of special needs children. Another finding which crhtrged from

. this study indicated that the "human diagnosdciani' does not give equal weight to all

the information about the child and in fact still found the child in need of spccié;lv |

_ services despite varying amounis of data confirming normalcy.

Brbphy & Rohrkemper (1981) investigated the influence of perceived problem

’;.‘ :

o
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ownership on teachers'-attitudes and behla\i‘iors Their data raise questions about - -
teacher preparedness to cope with a student with specxal needs. o N
\ Smart et al. (1980) report the exploratory findings of a study of teacher factors
and special class placement in New Zealand. They found that the child's need (low
1Q) did not differentiate between teachers who made referrals and teachers who did
not make referrals. Neither class size nor the principal's attitude appeared to be
factors affecting the referral-.‘ The non-referring teachers in this study tended to be
younger, mamed pa:ents w1th better academic qualifications, who believed
themselves 10 be more competent and were more in favor of mamstreammg than the
refemng teachers. The authors conceded that there may have been other differences
between the two sets of teachers which were left unexplored due to the limitations |
of their study. The authors reminded the reader that the teacher's attitudes may
change as a function of time.
Siperstien & Godmg (1985) found that more 1mponant than the teachers’
attxtude towards spec1a1 needs chxldren were their behav1ors Teachers in this study
had a higher quantlty of contact with special needs students but the quality of the

contact was ncgam(e They cbncluded that teachers, as a whole, wanted firm

constant control and sﬂl\i AT

: of special needs chﬂdren‘ : _
McKinney & Feagans (1984§'mvesugated the student's temperament and its
impact on decisions by teachers. They found a dxff:tcncc between the classroom
teachers and the resource room teachers' rating of students.. Classroo;n' teachers

_ tended to rate special needs students as less able, less motivated, less task oriented

and less reactive than did the resource room teachers 'The authors stated that the
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_‘ rcgular classroom tcacher may cxpcrlcncc re&uced perccpnons of profcssmnal
: compctcncc and sclf—rcgard as a result of bcmg involved with a: spec1al needs
student. | N |

Hams & Mahar's (1975) stuay fcvcalcd that classroom teachers were
, poss.cssiyc @f their studcr"xts, defensive about their ;caching and unwillip'g to expand
beyond their traditional routines. The interpersonal relations and cooperation
bcﬁvccn the resource. teacher and the classroom teacher regarding rights to child
management, grading, and discipline were also factors in the study.v

Gutkin & Boséard _(1984).found that teachers' years of experience affected
their desire for consultive services. The more years a teacher taught the less likely
| he/she was to want consultive services. In an earlier study,‘Gutkin et al.(1980)
found no significant d.iffc“rcncc in the teachers' preferences for consultive scMces

-, related o the students’ necd.

, Conclusion
Tchchérs are the primary referral agents of c}ildren with special needs. If
educators intend to meet the needs of these vchil en, they.must first address the
referral process. To datc, little attcnuon has been directly focused on the actual
decision-to-refer (Pugach '1985), a dccxsxon made by the classroom teacher on a
.day-to-day b;ms. The dynarics of the referral process are complex. | o
) Factors which may be involved in the referral dcésion were grouped into two
cétcgories, child-dependent factors'and child—independ'c‘ht factors. The‘child-

dependent factors reflected child charactcnsncs to which teachers might exh1b1t _

bxas The chxld-mdcpcndcnt factors were furthcr grouped intc - -.ree sub-categories
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including _Systcm—rélated, school-related and teacher-related factors. All categories
and sub-categories. were supported in the literature as rclcvaht to the cun*cht
investigation. |

| The purpose .of this study was to b_uild on the foundatiqn of the ciisting
kriowlcdgc in the area of teacher referral All studies, pr;:vidusly cited, were jixdged

to have some relevance either through their conclusions and/or implications. The

breadth and nature of the topic is extensive. It was the intention of the study to

"develop an instrument founded in the research literature to determine which of the

factors and/or combmanon of factors were 51gn1ﬁcant.w1th respect to rural Alberta

tcachers referral decisions. The information gathered may provc useful in planmng .

strategies for change, strategies that not only result in better mccung the needs of

students but alsp in better meeting the needs of the teachers in terms of knowledge

about effective referrals and the support needs of the students in their classes.

/
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"' . 'y  CHAPTER I
"* }METHOD AND PROCEDURES

~ The purpose of this chapter is to describe in depth the subjects, the’ sample
selection, the design of the instrument,'_the pilot study, the main study, and the data"
analysis. }

Thxs isa descnptive exploratory study a1med at gathenng information related
to teachers referral decxstons. An mstrument was developed piloted, and revrsed _'
to meet the needs of the current mvesugauon, as one was not ava11able elsewhene |
The content of the mstrument relied heavrly on: factors found to be srgmﬁcant in the
~ research literature. A lrmr_ted nu;nber_ of “additional factors suggested by

professionals in the field of both regular and Special Education were-included.

| Subjects o

Seventy Elementary school tepchers from si®rural school dxstncts (1 Public
and S Catholic) located in East Central and Central Alberta were asked to assist in
: the xnvesuganon into factors affecung teachers referral decrstons The respondents
years of teachmg expenence and teacher traxmng were vanalile The gender of the
respondents was predormnately female The ages of the respondents ranged from
the lmd-twenues to the rmd-srxues Division 1 (Grades 1,2 & 3) and Dwrsron Il

"}74».

.' (Grades 4,5 & 6) were expected to be fairly eqda.lly represented

i ,*3'“ ‘ . ]

] s? d . -
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Sample Selectlon ,
4 T
The sample pammpatmg in this study was lumted to teachers tcachlng in small
)
schools in rural areas, due to the uniqueness, of their situation. Psycholog1cal

dlstncts mvolvcd were limited and prov1dcd ona part-nmc contract
basis o &ner school support scrvwcs in each commumty were smnlar All

teachcrs had access, thnough their Prmcxpals and/or Ccntral Office admxmstranon

to refcn'als of children to mcntal hcalte.h services, soc1al scquccs, spccch therapy

" and/or pubhc hcalth No dcdlcatcd m-school counscllmg services wcrc avallablc in

any of the schools. In all but thc. Pubhc school thc resource room progmm was

the only form of alterriate Spccxal Educauon offered. The ‘public school had anJ .

enclosed Opportunity room “for chﬂdrcn classxﬁcd as low Educalﬂy mentally

handicapped, Trainably mentally handicapped, and Dcpcndcnt mcntally
“handicapped. Children in this class ranged in agc from five'to fourtccn ycars

The resource room program in all schools was multxcatcgoncal; children with

low intelligence, physical hand'icap's, learning diéabilitics, languagc(dcihys*t':tc. were

served through the resource program. The resource rbom programs in -these '

schools operated on a part-time basis, that is, no child was offg’rcd a. ful’l-timc

program in the resource room. All children attcndmg resource room programs‘

attcndcd a minimum three periods a week or morc, a fcw chlldrcn were being

,l’

offcrcd\h‘alf-umc‘programs in the resource room due to t,hc nature of thclr‘.

disabilities. Each child in the resource room had an IPP to guide their program in
the resource room, the IPP did not, necessarily, extend into the rcgular class.

+All of the teachers providing service in the resource rooms with the cxccbtion

of one teacher had several years of classroom teaching experience. None of the

P . AR
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resgu‘l'oeroom teachers, with the exception of the one with no classroom experience
~ had zlmy direct training other than inservices in the @d of special education.
Ly -
'  Designing the Research Instrument
;\fté; % thorough cxamination of the literature, 1t was fcsolved that a
mulufacctéd approach was required to determine the effects of the multifaceted
qucsuon, what factors and/or combination of factors affect teachers' refcrral

C A
decxslons The instrument to be dcvclopcd needed to be comprehcnswe cnough to

&
jgather data on; the individual respondents and their attitudes and beliefs, the
o respondcnts' perceptions of system and school related factors, the respondents’
; )

pattcm of referral decisions and the type of child. that the respondent had actually -

g referred. | I >
" The ongmal mstmmcnt was designed to have seven sections. Section One
requlrcd the rcspondcnt to check-off pcrsonal mformanon rcgardmg,cducauon
: cx‘]‘)cricncc and current employment situation. Secnon One consisted of five
‘ quc;stidns. | | |
Sc_cti_ons Two, Three and Four contained sixty-six Likert-type questions. The
res;poh_dcnts were asked to indicate on a scale of One to Five the extent of their
agi'eémcnt with each of the statements. The statements were related to their own’
biias, knowledgc‘ and pcfccptions of sy‘stcm-lcvcli aqd school-level factors.” The
: questions 'were desighcd in opposing pairs rcqiliﬁng the respondents, if responding
_ 0' consxstently, to use both ends of the scale. |

Sccuon Five of the instrument was based on Chnstcnson etal's (1982) study.

The mspondcnts were asked to list their perceptions of barriers to and factors which
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facilitated refcrrals. ‘No further guidance was given in this section, enabling

respondents the frecdom to commw onsall levels related to rcfcrrals

‘Section Six was compn%dqof sxxtccn vignettes: Vlgncttcs have been
successfully cmploycd in prcv10us studies (c g Brophy & Rohrkemper, 1981) to

glean mformanon rcgardmg teachcrs rcfcrral%cmsxons The vignettes ‘were used

. exclusively to dctermmc the effects of child-dependent charactcnst1cs on teachers'

referral degisiong. The children described i in the vignettes were all based on actual

referrals as opposed to hypbthctical case studies. In Section Four, the respondents

were askéci to inakc a rcferral decision of; YES refer, NO do not refer, or to state
the ADDI'I'IONAL INFORMA'I'ION they would require to make a referral deaslon
" Section Seven was similar to Section ch in that thc rcspondcnts were asked
for an unguided wnt@l response. In this section, the respondents were asked to
describe a child that they had actually referred. *
Pilot Study
A copy of the instrument used for the pilot study is provi:icd in an Appendix

A. The instrument developed was piloted with the cooperation of ten practicing
&

. Elementary school teachers. The pllotc-vgas conducted at the University of Alberta

Qa —>.~'

durmg summer school classes. A Mﬂhty of the respondents were interviewed
Q

following the complcuon of the instrument. The interview provided information

regarding 1mprovemcnts and/or changes which they felt would cnhancc the

: prcscntation,' qqgéity, readability, and/or clarity of the instrument.
R o '

R Results of the Pilot Study

Detailed results of the pxlot were prowdcd in Appcndxx B. Some format

3

& | .
@



changes were madc to improve thc overall prcscntation of the instrumcht. Two
additional qucsuons were added to the first section of the mstrumcnt & a result of
} the pilot study. One was directly rclatcc?to one of the Lli(&ﬁ-t%?g qucsnons

regarding Individualized Program Plans. Another qu’ésu‘bn was added due to the
similarity of trammg bctwccn Sgcmal Education and Early Childhood Educauon.
This brought the total number of questions in this section to seven.

With regards to Section Two of the instrument, a consistent comment made
during the follow-up interviews was that this section was too long and contained
too many repetitive questions. As a result of these comments-and the actual
responses of the teachers in ihc pilot, Section Two was shortened from 66 to 43
questions, leaving only ten duplicating qu;sﬁons to maintain the content validity of
- this secnon Questions were tc/-;rdercd and rc-nurnbercd Minor changcs in the
wording of some of the questions were made to 1mprove clanty The 'word "not" |
was underlined in all questions.

No difficulties were found during the pilot study with Section Three.
Althougrh not all the teachers in the pilot study rcspo;xded to both parts of this
section, ,th)c\'ﬁitc_x"vicv&s conducted afterwards revealed that these parﬁcular teachers
did not perceive any barriers and/or facilitating factors. |

-Some rcspbndents cxpt.m'cnccd‘ difficulty undcrstand_iﬁg a part of the directions -
provided for the vignettes in Section Four. Thcsc instructions were revised in the
final version of the insu'ument. Minimal changes were made in the wording of a
few of the vignéttés. |

" The ﬁfth\siﬁtm of the instrument, although not completed by all respondents

ing insights into the nature of a student referred by the teachers in

L4

‘provided intere
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the past. This section will remain unchanged-in the final version. b
' ’ J

Procedure of the Main Study

A.covcr letter addresécd to the teachers was ‘writtcn and is contained in
Appendix D. The cdvcr letter and the instrument in its final form was taken to thc
Superintendents of thc rcspecuvc school districts mvolvcd for final appnoval and

: @
permission for distribution. . ]

¥

Principals in each school were asked to lend their cooperation to tﬁc study by
collcéting the instruments and checking-off thc respondents name on a staff list.
Using this procedurc the conﬁdcnnahty of the respondents was ensured.

~ The instruments were dlsmbutcd' to the teachers in the month of Scptcmbcr
Teachers were:asked to have them completed Wi;hin't the follow@wo weeks.
After thc¢two week period, twb follow-ups were done to’acquire additional
outstanding instruments. |
| A small sample of teachers was pcisonally interviewed on an informal basis

after completing the instrument. The purpose of the interview was to gain any

- additional information not encompassed witfn the limitations of the instrument

—, (g2 previous negative referral ckpcricnc_:c).

-

Data Anal y;is

Data were analyzed from a number of different perspectives to determine

which factors or combination of factors significantly affected teachers' referral

. decisions. Statistical analysis was conducted to attain chi-square levels of

_significance between the seven vand irr"Section I and the 43 questions in

1
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seven variables in Sccuon I and thc sixteen wg% in Section IV.
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Section II.. A further chx-szluarc analysm of s1gmﬁcance was conducted between the
. tﬁﬁ?&;}
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The rcsults and mtcrpn;taucm of the da,ta colfcctﬁarc dxscmed in detaﬂ in

following Chapter. L ,
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CHAPTER 1V

) N ,
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA

- Factors related to teaehers' referral decisionis were investigated through the use
~of*a newly developed survey instrument. This ohaptcr prcgcots an anaiysis of the
data collected in this study. %he factors under invcstigéﬁon had, previously; been
divided into four groups; sy/stcm-rcla“tcd factors, school-related factors,
‘ teacher-related factors and child'-rglatcd f'actors.~ Although the study was initially
deSigned as a descriptive study, some statistical o.palysis of the data was done to
provide additional information rcgai‘ding the individual choices niadc by specific
groups of the rcspondcnts Follow -up 1ntcrv1cws with a small group of
respondents was also done aftcr the mmal survcf‘ rcsults were collated. The
analysis prescntcd in this chaptcr includes the survey results as Wcll as data
collectod in follow-up intcrviows. -Some research questions were answered on the
basis of a five-point Likeit:type scale, others through the use of vignctics and a

third group consisted of open-ended queéstions. Distribution of surveys was limited

 to rural clementary teaShcxs.

v

Perhaps the most interesting results were found in those cases where both the

questionnaires and the follow-up-interviews targeted the same research question.
In such cases, there was not only the closed objective questionnaire data but also

the -rclativcly open and subjective interview dam\»ﬁﬁ provided interesting

contrasts as well as dxffcrcnt perspectives. /

Although the common pracucc is to present an analysis chapter in the order of
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w
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~ the resedrch: questions, it was felt that the original grouping of similar questions

provided better organization. Thus, analyses are presented in seven major sections.

" Overall Data

Seventy qucstionnaircs were distributed at the beginning of September to six -

rural clcmcmary schools. A total of 43 usable qucsuonnaxrcs were returned for -

analysxs after two, follow-ups in person, ending the collccuon of da in Novcmbcr

Evcry effort was made to encourage thc return of a hundred

quesuonnmrcs however, the return rate was only 61.43 perccnt

Thc 27 unrctumcd qucsnonnalrcs were traced back to the two largcr schools in -

Lhc study In these schools two to four teachers taught at cach of the gradc levels.
In one case the tcachcrs of a pa.rucular grade level had rcsponded to the
quesnonnau'c as a grade group completingzonly one quesnonnalrc, in another case

one,person of the grade group had been given the responsibility of completing a

questionnaire while the other teachers did other thiﬁgs. These decisions by the -

respondents possibly account for approximately ten missing questionnaires.

Individual respondents were not pursued personal\ly but if they approached the .~

.-earcher, as several did, and voluntcercd mformatmn as to their reason for not
responding it was recorded. Of the rcmalmng seventeen unaccounted for
questionnaire: one teacher reported that she simply did not know enough to fill it

_out, another teacher mpdrted a lack of time, another teacher felt it was too di(ﬁéult
to make choices on the vignettes, and another teacher felt there was no point in
responding because it would not result in any significant change. The vrc‘maAining

respondents made no comments as to their reasons for not responding.

nt of thg

B4
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In summary, thc ‘number of rctums hmus the conclusions and implications
whxch can be drawn from this data. Follow -up | mtcrv1ews were conducted with a

B sgﬁ.’fﬁ‘sample of rcspondents (five) to provide further clarification of spccxﬁc issues

i i . . £

T »;_;"jn fiaghich the questibnnai_rc results l,cf;_sbmc doubt as to the cpnclusibns which
" {&'f*iﬁd‘bcdrawxi from it. 'fhe interview questions may be found in Appcndix:G.

[ the sections, of the qgesﬁonnairc containing Likert-type questions, some
| questi‘onsb were worded both positively and negatively, as a check of the
consisténéy of rater response: Thc_ results indicated that in most cases the

respondents were consistent. Inconsistencies are discussed in detail in the

respective sections.
N

Section I ;)f the questionn#ire attempted to gather p;:rsonal information on thé
| respondents’ education and éﬁgpe;ighéc with special needs children. It consisted of-
sevc;i'spéciﬁc questiohs. Thé'resuns of each question are given in detail and a.
summary of tlt groups proﬁlc folIows » R
Yoars o Teaching Bxperience £ o

To addrcss thc rescarch qucsuon rcgardmg the rcspondcnt

s teachmg cxpcncncc,

ycars,' 3t0 ,lQ'g/c‘ars, or O_ver 10 years". Thé &cakdown of the 43 rcsponscs is

Vi

. - ; .‘? n l,
given in Fible 1. : Lt
EY f o




.

" Teachers' Referral Decisions 51

Table 1 . A
Distribution of Sample Population by Teaching Experience

g

‘1'to.3 years 3 to 10 years &  Over 10 years
186% 23.3% . 58.1%

> )-0

Table 1 shows that the majority of respondents had more than ten years of teaching
experience. Teachers with no previous teaching experience were excluded from
the study due to their obyious inexperience with making referrals. The group-as a
whoic tended to be older more experienced teachers. |

It appears that the majority of respondents did not have excessively large or sma.llb

numbers of children u;)ldﬁs‘which to make referral decisions. Table 2 summarizes

the results.

Distributfo'n of Sample Population by Average Class Size

Under 20 studetﬁ@ ? zvlévzé-‘*%udents Over 26 students
233 % wi . 558 % 20.9 %
) v?‘ RIELH Y } c *

too 8 .
y ? h PN

. i *Most n:spondcnts, 55 8 pcrccnt reported thcxr average class size as ranging fmm 21
to 26 chxldren Ten respondents, 23 3 pcrccnt’ rcportcd ah average class 51ze of
undcr 20 and’ mne rcspondents 209 percent, rcportcd thcu averagc class size as

" over 26. _, o
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"Overall, it appears that the teachers in this study did make referrels on a fairly *

copgistent basis. Table 3 presents the breakdown.

«

Jable 3

Distribution of Sample Population bj' Average Number of Referrals

No referrals 1-5 referrals : Over 5 referrals

7 % o 76.7 % 163 %

Only three teachers, 7 percent, in the study rcportéd, rriaking no referrals in the past
thréc years. Most teachers, 76.7 percent reported making oné to five ré_fcrrals and
seven teachers, 16.3 percent reported making over five in the past three years.
jvision T, |
.

The téachers were asked to report the Division in which they taught, Division I
(Grades One to Thrcé), or Division II (Grades Four to Slx? Table 4 provides the
distribution o~f teachers. o

| Table 4 |

Distribution of Sample Population by Division

-

jd

Division.1 Division II .Other
512%  ° 46.5% : 2.3%

Q.
-

\ Of the percentages reported three of the respondents taught both Divisiori I and

\II, and one teacher taught an enclosed special education class. It appears the results
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v

x.
of the study were not biased by differing riumbc_rs of respondents from Division I
or Division II. ,
I: . . s . [ E ! . a - B

-

:I.'hc majority of respondents, 48.8 percent, fcportcd no training or inscfvicing in

Spccxal Educauon Somc 30.2 percent of respondents reported training in Spccxal .

a Education. Nine, 20.9 percent, respondents mdxcated that they had rccclved’

inservicing in Special Education. Tablc 5 reptesents the fmdmgs
. Table 5

Distribution of Sample Population by Special Education Training

* Inservice B " University Courses Noné

209% 0 32% . 488 %

b

Through interviewing it was discovered that some teachers considered any

'Educational Psychology course as training in Sp'ecial Education. Follow-up
“interviews with a sample of respondents indicated that some teachers considered
their rcccnt.inscrvicing on the Diagno‘stic Reading'Proérarh, a prograrh designed for
régular class chlldrcn as Spccxal ‘Education inservicing. The dxfﬁcultxes
. respondents had’ wuh interpretation of th‘arﬂcular quesdqn hrmted its value as an.
indicator of educational training._ '
Earty Childhood Trainin;

Early Childhood training is similar in many respects to'épecial education training

with regards to special needs children. The results with regard to Early Childhood

training afe reported in Table 6.
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Table 6 - g
Distribution of Sample Population by Early Childhood Training % - .‘

2

°

. : . . T :
Inservice University Courses None

9.3 % 49 % I

The majority or@pondents, 55.8 percent, reported no trammg or mscrwcmg in
Early Childhood training. Fxfteen rcspondents, 34 9 pcrcent rcponcd some
University training and 9.3 percent of rcspondcnts rcportcd attcndmg msgw1ccs L
about Early Childhood. R -
mwmduaﬂzzd&wamﬂamaﬁm

- Table 7 presents a summary of the rcspondcnts cxpcncncc with Indmd&hzcd
Program Plans.

Distribution of Sample Population by IPP Experience

Some ' _ None

(RN

721% | 279 %

s -
AL : )

The majority of respondcnts, '72 1"1):rccnt rcportcd experience wuh chxldrcn
.on Indxvxduahzcd Program Plans. Tfrcl,r expcnc{ncc may have bccn limited to a
child being scrvcd in the rcsourcc room whosc/('csourcc room program only,was
guided by an IPP The cxtcnt of teacher invoivemneat in many cas<s in the schools.

mvolvcd was hlmtcd to the rcgular classroom tcachcr modifying the evaluation of

@
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" ‘ the student's performance because of the time spent in the resource room. Twelve
' Individualized ProgréePlans.
Summary

The, respondents in. the study tended to be older more experienced teachers

with avcragc clgs sizes. A large majority had ‘made referrals in the past. The

numbcr of respondents rcprcscntmg Dlvmon I anngwsxon II %s considered

balanccd. No .dcﬁmuvdc conclusions were drawn as to the specialized educatjon
and/or training of the respondents due to Lhc’apparént difficulty .with interpretation
of these qucstiohs by the respondents; hdwcvér, thc majority of the sample had no
training in either Spccial Educétion’ or Early Childhobd. . Most rcspdndents
reported some cxpcncncc with special needs students whose. program was being
partially or fully guided by an Individualized Program Plan. Clearly, the questions
regarding Sptcml Education gnd Early Childhood training, and teacher experience
, with IPP's ncé:d to be more specxﬁcally worded in any future endeavor
| Section II
- System-Level Factors

Sccuon II-attempted to dctermmc factors at a systcm-lcvel Wthh might be

mﬂucncmg tcachcrs rral dcaslons This section included qucsuons pertaining .

to; the tcachcrs undcrstandmg of Albcrta Edueauon s rcgulauons, thclr dlStI'lCt s

policies and procedures, the teachers pm:cpnon of their role with regards to special
.needs children, the teachers' satisfaction with prcwous referrals and their

satisfaction with the referral form used by their district.
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Secuon I contained ten I:xkeﬁ-typc questxonsmsmg a fivc pomt scale rangmg
from Strongly Agree (1) to Strongly Dlsagree () Scaﬁ segres were collapsed for
1nterpretat10n into three categories; Strongly A gr% and Agree were combined into
one category, Unsure was left as a second capegory and D_iSagrec and Strongly
Disagree were combined for the third category. Of the tcn‘ questions posed three
were repeated to ensure respondent reliability. The results of cag:h of the.seven
rcsearch questions is provided in detail. The research question is prinied in italics,
the questions which were posed on the questionhairc to answer the rcsearch.
quesden are in /bold print,i and a visual summary of the responses to each question
is provided. ¢ | | | _>

Q#1. Are teachers aware of Alberta Education’s reéulations }égarding the
ldennﬁcanon of special needs c}uldren’ S o l,

(#6) The Department of Education regulatlons stlpulate the B

necessity of }screenmg school populations for speclal needs.chll'dren. =

2

. . | - o .o L_: ,

Knowledge of Alberta Educatlon S Regulatlons l«

»

-

§
. : e :

- . - * N
1) N
iz S 3
£2 .M Unsure * 53.4% SRS
: - - [ Agree 44.3%

. W8 Disagree 2.3%

r l;
oy

The majonty of rcspondents 53. 3 percent, were unsurc 442 percent of

respondents agreed, while 2. 3 percent d15agrccd as reprcscntcd in Figure 1.
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(#28) Alberta Education does pot require the identification of
‘special needs 'chi_ldre»n.

Knowledge of Alberta Education's Regulations 2

Lol
A a e, 0f, o, 08, o4, a0

g b-"Dl&gree 534/‘:
Pisure = 44.3%
y-‘ Abree 2.3%

o4, n '
A3 ary
Poind -:-:E'l:n

Yy
Lot

Pl
¥

@

N\

“The majbrit& of réspondcnts, 53.5 percent, disagrecd; 44.2 percent of
fcspond’cnts were unsure and 2.3 percent agreed. It appcars that the teachers in this
~ study may not be sure and/or cognizant of Alberta, Educauon s rcgulatmns with
regards to the 1dcnt1ﬁcanon of special needs chlldren Itis unportant to note that
58.1 percent of the sample had over ten years teachmg experience,

In a follow-up interview a small sample of ted.chel‘s were asked to descnbe the
~ role of the Dcpartmcnt of Edwanon in mzlﬁuon@ specxal needs children. Several
teachers 1dcnt1ﬁcd funding :as the Department s ma3or ﬁincuon, and others could got

describe any funcnons

If teachers are unsure or not knowledgeable of the regulations under which they

. _are supposedly functioning, it could definitely affect theirv ability to make

ixppropriatc referral decisions. Question One did emerge as a concern which is
- worthy of further ihvcsﬁgaﬁbn and one upon‘which direct reinedial action could be

taken at the system level.

A
A4 . ~
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Q#2. Are teachers aware of their responsibility to identify special needs

children? ‘ !
(#1) In my school district, it is the teachers' responsibility to
identify special needs children. |
Awareness of Responsibility o

Y

B Agree 95.4%
& Unsure 2.3%
M Disagree 2.3%

The .vést majority of respondents, 95.3 percent, agrced with this statement; 2.3
percent unsure and 23 percent dlsagrecd as shown in Flgure 3. It appears that the
teachers in these rural schools do perceive it as thclr personal responsibility to
' 1dent1fy special needs children. No confusion about the system being responsible |
through group screening appeered to exist.

Q#3 Are teachers dware of their district's poltczes and procedures for the .
1dermﬁcauon and referral of special needs children?

(#20) No specific method is employed to identify and refer

. children with special needs in our school.
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Figure 4

Awareness of Policies and Procedures 1

X B Hisagree 6_6.5% ;
LeLgLTLes El unsure  18.6%
B Agree - 20.9%

The majority of respondents, 60.5 percent, disagreed; 18.6 percénf were ;insﬁrc

and 20.9 percent agreed.

~ (#29) My school district has policies and pfocédufes in place for

the identification and ref ‘5 of special needs chiidi‘eh.
| - L
- I:i g]ltE S

Awareness of Policies and Procedures. 2

T
3§

3 B Agree | 69.8%
L Unsure' .  18.8%
- M Disagree ~ 11.6%

Lo

3
]

‘The majority of respondents, 69.8 percent, agreed; 18.6 percent were unsure
and ll.6'p€mcnt disagreed, as represented in Fi gurc 5. It appears the majority of
- respondents believe their giiéu'icts have policicsi~ and’procedure‘s in place for the

identification and referral of special needs 'children.‘ However, concern exists that
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approximately 30 percent of teachers were uninformed of district policies and

 procedures.

.

. .When a srnall sample of teachers was questioned, specifically, on w;hat._t'hese

. policies‘ and_.pr0cedures were, they could not specify but assured the investigator

: that children vwere identified and referred through a variety of ihformal procedures

. s 1nclud1ng, parental referrals, teacher referrals, and achievement testing. Teachers

o were generally, conﬁdent about the identification and referral of special needs

a

chﬂdren
- Teachers' overa]l lack of awareness of their dlsmct s policies and procedures
could result in senous ernors in referral decisions. Action to better inform teachers

oy and expand their awareness appears to be 1nd1cated knowing of the existence of

' pollmes and procedures 1s msufﬁcrcnt
: ke
3 :Q#4 Are teachers aware of the need for thetr on-going referral responszblluy

y wtth regards to speczal needs children?

-

o (#21) In my school dlstrlct, a child who recelved résource room

assnstance in the prevnous year, will automatlcally continue in
.
resource room without a,re,_ferral from me.

" "On-gbing;,Referral : Responsibility

v : o . L .
) . . 1

X, - .- [l Disagree  82.8%
f SR L25) ' Ed Unsure  20.9%
e 6] .M Agree - 16.3%
: i" ) 5' o o 1 . : ‘E:{ o

N vt Y _'/kl._
. o
. »» . L
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Cw ’ ‘ . 2

The majonty of respondcnts 62.8 percent, d15agmed 20 9 pcrccnt were ansure
and 16.3 percent agreed, as seen urFlgure 6. In the school dlStl’th mvolvedJeach
" regular classroom tcachcr 1s¢cxpected to seek resource room assistance for_ their
spcc1al nceds chlldrcn on an on-gomg basis. B

It appears that most of the teachers in this study are aware of their on- gomg ] ;
referral responsibility. It also appears that it would be worthwhxle for the school -

districts involved to clarify this area with thcu'tcachgrs, asa mgmﬁcant pcrcgntgg,e, .

37.2 percent, were either unsure or disagreed. ‘ = e

Q#S. Do teachers perceive the assessment done by their dzstnct s personnel to'

be beneficial to them personally? S
(#10) Referring a child for furthe‘r assessment rarely brov;des me

wnth any new information about <t/he chlld o

’ A ) Elﬂlﬂ‘_z

Vallie,’fl(/)f ‘Current Assessments

) X Yoy

n Disagree 74.4%
& El Agree + 23.3%-
: B Unsure . 2.3%

Thc 'maj‘ority of rcrspondents 74. 4 percent; di-s'a’gi"ecd° 2.3 percent were unsure
and 23 3 pereent agreed, as shown in Flgure 7. It appcars that a large perccntage
of thc rcspondcnts found an asscssment to be benefimal Whllc 23.3 percent feltit

prowded them with little additional mt%rmauon.
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satisfaction with the assessments provided. PR

The school districts should possibly investigate this concern furt.her on two
levels: a) the c)_cpcctations of the teachers of an assessment, and b) the kind of
assessment which.is being done. If approximately a quarter of all teachers are not
;ccciving‘ any addiﬁond information from the assessment thcfc may be reason to
believe that some of these teachers are not making appropriate referral decisions. '

A follow-ui) interview with a small ample of teachers provided a variety of

| cxplanatiohs for this ﬁnding including; teacher's know the child more intimately than -

the person domg the assessment, teachers are provided w1thlhttlc or no feedback
after asscssments the rcsults are often written in jargon and rarely interpreted to the
teacher,teachers have no background in individualized testing, and teachers often
feel they cannot make the changes indicated as necessary by the assessment rcsults

All of the concerns raised By the teachers can and should be addressed. The
results of assessments in these districts are usually shared with the teachers in both
rcpbrt form and a,forllow-up interview. Further invcsti_gation of this question
appears advisablc{if meeting the child's needs through meeting the Fqg/gghc‘rs' needs
is considered viable by the districts. - 2

'Q#6. Are teachers’ referral decisions aﬁ’ected by the referral form provided by

their district?

-
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<

(#22) The referral form used is too difficult and time-consuming
to "compléte.
Figure 8
The Referral Form 1

P @Q‘
l‘
LSt B Disagree  74.4%
gz E Unsure 18.6%
M Agree 7.0%

"N

The majority of respondents, 74.4 percent, disagreed; 18.6 percent were unsure

used in the schools is more suitable and/or satisfactory to the needs of Division I

teachers.
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. 7
(#43) The referral form allows me a chance to share L my
observations -and clarify the reasonAfol: the referral.
Figure 9
The Referral Form 2

M Agree 76.7%
B4 Unsure - 16.3%
B Disagree 7.0%

Tﬁé majority of respondents, 76.7 percent agreed 16.3 percent were unsure and
7 percent disagreed, as shown in Figure 9. _

Of the 76.7 percent of positive responses the breakdown of this percentage
indicated that the more eXperiencéd the teacher, the more sé'tisﬁcd they were with
the referral form. iny 50 percent of the teachers with 1:to 3 years experience were
satisfied, 70 percent of teachers with 3 to 10 years '\i/cré satisfied, and 88 percent of

teachers with over 10 years experience were satisfied, as represented in Graph 1.

The chi-square results showed a significant relationship at the .0416 level.

st
ay g



Years of Experience

100,
90
8ol
701
80]
50

40]
30]
20]
10

0

o P 300 ~0

. |

.v

@

(
Q)

¥

Q)

050
e
&

oY

)

v
@
@,
@,
@,

S
%
0

()

)
()
)

v
’0

Q)

¢
¥

@
’0

@,

)

)

)
)

@,

\/
o
)

)
)
)

S

5

0%

\J/
X3
&
99,
%
&
&
0

\/
Q)
()
¢
O

\)

028

¢

)

@
‘0

®,

.v
)
.0
@
0.0

\/
*

(/
0.0

O

O
o
&
&
o
&
&

N/
@

O
o

0%

@
)

o
Q)

OO
.

)

()
o

9.

O
)

55

Q)

O
@

o

.v
o
&
&
&
&

.v
0o,
05
%
58
5
&5
&

\/
)
O
®
@

O
)
¢/

Pe

5
&

\/
)
)
@

@
@

9,.0.0.0.9

)

31 to 3 years

1 ]

Years of Experience

Teachers' Referral Decisions 65

vs. Satisfaction with Referral Form

N3 to 10'years HOver 10 years

Tos

Furthermore, a significant rclationship, "at the .0241 level, was estabiishcd '

between class size and teacher satisfdctibﬁ wnh the referral form. Fifty percent of
teachers with less than twenty students were satisfied with the reférral form, while

87.5 percent of teachers with 21 tov 26 students agreed, and 77.8 percent of teachers

- with over 26 students agreed, as shown in Graph 2.
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~

Class Size vs. Satisfaction with Referral Form
- 100 .
P 90 '
e 80 \Q
r 7 0 ’.v’v.v.v’v
SKS
c RIS
o 09 N 19954500
50 206 %% %
n ote%e %%
40| Yotele oo
t Pe%e 6% %%
a 30 PR
RRRHKS "
g 20| 2606 % %%
e 10| RIRRXXS
RIS
o] "a%a%%% %!
Class Size

Eunder 20

N2i to 26 [dover 26

experienced teachers with avcrc}g; sized classes (K S
Q#7. What are teachers'xo'piniohs of the possib’ility of h;ving to p“ré’pare the
ré@_%red Individualized Program Plans? . o,
(#42) The present system of preparing Individualized Program
Plans ‘is often not worth the _effbrt.
Figure 10
quth of Breparing IPP's

/ﬁr"l, :
B Disagree  51.2%
Kl Unsure 39.5%
735 W Agree 9.3%
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A small majtarity of rcspondcnts, 51.2 percent, disagrced' 39 5 percent wt:re
unsure and 9.3 pcrccm agrced, as can be seen in Flgure 10. It appcars that only 51
percent, of all tcachcrs felt the preparing of IPP's was worth the cffort whlle
approxunatcly forty pcrccnt were unsure. » | / '

Of the 51. 2 pcrccnt of tcachcrs who agrce with prcpanng IPP's, 64 5 percent of
these had somc experience with chlldrcn whosc program was guided by an IPP
Only 16.7, pé’rccnt of tcachtrs w1th no expencncc w1th IPP’s agrecd with thc value
of preparmg them. Clcarly, tcachcrs MﬁPP cxpcnencc were more hkcly (3) valuc
. its preparhnon The chi- squarc rcsult§ mdlcated a mgmficant relangnshlp at the

0189 level. ‘ -
| Itis mtcrcstmg to note the relanvely hlgh pcrccntagc, 29 percent, of teachers

with IPP cxpcncnce who are unsﬁrc of it's value This finding may mdlcatc thc :

o

pcrccnt of teachers with under 20 students dlsagreed with the statement 54.2. ‘
\

pcrccnt of teachers with 21-26 students disagreed and only 338 | perccnt of tcacl};ers
A

-
swith over *26 dlsagrecd as rcprescntcd in Graph 3.

FER
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’
3 b}

Graph 3

c@ap~>300~0T

\

. o ' . Class Size
Bunder 20 21 to 26 Eowar 26

As a result of the rather vaguc wording of thc qucstlon it is difficult to

' dctcrmmc wh"bthcr or not tcachcrs were 1nﬂucnc¢d Ziﬁcu referral dccxswns by the

poss1b1hty Qf havmg to prepaf an IPIJ t can be concluded that tcachcrs with large
—

classes and no IPP experienge might be more likely not to refer, if _the_prcpanng of

v , T Summary.

.- ; ‘ R
Some of the factors includcd at the system;leyel do appear to be influencing
'tcachcrs rcfcrral decisions. Most tcachcrs in this study were unclcar as to the

provmcm.l regulations rcgardmg the 1dcnt1ﬁcanon of spec:al nocds children and thc1r _

. own' dxstnct s pohcxcs and proccdurcs for 1dcnt1ﬁcat10n and referral. A 51gn1ﬁcam '

percentagc of teachers, 23 3 perccnt exprcsscd drssausfacuon with the currcnt ‘

asscssmcntyrowded by thcu' dxstncts 'I;hc bcncﬁts and current structurc of usmg

. -
Y
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. i
IPP's was favorcd byonlya small majonty of teachers most of whom had under 20
students. The nccd for prcscmcc and/or inservice education of tcachcrs by both
Alberta Education and the individual districts in the aforemennoncd areas could
provc bcncﬁcml with regards to teachcrs ' referral decisions.
Overall, 4lfkcspondcnts appcarcd to understand and accept thcxr identification and '
referral rcsponmbxlmcs Sansfacuon was cxprcsscd by a majority of respondents
~ with the rcfcrral forms being uscd in the pammpatmg dlstncts
In conclusxon of the seven questions posed, in the group of system-related
conccrns, ﬁvc emerged as requiring addmonal mvcsuganon and/or clarificaton. Of
these fi five, four were 51gmﬁcant at a level of .05 or hlgher & of the questions

I’

posed did'not appcar to be mﬂucncmg tcachers referral dccxs1ohs .

@

«

¥ o School-Level Factors
‘ Sccuon III consisted of:a- total of eight lecrt-type quesnons to which
. teachers wcre askcd to\rcspond on a ﬁve point scale rangmg from Strongly Agrec _
. (1) to Stfongly Disagree (5) Rcspcmscs were collapscd for purposes of
_ interpretation mto the three catcgoncs of Agrec, Unésure and Dlsagrec Thc elght
: € quc;nonsr)wrc related to schod level conccms which rmght affect tcachers rcferral
dct:1s1ons In thxs section two qucstlons wcrc rcpcated to: glvc an mdlcauon of
'respondcnt rchabxhty, Icavmg a total of sxx actual school-rclated qucsnons The

-

‘fesults. are dlscussed in dqtaxl Thc rescarch quesnon is pnnted in 1tahcs, the
Y . i
‘ qucsnons whlc'h were.posed-on thc qucsuonnan'c to answcr thc}escarch quesudn

are in bold prmt and a visual summary of the rcsponse\to each qv}?suon is

»

3 : ) . . > ®
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, Q" A
/ ‘ i
. pI'OVidCd . . 1 é{‘ -
‘Q#l1. Do the teachers" believe they can adequately meet the needs of special
needs students within the regular classroom? o .
_ (#2) The child will receive just as good or better quality help in
my room as in the resource room. .
Quality of Resource Room Program 1
- »
2 1l Disagree  60.5%
E i3 - [ Unsure ° 20.9%
¢ s B Agree 18.6%
\isas A
“", be y :\'
’ . . . L 9; .
" The majority of respondents, 6() 5 percent, dxsagrced 20.9 pcrccnt were unsure
and 18 6 percent agrecd as rcprcsented in Flgurc 11. ’
» ' : 3
(#15) The resource Toom offers more assnstance to the chud than -
. . . * ‘e'/ . P e,
he can receive in a r-egular plassréom. . o . -
¥ ° . Quality of Resource Room 2" :
< SR T L
- .‘.. ; . . . 1
PR fiiEs - Agree ' : . 72.1% T v S
e A d E]Dlsagrae"ﬁ._e% e S
R A .Unsure L98% - o .
& . § . B :
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Be

The majority of respondents, 79.1 percent, agreed; 9.3 percent were unsure and

¥

. - 11.6 percent disagrccd., as shown in Figure 12. It appears that most teachers

perceive some benefit to having their special needs students receive some resource

room assistance. Approximately, one-fifth of tcachcrs _felt special needs children

- could receive Just as good or better quality assistance within the regular class. The

qucsuon cmcrges Are the teachers dlssamﬁcd with the resource room service -

- provided in their schools, or do they feel quite capable of mcetmg these chlldren s

needs? Unfortunately, the research’ qucsnon itself did not determine the answer.
Ih the follow-up interview the question was asked again of a small sample of

teachers and a more detailed response recorded. Generally, it appeared that'some

teachers fclt there was a lack of cooperativc planning and no feedback as ia"-

progrcss or program in the rcsourcc room, other teachcrs fclt resOurcc room

programs prov1dcd little assistance to the rcgular class teachcr who is workmg wnh

the chlld for. r.hc maJonty of the day, scvcral tcachers felt the reason the child was

- referred is not always addrcssed in the resource room and the child jllSt gets further-‘
bchlnd Onc teacher fclt chlldrcn gct more sumulatron from the rcgular class

B program and chlld,ren are not isolated fmm their peers m the rcgular cIass program

" This sample of teachers mdrcatcd dlssa“nsfacuon with the style and operation of

resource room services grovxded in their pameular sch

teachcrs would have prcfcrred the assistance being dc 1vered ducctly m the

. Qm. Does Wi prkncrpal sam% ugﬂuence tea’cher referral deaszons’ o

L (#9) My prmclpal “frowns on" teachers "who' cant handle the

+

-students placeﬂ in thenr \tlasses. R o B “ B

R - Loa
s N '
ie R

ol. It appears these‘«»,

O
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- : : g N

Principal's Attitude Towards Referrals 1 4
s
, Fa M Disagree = 76.7%
. E Unsure 18.6%
| AR J MW Agree ~  4.7% ‘
B 4 ‘
R *& S Y e T ’
. RESS,. L, o e . ‘ v
X . l»* d +, . . - . .": \
3‘)“‘-_?1,.%" : - ' '
Thc majonay oﬁmspondents, 76 7 percent, disagreed; '18. 6 pcrccnt were unsure
. ’7‘.‘$ &

and 4.7 percent agrccd' asreprescntcd in lfgurc 13.*

(#16) "My prmcxpal's attltude towards réferrals eh N 'ges me to

make re‘ferrais *

. R : ! . o
¢Principal's’ Attitude Towardi{feferra s 2
1] ‘ w : N -
5, . IAgree 72.1% SR
: B i E unsure 18:3% .
e - ML Disagree - 11.8% - K
K s.\ “v ‘: b, _.‘._ . - Ll ‘ . e
R |
. g

_ "The ma_]onty of rcspondents 72 I: pcrcent agrced 16.3 pcrccnt were u‘nsurc

. 4nd 116 pcrccnt drsagrqed as shown m Flgure 14 Mosf-fcéchcrs "m thcsc schools;.
pcx);elved fhclr pnnc1pals as hav1hg a posmvc attitude bwards the rcfcrral of specxal .
‘needs chllc;lrcn In this study, thq prmcipal's afntudc d1d not. emerge as a faetor

i

/

%
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which deleteriously infﬁﬁnced teachers' referral decisions.
_ | t ‘
O#3. Do teachers perceive the resource room as a temporary placement? -
(#4) Children are moved into ahd ‘out of the resource room on an

on-go_ing basis throughout the school year.
A o .

- Figure 15
 Knowledge of Movement and the Resopurce Room .
f335 [l Agree 76.7%
[ Disagree  18.6%

M Unsure 4.7%

‘e

The maJonty of respondents, 76.7 percent, agreed 47 percent were unsure and
0N ”
18.6 percent disagreed, as summanzed in Flgure 15. Most teachers appear to

perceive the_ resource room,as a temporgry short-term placement for their. special
"needs'—hildren' however,' approximately 18.6 perceﬁt of tcachers view itas a full-
year placcment Casual mvesuganon mdxcated that in some casesz pamculaxly in '

Division II, bccause of the degree of the chlld's specml need resource room ’
£

&

assistance whs, in fact, reqmred over the em:u'e year. "

Q#4 Do tedchers percezve the resource room as ojferlng academzc beneﬁts o *°

: thexr speczal needs studenm? ‘ o ' '_ - ‘“

v

(#11) The program offered in the resource room tends to involve %“'“
5 { -

. lot of play ;mth-httle-academlc rtl‘ansfelf back to my class.

s BN . T o .
LT : ‘ e . ~ )
- . . - . - L
- < K - . -
o3 ®
N L & ) ) e > .
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+ v
v . » » . ‘
" Academic Transfer and the Résource Room Program
R Wit o
PI SREL B Disagree  81.4%
8 ‘B Agree 11.6%
” M Unsure 7.0% -

Y

)

"o

The majorny of respondents 81,.4 perccnt msagreed 7 perccm were unsure and

11 6 pcrccnt agrecd as summanzed in Fxgurc 16.

" The chl-squarc rcsults 1nd1catcd a s1gmﬁcant relationship at the 0193 level

betwecn class size and agreement w1th this statement. Of the 11.6 percent who

agreed with this statement none had under 20 students, 40 pcrccnt -had 21 to 26

vstudents and 60 percent had over 26 students, as summax?cd 1¢Graph 4.
Graph 4

Class Size vs. Academic Benefits of Resource Room Placement.
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1 The ﬁndmgs suggcst that as clztss size mcreases sausfathon ‘'with acadermc
« L : ; .
transfcr decrcascs ‘

o
,)J

."‘ It ap?cars that most teachers are sausﬁcd with thc resource room program and
thc a.mount of academic transfer their students achlcve ‘In a follbw-up interview
) w1th a small sample as. to why some teachers rmght agree with the above statement

| thc tcachcrs all rcspondcd w1th commcnts regarding the unr Jatedness of the

that the student

g&

Q#5. Does the teacher's percepnon of avallabzlu‘y of resource room services’

programs used in the resource rooms. -These teachers strongly fe

should be working on regular class i’naterials

influence referral decisions?

(#24) There is always room in the. resource ropm for anof;
child. | "
Figure 17

\ Perception of Availability of Placement

‘ Dlsagree 48.8%
‘Bl 'Agrea | .32.6%
I Unsure 18.6%

¥

A\
.

et

s

2

- s -
> .

The majoﬁty- of respondcnts 4}& pcréent, diéagrcod° 18.6 percent twcrc unsm’é
and 32 6 percent agrccd as represcntcd in Fxgurc 7. " It appcars that teachcrs
pcrccpuons of ayailable scrwcc to their suspectcd specxal rtecds chtldren could in’
_ fact. be hft‘ecungcaexr referral dectsxons -7 o -
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. Furthermore, there appears to be a lack of consensus as to whether or not if the

Vv

A . .
referral was made and resource room service deemed necessary, it would be

" available. This is a concern which could be addressed at the schoo‘lﬁ-flévgl'rto providc

clarification to the teachers. . ' T ”0
1 e
Q#6. Are tedchers concerned with the possible negativé*effects of labelling of
special needs children? | SRR S

'(#30). Children who attend resource room are often I'abvelled by

: _other children.

Labelling Effects L
30, - W Disagree  41.9%
- Agree 41.9%
'l Unsure 16.3% .
% .
L5

eyt B _ v s

No consensus was reacheq on this statement. Eighteen, 41.9 percent, of the

:cspon,dc_nt's agreed, 16.3 perc

t were upsure and 41.9 percent disagreed, Figuré
18, '"

¥

Si'gniﬁ;:ant differences, at thé" 023 lcvcl were notéd bctwccn tcachcrs with
_msemccs in Early Childhood, Umvcrsuy courses m Eaﬂy Chxldhood and no ' ‘
Co training in Early Childhdod: @ne-fiundred percent of the tcachcrs who had tcccwcd
nnscmcps m Early Cluldhodd fclt that chﬂdrcn who attcndcd resource room were

_ labcned 13 3 p;rccm of tcachcrs ‘with Umvcrsxty courses m Early Chlldhood :
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agreed with the statement, and 50 percent of teachers with no training _;agrc,gd,
Graph 5. ‘
Graph 3

Early Childhood Training vs. Labelling Concerns

e P~ OO0 T® T

, Training
Clinsérvices '~ BNINo Training BUniversity

It appears that most teachers with University Courses in Early Childhood do

~ not believe that children are labelled because of attendance in resource room. Those
teachers who have had only inservice and/or no training are more likely 10 have
concc_rhs regarding labcllirig. Findings indicate that some tcaéheﬁ" concerns about
labcili.ng may be ihﬂucncin g their mfc;ml decisions. |
‘Summary.
~ Thyee factors at thc school level emerged as concerns. Teachers' referral
dccxsxons in thls Study may .be being mﬂucnccd by thg: avaxlablhty of resource room

placemem& conccrns of labellmg and acad;:mxc transfer. ‘. : o %

Ovcrall teachcrs exprcsscd sansfacnon wuh zhc resource room program

L

©
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| : ' voffercd in ythé'ir schools and the progress their students made in these prdgrams.

" The pnnc1pals of the schools mvolvcd should be comphmcntcd on their posmvc
' L

attitudes towards the referral of special needs children. Furthcr. it appears
acceptable that at tuncs the resource room functions as a short-tcnn placement while
. at other times it serves children on a long term basis.
In conclus;on, of the six rcscarch qucsnons posed in the group of school-
related concerns, only threé cincrgdd as relevant. None of these concems;

availability of placements, la&ng, or academxc transfer are easily solved. Each

%
school must cormnuc to addres$ these concerns on an on-going basis. Three of the

3
rcscarch qucstlons posed did n%appear to mfluencc teachers' referral dccmons
S . %,

Sccuon v con51sted of 25 Likert-type qucsnons to whxch teéchcrs were
asked to rcspond ona five point scale ranging from Strongly Agrcc (Mto Strongly
Disagree (5). The results of Strongly Agree and Agree were combmcd into one
category, thc sccond category was left as Unsure, and the third category con51stcd
of Disagree and Suor}gly Disagree responses. Section IV w/g:composcd of twenty
..~ questions related to the individuaNeacher, their knowl'cdge and opinioﬁs. Eivc of |

thc qucsuons w¢rc rcpcated to prg¥ide an indiqation of respondent reliability. Each

of the questions poscd is dlscusscd in detail. Thc research qucsuon is printed in
B

- italics, the qucstxons which were poscd on the questionnaire to answer the research
b

question are in bold prmt, and a visual summary of the responses to each quesnon ,

is prowdcd

o
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Q#1. What is the teacher'’s persbﬁdﬂéfiﬁign towards )naking referrals?
(#23) Regular class teachefé areb_ expected to teach any stu’dentTJ"’
assigned-to their class without making referrals. -

Expecta.tions Regarding Referrals

75 _
y. Lo
& M Oisagree  81.4% . y
'f’ B Agree  11.6%
I Unsure 7.0%

et

The majority of rcspondcnts 814 pcrccnt, dlsagrced, 7 pcrcent were unsure and

<% "6 %perdent agrecd Flgure 19.
~ The chi-square results showcd a sxgmﬁcant relanonshlp at the .0232 level of
the 81.9 percent of tcachcrs who dxsagrced 53 8. percent had tramlng in Special
Educatxon, while 100 pcrccnt of teachers inserviced in Special Education disagreed |

and 90.5 percent of teachers with no txammg or inservicing dlsagreed Graph 6.
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Graph 6

Special Education Training vs. Expectations

4

100 o w
90|k X
‘golk:
7olF
60
50
40
Q 2
7 20
10
0

Q(.pm"‘:!OO"O'U

Ao

~ Training
Elinservice [ No training B University

/ .

_As uggest that the teachers with Special Education Umvcrsny courses

_ rcfer than those who have no training or who have had only

RN

fict lar research question skould be pursued in more depth:
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o ' -
e
. ) Need for Special Services

S

n AQrea 88.3%
Unsure . 7.0%
B Disagree 4.7%

-

The majority of rcspondénts, 88. 4-pcrccnt' agrced° 7 pcreent were unsure and
* 47 percent dlsagreed as represented i in Flgurc 20 It appears that the majority of
tcachcrs behevc that making a rcferral is acccptablc In prev1ous stud'és teachers
have md1c:_ated that 'they felt that makmg a referral was a reflection pf their personaly
KoQu{petcncc. | | '

In a follow -up interview, a small sample of teachers was askcd to comment

| further One teacher felt it indicated gravc insecurity on thc part of the non-
referring tcachcr and several teachers reflected on the lack of being able to be :
everyttung to evcrybody It appqars that most tcachcrs both recogmzc thc ch1ld s
need for referral and feel confident enough to make a referral.

Q#2 Are teachers aware of the  types of programs offered in the resource room?

(#3) I am famlhar wnth ﬁle types of programs offered in the |

resource room. .

A 4
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| ‘Familiarity witn Resource Room Programs ¢

-
e

- B Agree 76.7% .
B Disagree © 18.6%
B Unsure ~ 4.7%

¥

The majonty of respondcnts 76. 7 percent, agrced 4 7 percent were unsure and .

| 18 6pcrccnt dtsagreed Fxgure 21.- Two vanables, class size and expenence with .

- IPP's discriminated the respondents

The chx-squarglrcsults mdxcated a significant relauonshlp at the .0093 levelA
: between Qass size and farmhmty thh resource room programs None of the -

teachers with under 20 students rcported unfa\r\mhanty with resource room

- programs, while 16. 7 percent of those with 21-26 students reported unfarmhanty,
‘and 33.3 percent of teachers with over 26 reported unfamiliarity, Graph 7. -

e
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'
%

- Unfamiliarity with Resource Room Program vs. Class Size

5

X ’ P ) .
e ' :
o r i
R c {
; o _, L2
n . » v
t :
a ;
N g '
. e ’ [N
N
- ' N s Class Size - R o
Funder 20 BN21 1026 HBover 26 N
It appears that as class size mcrcascs knowledgc pf spccra] services dccrcascs -
A furthcr relauonslup was established ata hrghly 51gn1ﬁcant .0008 lcvcl bctwccn
expencnce with resource room programs and IPP expcnencc Graph 8
LS 9-_l kK s
8
. !.
B
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’ . R ‘o . .
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' Experiéhce with IPPs VS, Familiarity wigt'lr”R‘esource} Room ¢« °
" Programs o L

ea@apm~300-~0T

i»

: , Expenence . :
- Eipp Experience NINo Experience

4
" Ofthe eachers v with some IPP experience 90.3 percent reported familiarity with

rcsourcc room programs. while only 41.7 pcrcent of the teachers without IPP.

experience reportcd farmhanty Clearly, teachers w1th IPP cxpencncc ai)pear to

have more knowlcdgc of programs offered in the resource room. Most téachers

perccwc t.hcmselvcs as. knowlcdgcable about what kmd of service is provrded by

N\

thc resource room. It appears that tcachcrs knowlcdge could affect thc teachers'
refcrral dccxsxon depcndcnt on the tcachcrs op'rmon of the programs offered.

; Q#3 teachers percexve diffi culnes wnh the child exiting from the regular
.cIassprogram’ SR : _ - ~. S

(#4) Chnldrm leaving, to go; to the resource room, leads to

seribus difficulties with classroom programming and evaluation.

o«
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and 18 6 pcrcent agrced Fxgurc 22. Most teachers rcportcd being able to copc ‘

-,

Tcnchexs Refatnl Decmons 8S

/*\

. . v - ‘ . )
' T b - (
. 7'P . . o
Fi - 22 p
. ‘.
! Perceived Difficulties with Exiting the Regular Class
5
Y M Disagree  76.7%
. Agree 18.6%

B unsure 4.7%

.
S

: "The maJonty 0fm§spondcnts, 76.7 percent, dlsagrecd 4. 7 pergent were unsure

with programmmg and cvaluauon modlficauons Wthh are a result of a Chlld

attcndmg the rcsourcc room Some teachcrs reported d1fﬁcu1ty copmg wnh this; it

i

appears these teachcrs would be lcss hkcly to rcfcr 1f resource room placement was

4

)

an expected result. _

Q#4 Do teachers tend to view the resource room as a place for dzsrupuve

 children? - R N

appropriate as it benefits the ‘children in thé regular class.

e

(#13) " Resource room .placement for a .disruvpt_i'Ve"_child Vis_q

7
[t



-« *Teschers' Referral Decisions 86

R}esourc.d"Rpom Placement for the Disruptive Ch'_ildi 3

' - - o . L ”.

‘M Disagree  60.4%

.‘% 4. " "B Unsure 25.6% ‘ i
‘é— ‘Wl Agree  * 14.0% .

The majority of respondents 60. 5 percent d1sagreed 25.6 percent were unsure -
Fand 14 percent agreed, as summanzed in Figure 23. It appears that in some cases

resource room placement may be used to exclude a drsrupuve ch11d from regular

i

class parumpanon N \

The ch‘r-squaremesults mdlcated a srgmﬁcant relanonshlp at the 0451 level ‘A
Most teachers, 87. 5 percent thh 1, té k] years experlence felt this-was an
’ mappropr;ate placement, most teachers, 64 percent, wr&h' Over 10 years teachmg '
_ experience dxsagreed However, most teac.hers w1th 3 1o 10 years teaching

expenence were unsure as to whether or not thls placement would be appropnate.

)

¢
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_ Teachmg Experience vs. Appropnateness of -Placement' of a,

Dlsruptnve Chlld

- Y- W~ OO YO D

Expenence B
Ei 110 3 years lOver 10 years 53 to 10 years

It appcars that tcachers thh 3t 10 ycars cxpcncncc are most hkcly to rcfcr
d15rupt1vc chlldrcn if thc cxpcctcd result 1 is resource room placcmcnt Graph 9 |

A further chx-sQuarc rcsult was 31gn1ficant at thc 0414 level bctwccn Early
~ Childhood Educanon and resource room placcmcm for disruptive chxldrcn Nonc »
of the teachers who had Umversny courses m.Early Childhood agreed w1th the .
statcmcnt ‘while 50 perccnt who had bcen inscmccd agrced and 16.7 perccm who
had no training agreed Graph 10.

\

—
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IR -
Early ChlldhOOd Educauon VS, Approprlateness of Blacement of a-
l o Dlsruptlve Chnld

100, -
ol

80
70;_
80_'_
50|
~ 40]
sol
20
10]F7

ocapm~>50 0" o0
L3

Early Chlldhood Training ‘ _
EINo Training Rinservice BUmversny

It appears that teachers who have received inservice training in Early Childhood
education are most likely to refer distuptive children t:or resource room placerhcnt.
In d1scussxons with a small samplc of tcachcrs most cxpresscd the opinion’ that |

- disruptive children bclongcd in the office and were not deservmg of theé mdwu?1 al

| attcntion offcred in the resource room. One. of the tcachcrs felt that mdxv1duahzed
instruction was mappropnatc as the child was experiencing d1fﬁcult1cs within the _

~ larger group snuatxon 50 why put hun in:the rcsource room None of the teachers .

mehtioned thc possxbxhty of the child bcmg d1sruptwe bccause of bcmg in necd of a
, ‘rcfcrral | N
Q#S Do teachers percewe the resource roomasa personal time saver? -~

(#26) If the student is placed in the resource room it. saves. time

| planning for mdmdu,al needs. ‘

4
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| ~ Perception of the Resource Room as a Time Saver

¥

,9'@'

M Disagree  74.4%
_ ‘Agree - 18.6%
. I Unsure 7.0%

The majonty of respondents 74. 4 pex:cent dlsagreed 7 percent were unsure and
18.6 percent agreed as represented in Flgure 24 |

" The chl-square results indicated a 51gmﬁcant relatlonshlp at the 0097 level It

appea:s that as class 51ze increases the teacher is more likely to percewe the resource

room as a personal time saver; while 90 percent of teachers with. under 20 dlsagreed

with the statement only 79.2 percent w1th 21-26 dlsagreed and the percentage

dropped to only 44.4 percent dlsagreement if the teacher had over 26 students, as

_ surnrnanzed in Graph ll
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RS : "mb I ) ".A /

S " Class Size -
Eunder 20 N211026 Klover 26 .

EON . . el

Ovcrall it appcars most tcachcrs in thc study havc expenenccd the addmonal

thne commitment rcqmrcd when a child has specxal nceds and is adrmtted to the ‘
resourceroom. S P B
Q#6 Are the teachers aware of the entrance cmerlato the resource room? ' v s : :
(#17) I am famlhar with the crltena for admlttance to the resource ‘

room. el

Familiarity with Entrance Criteria

| Agree 86.0%

Bl.unsure.  7.0% SRR
‘M Disagree = :7.0% S
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4 ’ ’
The maJonty of respondcnts, 86 percent agreed 7 percent were unsure and 7

' percent msagreed Figure 25 -Most teachers are conﬁdent about therr knowledge
c./‘
regarding admmance cmena g

-~

N

J .
The chl-square results mdlcated a sxgmﬁcant relauonshlp at the .001 level
between famlhanty with admittance criteria and number of referrals made Teachers E ’
iwho had made no referrals ‘appeared unfamrhar with the entrance criteria in ',
_comparison to thelr colleagues who had made referrals. Only 333 percent of all
‘ non-refemng teachers reported famlhanty thh entrance cntena, while 90 percent of :
teachers who had made 1 to 5_1;eferrals and 85.7 percent of teachers who had made
over S referrals reported familiarity with entrance criteria; Graph 12.
| . " . ' . '. -
Number of Referrals vs. Familiarity with Entrance Criteria .
100 | :
" R — _ , ;
80 ' L S
70 :
- 60] -
T 50
40
30~
. 20f:
N 10
_ of

E

e

‘eo@ P~ 00T -

Number of Referrals, . .
'EINo Referrals 1 to 5 referrals  EdOver 5

Whether or not the referring teachers' knowledge of 'entrance.cr’ria is accurate

: wasnotderermmed R " .

PRI,

L

“.Ina follow-up interview with a. small group of teachers it was apparent that most -

‘ refemng teachers percexved the results of a psycho—educahonal assessment as

@

AN
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determining the entrance criteria. Thus, it appears a review of entrance criteria at
the school Jevel would be appropriate. _

The chi-square results also showcd a 51gmﬁcam relationship between class 51zc

- and familiarity wuh thc cntrancc criteria.. Onc-hundrcd pcrccnt of teachers with

under 20 reported faﬁuhanty thh entrance criteria, 91.7 percent of teachcrs with 21
26 reported familiarity and only 55.6 pcrcent‘ of teachers w1th over 26 reported
farmhanty, Graph 13. :
- Class Size vs. Familiarity with Entrance Criteria
100,
-Yo]: (0N
80
.70
. 60
50
.40
30
20

10
o

ocam~s500-"0T

.7 Class Size
Blunder20 N21 1026 Bover 26
Class size appcars to bc e'signiﬁcant féctof in'r‘elationl to teacher kno:vlcdge of
. special programs | s |
e 7 Do teacher: e.xpenence d:ﬁ‘iculzy completmg the referral form7
(#19) I am unclear as to the mformatlon requlred to. complete ‘the

referral form.



B \\nd 7 percent agreed; as summanzcd in Figure 26.

' ;o " Teachers' Referral Decisions £3

y
l -« A
— ] 4 -
0 .
Figure 26
N ™ i . . . . ) ~ .
_Knowledge of Referral Information * N
. aty
Aot \ ey
2 M Disagree  81.9%
. B Unsure "11.3%
. Agree 6.8%

N l °
e

The majonty of rcspondents 84. 4 percent, dlsagrecd 11.6 pcrcent were unsure :
The chi-square. ggsﬂult indicated a 51gmﬁcant rclanonshxp betwccn ﬁ numbcr of
refcrrals madc and the teachers' knowledgc of thc mformanon rcquucd to complctc
the refcnal form at thc 0311 level. Most non-referring teachers, 66.7 percent were : |
i unsure of the information required, whlle most referring tcachcrs 87 9 pcrccnt and .
71.4 percent respectlvely, mdlcatcd%no problc_m with regards to thc rcqulre_d_‘_

information Graph 14
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Number 6f Referrals vs. Knowledge of Referral Form Data

- P
e 3
\ o
e
o
{ n
t.
a.
g

e »

. A

. ‘ . ‘ . = > R
: g ~ Number of Referrals ,
v O1 to 5 teferrals  NOver 5 referrais.  EINo Referrals

- o
s R
"",

A furthcr chl-squarc relanonshlp was cstabhshcd at the '0154 level betwecn

o

»,k,':v_.tcachers wnh some IPI? cxpcnencc and the rcqmrcd mformanon Of the tcachers

with some  IPP. cxpcnence 87.1 percent expressed farmhanty with the mformanon

required while only 66 7 percent of those with no experience expressed fatmhanty,
Graph 15. 3

’
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Graph 15 _

IPP Experience Vs. Knowledge of Referral Form Data
100 ,
P 90
e 80
70
o 60
n 50
40
a 30
g 20
e

7

DON

D ' " IPP Experience
’ E11PP Experience  RINo Experience

Overall, .it appears fhat most teachers expcriencc little difficulty providihg the
information required to make a referral. | |
QH8. Are teachers aware of their school s referral procedure7
(#32) I am not aware of a set referral procedure at our school.
. Av_varenese of Referral }_’_fqeedure ~

. n Disagree - 69.7%" :
[ Unsure - - 18.3% v
‘H Agree 14.0% :

~

Y

* The majority of i'cspondchie; 69.8 percent, disagreed; 16.3 percent were unsure| -
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and 14 percent dlsagrccd Figure 27. Ovcr'a quarter of the teachers exprcssed a
lack of knowlcdge rcgardmg their school's rcferral procedurcs All of the schools
| in the study do have a set referral procedure. Inforrmng the tcachers of the referral
procedure could be addressed efficiently during a staff meeting. '

Q#9 Are teachers knowledgeable of the mdzcators 10 1dentzfy spec;al needs
children? - T |

#5) 1 am familiar ﬁth the o‘bSeivéble symptonis of special needs |
chiltiren at my grade level. | o
Familiarity with Oﬁservable Symptoms 1

B Agree 81.4%
B Unsure 16.3%
- [l Disagree 2.3%

£ °

’ The majority of respondents, 81.4 percent“agreed; 16.3 percent were unsure
and 2.3 percent disagreed, Figur?: 28. - |
(#27) 1 am unsure as to the behaviors and/or charaéteristics of

special needs children.

i —_—



~over meeting individual needs?
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Fi 29

- Familiarity with Observable Symptoms 2 Sy

- M Disagree ~ 72.1%
- Agree 16.3%
M Unsure  11.6%

o

. The majority of réspondents 72.1 pcrcént disagreed; 11. épcrcént were unsdrcf ’
and 16.3 perccnt agreed, as summarized in Flgurc 29.. It appcars that most teachers
are conﬁdcnt in their ab111ty to identify spec1al nccds chlldrcn, and that thisisnota
factormthcudemmontomakcarcfcnal L
| In follow- -up interviews a small samplc of teachers was asked 10 cla.boratc and’
give examples of the criteria they uscd for 1dent1ﬁcauon The teachers, gcncrally. _
) rcfcrred to math and reading pcrformancc m the rcgular class as adcquatc
. 1dent1ficat10n criteria. One teacher mentioned hlghcr level thinking skllls »thch
indicated the child's need for an additional challenge. ‘

Q#10. Do most teachers feel that teaching the currtculum has to take priority

v
=y

4 5 _
(#18) In my situation, teaching the curriculum must take priority

over’ studenté' individual _difﬁculties.

si5E
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Figure 30
Individual Needs vs. Teaching Curriculum

LN

.
L4

_ . Disagree 93.0%
‘Agree 7.0%

The majority of respondents, 93 percent, disagrcpd and 7 pcqunt respondents
agreed, Fxgurc 30. | | -
" The chx-squarc results indicated a mgmficant rclanonshxp at the 0486 lcvcl

bctwccn rcfcmng teachers and disagreement wnh the statemcnt One-hundrcd

<

- percent of the non-referring teacha‘s felt that md1v1dual nccds took pnonty over the

cumculum of thc teachcxs who had made lto5 mfcrrals 97 percent felt md1v1dua1
vnccds took pnonty while only 71.4 percent ‘of teachers who had made over ? .

- , ‘_rcfcmls felt mdmdual needs took pnonty, Graph 16.
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Number of Referrals vs. Teaching the Curriculum

o~ ® 0" DT

"Number of Referrals
[ONo Referals (51 10 5 Referrals B Over 5

‘These findings indicate that thc tcachcrs who makc the most rcfcrrals tend to be

the teachers who asa group thmk that tcachmg the curnculum takcs pnonty over

1nd1v1dua1 chlldren ] needs

Ovcrall it appcars that tcachcrs in thlS study are.more mtcrcstccm tcachmg
- children than in tca¢hmg curriculum. Th1s response is very encouraging from the

pcrspccuvc of all chxldrcn

e

Q#I L Are zeac}iers hesztant to contact parenzs and share their concerns? } '

(#12) Contactmg parents about their child's difficulties is one o

the first steps ’,i take. - v . S '

-
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. Contacting Parents

I

- Il Agree 90.7%
B3 Disagree 9.3% .

The majonty of rcspondcnts, 90.7 pcrccnt agrecd and 9.3 percent d1sagre¢d
r
Flgurc 31 oo

The chx-square rcsults md1cated a 51gmficant rclauonshlp ‘at the - 0053

bctwecn parent contact and IPP cxpcnencc Of the teachers with IPP cxpenence
100 percent agrced w1th the statzment wh11c only 66.7 perccnt of those who had no
cxpcncncc agrced with the statemcnt, Graph 17
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.

Graph 17 .

..‘_? - IPP Experience vs. Contacting Parents

100,

7///
7
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" IPP Experience
EIPP Experience NINo Experience

It appears the teachers with IPP cxpcﬁencc are much more likcl& tol eonta.cvt‘
pan:nts early than tcachcrs wnh no IPP experience. Apparently, most tcachcrs feel
comfonable contacting parents and shanng their concerns. The dxstncts mvolvcd in
the study require that parcntal consent accompany all refexrals |

Q#1 2 Do teachers only refer chzldren who are poss:btlmes for retenuon’

(#33) A clnld should be referred only if he is m danger of fallmg

Lo
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Referi‘alé 'Based on Achievement 1

M Disagree .93.0%
Agree 4.7%
M Unsure 2.3%

3 T
The majority of respondents, 93 pex'ccnt, disagreed; 23 percent wereé unsure and
4.7 percent agreed, as shown in Figure 32, o
(#14) A child suspected of havmg special - needs . should be .
referred even if he,.xs_ achieving. "
.l{efer;als Based on“Ac'hiev'én‘lent 2

B Agree 60.5%
- B Unsure .20.9% -
M Disagree  18.6%

| The majonty of rcspondents, 60. 5 pcrccnt agrccd 20.9 percent were unsurc
and 18.6 percent d1sagmed Flgurc 33 It appears that most teachers do not basc'
their rcferral decisions, solcly, on. whether or not the child w111 pass the grade.

Howevcr as a group it appears that approxlmately 40 perccnt of teachers are

-
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unsure or feel no reason td refcr if the child is achxcvmg This atntudc and/or lack
of lcnowledge on the part of teachers could lcad to some very scnous crrors in’
referral decisions, for cxamplc a hearing 1mpa1red Chlld can often achieve at an -
average level and yct still has special needs. g
Ina follow-up interview wnh a small samplc of teachers all fclt it would be
" ¢ deleterious to the child as a whole to refer him if he was achlcvmg.at a ,satxsfactory o
level onless the child's special need appearcd to be enrichment. o
- Q#I13. How long should teachers wait before referring a child? o
(#25) A child suspected of havmg speclal needs should be
: referred in the first: month of sehool _
| . Tirning of Referral 1

M Disagree  48.8%
Unsure  41.9%
| Agree . 9.3%

’ 1"’1'

. L

, No’clear majority was noted on this qucstion' 48.8 percent of the respondents
dlsagrced, 9.3 percent-agreed and 41.9 percent were unsure, Flgurc 34.
(#34) It is dlfficult to refer a Chlld ‘much before January, as a_

teacher doesn't know hlm well enough until ‘then.

8.
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~ Timing of Referral 2

" M Disagree  97.7%
Unsure 2.3%

The majorxty of respondcnts, 97. 7 percent, dlsagreed and 2.3. percent were
" unsure, Fxgure 35. Tt appears that most teachers clearly believe a referral can be

,made before \ uary, however, a lesser number bchevc it can be rnade in

Septembcr ‘Teach tto makc referrals in September are perhaps,
attemptmg to allow the’ Chlld tune to settlc m and/or have not exhausted thexr own
pcrsonal'techmques for dealmg with the chﬂd’s special needs.
| O#l14. Doq; class size mﬂuence teachers referral dec:swns?

(#35) Regular class teachers are more llkely to . make referrals a

when .assigned a large class, as they wnll have dnfﬂculty meetmg,‘ -

lndlvndual needs
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Class Size vs. Number of Referrals -

~

- 7
s © MAgree  48.5%.
N : B Disagree . 34.9%
: B Unsure 18.6%

Lt

] -
e

" No clear consensus was reached on this question, as shown in Figurc 36. A

small majority of 46.5 percent respondcnts agrecd, 18 6 pcrccnt were unsure and A

' 34 9 perccnt msagrccd 3 . S
The chJ-squarc rcsults mdxcated a mgmﬁcant rclauonshlp at thc 0158 Ievcl Of
the teachers who disagreed thh this statcmcnt 66.7 percent rcportcd havmg been
' mserv1ced in Special Educatlon, 46 2 percent rcported havmg had Un1vcrs1ty
courscs in Spccxal Education and 14 3 pcrccm rcportcd having no tralmng or

o msemcmg in Special Education. Graph 18 represents thc results. )
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‘Graph 18

Specigl Education Training vs. Referrals related to Class Size

o~ o T

i

CX N Bl X

L Special Education Training
. [Tinservice Muniversity EINo Training

N |
It‘aﬁi)eérs that teachers who have had training and/oln' Special Education courses
- at Umvcrsny are mu_cH more likely not to refer children based on class size alone.
QH#IS. Do teachers perceive a referral as beneficial tb the child?
‘(#36) A referral will do more harm than g‘olo'd‘. o
' Perceived Benefits of Rgferfal |

.

BB Disagres - 90.6%

B Unsure - 4.7%
M oAgree - - 4.7%
N
' N

.- The majority of respondents, 90.7 percent, dis'agrcéd;‘4.7 percent were unsure
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.

and%.7 ﬁerceni agreed, Figure 37 It appears that most teachers perceive the

’r’eferral. as 'bencﬁcial‘-to. uie child and only a small percentagc were ﬁrx'surc or

: percexved referrals as harmful. In a fol]ow-up interview with a small sample of
tcachers no neganve refcrral expenenccs were reported. R Y

Q#16. Are teachers aware of the need for their persorial vigilance with regards

ta special needs 1dennﬁcanon? |

[}

(#8) Children suspected of havmg special needs often slip

through a few grades before being recogmzed. _
Figure 38 e

Awareness of Identification Responsibility 1

’ M Disagree - 44.2%

135
L)
. Fened Agree - 41.8%
' < M Unsure 14.0%
RGEE

- Ofthe 43 respondcms 44 2 percent dxsagreed 14 pcrcent were unsure and 41. 8
'. percent agreed Figure 38, The questlon d1d not dxvxde the groups on any of the
| variables significantly. Expenence w1th IPP's was approaching significance with a
ch1-square result at the .07 level. It appeared that teachers with IPP expcnencc
were half as 11kely to behevc someone else would have’ referred the chlld
prev10usly |
(#37) If the child has speclal needs someone else would have

" referred the child before me

Y
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Thc cnurc samplo of 43 rcapondents dlsagreed w1th thlS statement. It appcars
that all thc tcachcrs are aware of the need for thc1r personal involvément in thc
tdcnuﬁcatlon of spec1al nccds chlldrcn Each of the ~.dtstr1cts should be i
comphmcntcd for their clanty and commumcanon in tlus area.

Rcspondcnt rchabﬂxty on this rcsearch qucstxon was poor. The findmgs suggest '

thc tcachcrs appear to -be dxffcrcntlatmg between the words,’ recognlzed" and e

o

"referred”. S . - -7

’[ Q#17. Do ‘teachers conszder thezr colleagues oplmons when makmg referral
‘d.eas:ons? ‘ | ‘ | .. o o
N (#38) | Other tea’chersk"oﬁinions affect my ret‘ervr.al déci.sidné_.‘_ ,
" Influence .of Colleagues' Opinions

i3 : R -
ftst M Disagree  55.8%
) B Agree 32.6%
X - IR Unsure 11.6%
L TH) 9 T o -

o8, 09,04

‘ The majori'ty of respondcnté, 55.8 perccnt disagréed' 11.6 pcréent were' unsure

_l and 326 pcrccnt agreed, Flgurc 39. It appcaxs that most tﬂachcrs do not respect or .
val:xc their colleagucs professwnal opinions w1th respect to referral dccxslons |
In a follow-up mtcmcw w1th a small group of teachers sevcral comments were |

rccordcd including ones with rcspcct to.the other teachers' competcncc, g1v1ng the

chlld a fresh start each year and being true to one's own perceptions. Unfortunately,
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thlS attltude has serious 1mp11cauons for children who are referred in May or June
. and passcd on to the next grade Tt appears that the new teacher would not
neccssanly respect ‘the previous teachers referral decxsron

Q#18. Do individual teachers have a combmatlon of criteria which they employ

-
-

(#39) I have a set of formal and mformal crnterla which I use to -'

:-1dent|fy spec_lal nee‘ds children. ~° - '
- . Identification Criteria = g
(o2 \ - .
23208 M Agree 72.0%
ATAeets B Unsure 14.0%

M Disagree  14.0%

»The:majorit): of respendents, ;72.1 percent, agreed; 14 perceht were unsure and
14 percent disagreed, Figure 40. More than a quarter of the teachers reported no
use of formal or informal criteria to 1dent1fy special needs chudren unfortunately
~we have no 1dea on what they base their referral decxs1ons ' .
| The chi-square results indigated a significant relanonshlp at the 0158 level. ‘All
of the teachers who had inservicing in Special Education reported having a set of
criteria, 84.7 percent of teachers with Univghtsity courses in ‘Speeial Education
- reported having a set of criteria, and only 52.4 percent of teachers with ho

inservicing or education reported having a set of criteria, Graph 19.

o .
.
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Special Education _‘Traihi'ng VS, 1denfi_fication Criteria

.cqm—oﬁo_o-*Qn

. Special Education Training
Blinservices Suniversity  ENo Training

It appears that both insérviging and University -Coxi’x;scs’ are bcpcficial to teachers
with respect to their sklls in identifying special needs children.

A'fhrthcr éhi-sgu;a_ré rcl#ﬁonship crqcrgcd as hi.ghlly ‘signific‘ant at the .0001

| level. Mos;‘tcachcrs;.'.87;l' percent, with IPP cx’p.cricnc'e‘ reported having a sét of

identification crifcria in contrast ohly 33.3 percent of té#chers with no IPP

experience reported having a set of identification criteria, Graph 20.
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Y

Graph 20

IPP Experience vs. Identification'.Criteria

Lo@ o000 0

IPP EXpenence .
EIPP Expenence NINo Experience

In a follow-up interview a small group of teachers was asked to elaborate on
~ their personal criteria. Rcsponscs mcluded standardized group test results,
| _behavior: problems, personal ‘observations, intuition, family history, and peer
relations. ) |
Q#19. Do teachers’ perceive the benefits of referral when the child’s home sze
appears 1o be the basis of the child's special needs.
(#40) Concerns about the child's home life tﬁight cause me to
make a'ref_el"i'al.e_- | | |

Y-
N

. ,?’z‘

i
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.::,v’ E i glltg . g I‘ n ¢

Referrals "Bas'é_d.on Home Life Concerns

B
%

:f M Agree 58.1%
¢ ¢ Disagree  27.9%
W Unsure  14.0% .

The majority of respdndcnts, '58'.‘1 nercent, agreed; 14 percent were unsure and
279 pcrccnt disagreed, Figuie 41. It apprears that apprqximately 42 percent of |
teachers wduld not ncecssarily rcfcr a ch_ilddne to concerns about the child's home
life. ) |

This partieular finding is startling with respect td children who are neglected
or abused and of serious concern with réapect to other special needs children.
Further thorough investigation of this tcacher amtudc was deﬁmtcly warranted, and
conducted in a follow-up-interview with a small sample of teachers They

_explained.that the reason. they tmght not refer thesc children is because they
wouldn't want to make things worse for them, 3"doesnt he have enough'

_ ‘problcms" "can't anyone have a pnvatc life", "what 1f I am wrong' etc

Q#20. -Do teachers respect the opinion of parents?

- (#41) Parents expressing ‘concerns might cause me to make a

' ’
re%al.

3 -
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Parental Inﬂuence on‘ Referral_Dgcisidns

- L5
£ - '
3 - M Agree . 81.4%
Bl Disagree = 11.6%

M Unsure 7.0% ¢

Y

The maJonty of respondents, 81.4 pcrccnt agreed; 7 percent were unsure and
11.6 percent disagreed, Figure 42. It appears that most teachers work togcthcr as f
partners with the parents in the education Qf the children. -
_ ‘Ina fdllow-up interview a' small group of t“eachcr;w'as asked to comment
E on why some teachers might ignore the parcnts concerns. \Only one teacher
| responded and stated that the teacher is in a much better posmon to makc refcrral/

dc<:151ons than the parent, the parent has no understanding of the chlld's cducanonal

situation.

Summary
Sectiorr IV consisted of twenty teacher-related questions regarding tcachch"

. knowledgc and opinions fegarding the services offered m their schools; 'spc'c.i:él
needs children, pamnté*and referrals. Several factors cmcrg§d As possibiy affecting
teachers' referral decisions. _ '

Of the twenty questions posed five were directly related to the services the ¢hild
would recei;/’e’ f ;he ;teaCI}cr had frxadé ‘a positive referral. Overall it appears that

~
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teachers: believe they know the types of programs offered in the resource room; do

. not find. chlldrcn 1cavmg to go to resource room disruptive; do not behcvc resource

- room is an appropriate placcmcnt for dxsruptlvc children; do not pcrccxvc rcsourcc ‘
‘ ‘room as a personal -time saver; and believe they are fammar wnh thc cnu'ancc-
: cntcna In conclusxon, it does not appear that confusion about the resource room
and/or its services existed in the minds of most teachers mvolvod in the study.
. Most teachers reported being satisfied and knowledgeable about the rcfcrral
forms and procedures in their schools. Although they report bemg knowlcdgeable :
.of sct rcfcrral procedures, thcy often prcfcr to use informal proccduncs to makc the
'rcfcrr_al.
. On the Wholc, most teachers expressed a positivo personal attifude towards .
makmg referrals and felt it would be bcneﬁmal to the student. It ‘appears thatasa
group thc teachers fclt specml necds children should be identified and referred prior
to January Gcncrally. teachers felt confident about their personal ablhty\t’o
| 1dcnufy specﬁl\ pccds children and about who they should be referring.
Unfortunately, soxué referral decisions are being made upon faulfy _inform_ation ‘
whioh t_hc teachers' pcmaoiuc to be true, for cxafnplc that th;cy are howlwgoablo of
the indicators of special needs children. | ‘ | | |
~With rcspect to parents, most tcachers cxprcssed a need -to' be in contact with.
pan:nts * Most teachers also indicated a rcspcct fo;; parents' opxmons
Most tcachcrs expressed little respect for their collcagucs opinions with mgﬁrds

. A

‘to the rcfcxr_al of special needs children.
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S : tion V
Barriers/Facilitators
3 Section V'of‘ the qgestiénnairc consistcd of t\&o open-ended ciﬁcstions in which
‘Lhc respdndents wc'rc. asked to dcs;ribc any factors they perceived as barriers to
making referrals and any factors which they pcr,écivcd as-facilit&tiné réfcxrals. Thc
actual cogmcnts made by 'x;cspondcnts.arc recorded in Qctai] in Appendif; .

A _ P :

Of the 43 respondents, 53.5 percent either pcrceivéd no barriers to rpaking
referrals 'and/or chose not .to share the barriers the)} pcrccivéd. A tofaf of 46 -
comments were made. Of the 46 commcn&s, fourteen were related to the avmlabﬂxty
and opcranon of the resource room‘ b;ght were related to dlfficulncs obtammg
" parental consent, eight were rclatcd to protccuf\g thc child from bcmg labcllcd
seven were relatcd to the avaxlablhty, time and cost of assessments, and six were

related to the teacher's personal time and compctcncc. In summary, teachers

reported system-rciated, school-related, and teacher-related factors as affecting

- their referral decisions.

Of the 43 rcspondcnts, 60.5 percent, elthcr pcrccwcd no faélflwtlng factors
and/or chose not to share them. A total of 31 comments were madc by thc
 remaining respondents. Of these commpnts; ten were related to the assessment and
its 'valuc‘, c‘igh; were related to the .rcsourcc room personnel and programs, five

| wcre_;clatcd to thcvbc_ncﬁts t6 the child, three were related to the support they
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pcrsonally rocclvcd from their admmxsuanon, two werc wcmed fo thc bcnef%{ 5 ¥

tcacher thcmsclvcs, and two were relgted tovthc' bcncﬁts to the pan:nts y
In summary the tcach&s in thls study wcrc ablc mrSpeafy somc“Sy -m 5 -“
factors, some schoel-rclatcd factors and some teachcri‘mlated factors whach ﬂty .

perceived as facilitating their rcfcrrals .

Sccuon V1 consmed of sixteen vignettes. Rcsoondcnts were sskcd to make a
refcrral decxslon bascd on the information prov1dcd in cach of the v1gncttcs Onc
qucsuon cxplorcd in thls section was; what factors combine wuh either the chid's

: bchawor or academic achievement to gcncratc areferral.”A second qucsnon related
to determining whethcr academic achxevemcnt or behavmral concerns was a more
powcrful influence on thc referral chlSIOH A numcru:al summary of spcc1ﬁc
results is provided in Appendix E S o

A tablc summanzmg the results pertammg to cach of the rescarch quesuons

related to child-dependent characteristics is provided. The data analysis consisted
of cstabhshmg a level of sxgmﬁcancc usmga chi- squarcd stat1snc The analysis
was donc by combining the non-refernng teachers togcthcr as@ group (NO
responses and ADDITIONAL INFORMATION responses) and the YES responses
and attempting to determine any d1f'fcrcnccs ‘between thes; and the tcachcr
information reported in Section L If a level of significance hlghcr than .05 was
discovered the findings were rcponcd

Q#I Do Gender and behavwr combzne? ( Table 8 )

£
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Table 8
e

Referrals Related to Gender and Behavior

| 'YES NO ~ ADD. INFO
Girl 51.2% 37.2% C1L6%

Boy 27.9% - 512% . 209%

t

Ty ow

A "m%c;dty of respondents, 51.2 ‘pcrcent- referred thé girl \i;ith inappropriatcw
bchavxor while a’ ma]onty of respond&nts, 51.2 percent, did not rcfcr the boy. It
? “Qappcars that glrls with behavior problems are almost twice as likely to be rcfcrrcd as
boys
A 51gn1ficant 0372 chi- “square rclanonshlp was noted bctwccn thc Dmsmn-
taught by the teacher and the dcc1sxon to refer the boy with mappropnatc bchawor

Of the non-referring tcachcrs 81. 8 percent taught Division I while only 50 pcrcc%

>
1

taught Division II, as shown in Graph 21.
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_ Division Taught vs. Non-Referrals

opQ@m—~>500""0T0

Division Taught Jﬁ o
EDivision | - B Division 1.
1t appears that Division I teachers are much less likely togefer a' boy with \é
behavior problcms than Division II teachers. |

Q#2 Do gender and academic achievement combme’ ( Table 9 )

, Table 9
Referrals Related to Gender and Achievei‘nent’
‘ k] T
YES - NO o ADD. INFO.
Girl S 909% - 93%
Boy . T21%  209% 1%

A majority of respondcnts 90.7 pcrccnt and 72 1 pcrcent respccnvcly, referred
' both the girl and boy w1th weak academic achievement. It.ﬁppcaxs thata chxld with .
weak academnics is pcrccxved as m nccd of referral regardless of gcnder 3&% -
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Overall, weak a\cademic»achicvcment caused twice as.many referral»s‘bf children
“asdid hghavror

"t

Q#3 Does ethmcuy combme with behavior? ( Table 1 0 )
% Table 10 SR

3

Referrals .Related_:‘tp Ethnicity and BehaVier ’

. YES = NO ~ ADD. INFO. .

Caucasian 279% - 558% L 163%
" Non-Caucasian = 442% = 312% , | 18.6%

A majorrty of respondcnts, 55 8 pcrcent did not rcfer the Caucasran chrld with
behavmr problems A maJonty of respondents 46 7 percent, did refer the Non-
Caucasran ch11d with behavror problems It appears that Non- Caucasran chrldren'
wrth behavror problems were referred more than Caucasian chlldren with behavior
problems, and that cthmcrty may be combining wrth bchavror leading to a referral.

Slgmﬁcant chi- squared relauonshlps were establlshed between a number of
vanables The fnst was between the teachers’ ye& of expenencc.and the decision
B to refer The chi- square rcsults were at the highly 51gmﬁcant level of .0037. Of the
@on -referring teachers, 75 percent had 1 to 3 years expenencc, 10 percent had 3 to

10 years expenence, and 68 percent had over 10 years cxpenence as rcprcscmcd in

Graph 22.
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| " Teaching Experience vs. Non-Referrals
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B1w3years B3t 10years [0ver 10 years
It A'apf)vc"ars_ that teachers wnhug 0 thicc yégrs experience and/or 6vcr ten ycafs
cxpt":ﬁénc;i.: are much less lil;eiy to-xt;i: biased By_ the combination of ethnicity and
* behavior than teachers with three to ten vears cxﬁcricnc‘c. - o
A_ sccdhd:sigriiﬁcant chi-squared result at the .0444 level was evidenced between
Divi#ién I and'.‘l})'ivisi-c'm II teachers and non-rcférrals, as §@mmarized in Graph 23.

geg
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Graph 23

Division Taught Vé. Non-Referrals

. )
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Division Taught o% -
ElDivision |  NDivision I 47 - /\

It appears that in the case of ethnicity combining_w”éehavior D‘ix’/ivsio'n 11 ' %
__teathr§ are chh less likely to be biased by this combination than Di\;isior; |
fcachers. . ,
A ﬁnhl chi-square rcsul} at the .0207 level emerged between Early C.hildhood

_training and ethnicity.

v
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Early Childhood Training vs. Non-Referrals
100 | o
p = 90 ., A -
] 80
r 70 B "2 /‘ N
L - '
n 50 ' ) i .
{40
a 3 INNR
g 20 \ : . ’
e 10 \
e ‘. . Early Childhood Training g

i Binservice - NUniversity KINo Training -

As rcpr_c'scnted ‘in Graph 24. (Al of the teachers who had rci;civc_d some
_inservicing in Eé.rly Childhood réferrcd Liwb_hild,whbsé.ethnicity’and behavior
éombincd. Of the teachers with University training in Early Childhood 46.7
percent did not refer the child and 70.8 percent of teachers with no training in Early
VCVhi‘Idhood d1d not refer the child. It ép,peafs’_ teaéhérs_with no training in Early
" Childhood are mﬁch less likely to réfer a child based on the combination of ethnicity
and beKavior. - |

Q#4. Does ethnicity combine with acadeni‘ics? (Table 11 ). - ; ;

b

7

4
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.

| -~ Table 11
Referrals Related to Ethnicity and Achievement

o - YES ~ NO . ADD. INFO.
Gaucasian .. 86.1% 93% 4.6%

‘Non-Caucasian - 65.1% - | 209% . 14%

A majorxty oz rgpondents 86 pcrcent and 65 percent, rcspccnvcly referred both

“

: _Non Caucasmn and Caucasian chuldren with weak academics. ~
A agmﬂtam chl-squarc rcsult at the ..0334 level was rccordcd bctwccn the
- Division taught and thc need for rcfcrral of the Non- Caucasmn child. 'I‘hc results
are summanzcd in Graph 25. . |
| Division Taught vs Non-Referrals

X

Division Taught N
ElDivision 1 R Division i

PO pP~200~0T .
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’ ?

It appears that Division II teachers are R]ch Ics§ likely to make referrals based
" on the combination of ethnicity and weak academics. Division I teachers appear to

consider this a much more powerful combinat_ion and would refer these children

“more than twice as often as Division I ;eachéfs;- "
Overall, wcak- academic achievement caused more than three times as many
referrals of children in this category'than did behavior. -
Q#5. Does soci-oe’covnor'nic status combfrié with behavior? (Table 12).
| Table 12

: Réferralé_ Related to Socioeconomic Status and Behavior

ADD. INFO,

YES .. NO.
Low 60.5% . 30.2% 9.3%
High 79.1% 209%

A rnajoi'ity of respondents, 60 percent and 79 percent, respectively,‘_"r'efer'rcd

boys of both low and high economic status. It appears that socioeconomic status
. > LI '

St

and behavior do not combine to result in a referral.
- Q#6. Does socioeconomic status combine. with- academic achievement?

- (Table 13)
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Referrals-Rel_ated to Socioqconomié Status and Achievement

| YES NO . ADD. INFO.
Low ~ 8L4% 11.6% 7%
High 279% - 58.1% 14%

A majority of respondents, 58.1 pcé‘%ﬁ"t'did not refer the child of high
Socmcconomlc status wnh wcak acadcmlcs Almost thfec times as many
respondcnts, 81.4 percent, referred thc child of % socioeconomic statys with
‘weak aca.dcrmcs ‘

Ovcrall it appears that thc teachers’ knowlcdgc of thc child's socioeconomic
status docs affcct their referral dccxswng Socxocconormc status and bcha\nor |
appeared to be more powerful in inﬁuencmg of tcachcrs dcc151ons tha_n_: did
socxoeconormc status and weak academics. .

A 51gn1ficant chi- squarc result at the 0482 level suggcstcd a rclanonshlp
between high socxocconomxc status and Spccxal Educauon trammg, as summan""

.- in Graph 29.

Y L
‘ . B
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Special. Education Training vs. Non-Referrals
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In the case of the child of high sociocconomic status and low academic

achievement it appears teachers with University training in Special Education are the

_ least likely to make a referral. One ¢an only speculate as to what in their training

_influenced their referral decision in this way, however, further inservice of these

teachers along with those with no Special Education training appears 1o be

'mdicatcd._

a,

A further chi-square at thc.':'.0426 level was established between the child with

low socioeconomic status and academic difficulties and the teachers' class size.

* The results are presented in Graph 27.

W«
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) . Class Size vs. Non-Referrals
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Al_l-o‘f* the vféachcrs with under 20 c'hildrcﬁ),‘réfe{rred thc low socioeconomic child

5

with weak academics and yet one would think that this tcacﬁcf was the most likely

to be able to meets the child's needs due to the small numbers. The fact that 44.4

percent of teachers with over 26 children did not refer the child leads to a variety of

_ interesting questions; none ‘of which are within the breadth of the current

" ‘investigation.

Q#7. Does attrdctivenes;s combine with behavior? ( Table 14)

s
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. .

Referrals'Related to Attractiveness and Behavior
. _ v
YES .~ NO 'ADD. INFO.
Attractive - 93% 8% 4%

~ Unattractive 233% ° 621% - 14%

. - 2
" T

A majority of respondents, 86 percent and 62 percent, respectivcl&, did not refer
cither the attractive or unattractive child with behavior problems. A significant chi-
\squarc result at the .0153 level was established between the unattractive child with
inappropriate bghgviof and the tcact}crs' training in Eé.rly Childﬁood, as shown in
Graph 28. | E

Early Childhbod Ti’aining Vvs. Non,-Referrals
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Tt is difficult to explain the results, in that something to do with inservices in

. ! .3
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Early Childhood appears to bxas the tcachcr towards mfemng thc unattractive child

with inappropriate bchavmr Let it suffice to say, it appcars ‘that teachers with

_ University training and/or no training are much less likely to refer an unattractive -

child with behavior problcms
Q#8 Does antractiveness combine with acadenucs? ( Taéle 15)
Table 15

Referrals Related to Attractiveness and!Achievement

2

| | YES NO ADD. INFO.
Attractive 512%  186% 302%
Unattractive ~ 55.8% S 219% - 163%.

A majority of rcspondcnts, 22 and 24, respectively did refer the atﬁ'acti\‘;c and
unattracnvc child with weak acadcmlcs
| 0vcra11 it -appears that the child's attracuvcncss was not a factor Wthh
influenced teachers' referral dcc151ons Children both attracnvc and unattracnvc
children were referred three umcs more often because of weak academics as

opposed to behavior.

Summary

Section VI was corﬁposéd ofa varicty of combinations of child-related factors. -

Not all of thc rcspondcnts were able to makc réferral dcc1510ns and were allowed to
respond by rcqucstmg additional mformauon Ovcrall chlldrcn who had behavior

'f’:\_problcms were referred significantly less often than chxldrcn who had weak

X -
) Y-
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acaci;rrﬁcs and girls with behavior problems were more likely to be referred than
boys. |

A total of 351 rcfcrral decisions were made by the respondents, of these 128,
36 5 percent, involved a referral with a behavioral variable and 223, 63.5 percent, |
involved a referral thh an academic achlcvcmcnt variable. It appears that most
teachers are more likely to refer children w1th academic deficits as opposed to
behavioral difficulties. The only cxccption‘ was in the casé of socioeconomic' stafus,

in which case more children were referred because of behavioral difficulties. o

Section VII
Referrals

Section VII consistsd of one opcn-cnded question in which thc respondents wcrc
asked to dcscnbc a child they had rcgﬁad - A total of 65.1 percent of teachers
responded to this sccnon This section was left unguldcd in an attempt to further
elicit whﬁggctors tcachcrs wquld identify as mﬂucncmg their referral dec151ons A
detailed account of each of thc responses is contained in Appendix F. A total of
113 charactc.ristics were ;dcnﬁﬁcd by teachers. In all cases more than oﬁc child-
. related characteristic was dcscnbcd. A summary of the characteristics reported by

the teachers follows. - |
Charactcristics listed by teachers covered a broad réngcf: They wérc loosély
. grouped into four categories; academic comments, bchawora.l comments, comments
on the home and other comments. The sex .x of only thmccn of the 28 referrals was

revealed; ten were boys and three were girls.

The child's academic achievement was reported by teachers 42 times. Nine of

o : -
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. \ . . .
the comments related to reading difficulties and nine of the comments related to

completing assignments on time. Overall, low academics was reported in seven

cases. Slo'w learning was reported in six cases. Spelling, math, and previous

dxfﬁculty were reported less than. ﬁve ‘times and accounted for the balance of
acadcmlc comments. It appears that teachers often rcfcr children with reading
difficulties and/or chlldren who are experiencing d1fﬁculty completmg their work on
time. | |

' Comments on the child's behavior were reported 44 times. Fourteen of the
comments related to the child's attending behaviors. An additional four comments
were made regarding listening behaviors. Eleven comments reporting mappropnate
classroom behaviors (maéturbation, aggression, etc.) were -_reported’. Some
co_mmcrrts relz{ted to poor work habits were reported five times. It appears that
behavior is definitely a factor which teachers consider when making a referral.
. Six comments were made by the teachers regarding the home or parents. Three
teachers reported the parent pushing for the rcferral and two reported a lack of

support from the parents. One teacher reported the child's poor home life as part of
“the reason for referral.

The remaining comments related to poor self-concept and comments related to

i delayed speech/language. One teacher expressed concerns regarding the child being
too old for the grade placement. : | | |

Summary
The comments reported by teachers about ¢ ’ldrcn they had referred indicate that

teachers appear to be making referrals based on a combination’ of factors: -
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Commcnts regarding behavior and academic achtcvcmcnt are deﬁmtcly most
prevalent, and were rclauvcly equally represented in this Sectmn - In five- cascs' ‘
only academic comments were tnadc and in one case only bcha’vmral comments
- were made. A tcntatlvc conclusion might be that the child's académlc achievement
and behavior are the two most powcrful factors influencing the tcachcr s referral
decision. Thc mtcracnon of thcsc two factors resulted in thc rcfemﬂ of 22 of the 28

cases.

CHAP’I‘ER SUMMARY

This chapter prcscntcd an analys1s of a great deal of data obtained through (1)
questionnaires received from 43 of 70 Elcmcntary tcachcrs in six East Cenﬂal and
Central Alberta schools and (2) mtcmcws with five.of the teachcrs from these
schools. Dhta were olttSSificd and discussed under sovcn'main hcadings: the
. teacher variables, the systcm-lcvel factors, the sého'ol-lev.cl ?ﬁctors. the teacher-
rclated factors, the barriers and facilitators tol rcfcrral \the child-rciated factors, and
past rcfcrrals‘ The findings indicate the complexity of thé‘ﬂ:starch qucsuon and

3

have gcncrated.cvcn more qucsuons
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CHAPTER V
FINDINGS, DISCUSSION' AND IMPLICATIONS

The study. prcscnted was an exploratory one founded in ‘the research’ htcraturc on
teacher referral dccmons The study was conductcd in rural Alberta in six smallcr
schools due to the uniqueness of the rural situation and the dearth of Canadian
. research literature in this area. | E
As suspcpted teacher referral dc<:151ons are complcx and not always related to
K the needs of the chxld. In sevcral 1nstances itappeared that the referral decision was

' madc based on the nccds of the tcachcr and/or the tcachcr s perception of the nccds

of the commumty This was xnot an uncxpccted fin?hng but a rathcr disappointing

one.

"‘)

-The rcscarch ﬁndmgs prcspntcd here are only one piece of evidence rcgardmg'

. thq complcxlty cncountcrcd when attcmpung to determine what factors influence

| vtcachcrs referral decmons Overall, they mdlcatc the possible need for an alternate |

approach to thc 1dcnuﬁcauon and referral of special needs. studcnts chcral -

s alterﬁatc rcfcrral modcls may be found in the research literature (Gradcn et'al.,

198s; Reynolds et al., 1987), Albcrta Educanon and the school districts involved in
the study might find some value in mvcsuganng these modcls further.”
Gradzn et al.'s (1985) model is based on scrwce dchvery in which resources-are
dm:ctcd at providing intervention assistance at thc point of referral. The goal of this
o model 1s to reduce inappropriatc referrals for testing and in mm.‘spccial education

" placements. - The principals of the ~schoolsu‘participatin'g in this investigation

133
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-
éondudcd tha;- the prc;rcfcrral assistance increased teacher .tolerance and
competence to work with various groups of students. The rcscarcher s concluded
that this kind of model makcs tcachcrs aware that there are no qulck cures but rather
that solutions can be generated through the process of complex problem solving. A
version of this model is currently being used in some schools, and is referred to as
the Teacher Assistant Team (TAT). '

The overall findings 6f the current sfuciy are diséusscd inl detail in the foliowiﬁg.
The format is similar to that found in Chapter II.

C_hild-dependent Variables

Thc four child-dependent characteristics of gender, ethnicity, attractiveness and
socioeconomic status Wcrc cac'h‘paircd with the variables of inappropriate behavior -
and low academic achicvcmgpt, rcspcétivcl'y. These chaxﬁcrcristics; over Which the
" child has no control.. aﬁd the véﬁableé ové; Whiéh. the child may have édm; control
. were prcséntcd to the rcspon&cnts in the fofm of $iX ' adomly ordere
- vignettes. The rcspondcnts were asked to make a referral dec151on on the chlldren
bm% on the information prcscntcd in the v1gncttcs A statistical analysis d1v1ded '

the respondents into the two groups of rc_ferqng and non-referring tcachcrs.

N Gg'n-dﬂ -
The teachers in this study appearéd to be much more likely to refer girls with
) inappropriate behavior than boys. This ﬁnding is different than, t‘h'ose“fc.mnd iﬂ
" most of the research literature. -\Otl'gcr‘ ~stud'rcs have indicated that gi_:ls with

inappropri’»atc behaviors were often viewed positively by their teachers and
v C .o ™
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perccxved to have hlghcr mtclhgencc and better behavior (Jackson & Lahadcm. :
1967) Brophy and Good (1970) concludcd that tcachcrs in their study had a lowcr -

‘tolcrancc for bo‘ys with inappropriate behawor than girls.

. This finding is possigly a reflection of the rural nature of the communities
involved in the study. Further it may be an attempt on the teachers' part to socialize
thesé girls into roles more commonly found in smaller Alberta towns. The finding
is similar to ma; of Woolridge & Richman (1985) which was that strong cultural
‘gcndéf stereotyping exists in the classroom. The finding of possible gcndcr

stereotypmg was disturbing, and possibly indicates the need for extensive career

cducauon programs for girls in rural Alberta. Further investigation appcars to be

indicated into the question of:

"Do other téachers in rural Alberta schools refer more giris than

boys- wlth inapproprlate behaulor and if so Why?"

Gcndcr also appcarcd to be combmmg with low academic achxcvcmcnt to rcsult
in a rcferral Tt is interesting to note that eighteen percent of the respondents '
rcferred morc g1rls than boys. It appears that not only do-teachers appear to expect

DA_

: glrls to be bctter%ehaved but also teachers are more concerned when girls are not

- -‘dmgs suggest that girls tend to be referred more often than boys .
(gu A ‘teachers ha\)c differential expectations of girls and boys simi}gg
‘to an ] 19";12wtq"1;omgs Howcve.r,‘m this study girls as opposed to boys were

referred much more often than boys due to inappropriate behavior or low academic

achievement.

The finding leads one to question the use of vignettes in determining factors
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affecting teachers’ rcferral decisions. Although the tcachcrs responses mdlcated
. the much grcatcr llkchhood of a girl bcmg refcrrcd in reality this is not the case. In
these school districts boys are referred three to six times as often as girls. The
. qucStioh emerges: | |

*Do other teachers in rursi ﬂlbefta have differential expectations of

girls and boys and if so IUhy?'L.-)

Etl icit

Ethnicity combined with inappropriate behavior or low academic achievement”

did ai)pcar_ to produce a rcfcﬁal in this study. Non-Caucasian children were

rcfcrrcd over sixteen percent more 6ften than Caucasian children due to bchaviOral
‘ dxfﬁculncs Whether this was a ) bias against or towards the Non-Caucasian chxldrcn
~ was not dctcrrmncd howcvcr it is clear that the teachers in this study v were much
less gcccpting of the Non-Caucasian child with inappropriate behavior.

In contrast, twenty-one percent more rcspondints referred Caucasian children

than Non-Caucasian due to low academic achipvement. This finding raises a

vancty of qucstmns, Do tcachcrs feel that only Caucasmns can bcneﬁt from an
academic referral and have lower expectations of Non-Caucasian chlldren? There
appear to bc sxmxlanucs in teacher referral decisions bctween Canadlan and
Amcncan teachers. . The current ﬁndmgs are very smnlar to ehose of Richmond &
Waits (1978) who reported significantly higher numbers of Non-Caucasian being
referred for behavior problems as. oﬁposcd to = ademic problems. Richmond &

~ Waits study group consisted of Caucasian aiiu Black students.
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It appears that teachers had differential behavioral and achievement expectations

- of Caucasian and Non-Caucasian childrcn. Herbert et al. (1984) ﬂso found teacher

bias based upon ethnicity, although, as ‘this was“a Canadiaﬁstﬁdy, the .pbbhlation

was limited to Caucasian and Nanvc children. The current findings 1nd1catc that

teachcr bias may not be limjted to Native chlldren alone but may include any Non-
Caucasian group.

Other researchers (Toblas and Zlbl’lﬂ 1983) have suggcstcd that thc tcachcrs
ethnicity was a factor which interactcd with the child's ethnicity. This area requires
further investigation. Unfortunately, the rcspdndcms in this study were not._l_:askcd
-to report their cthnicity; however, -thc large majority of rcspondcnis -were

Caucasmn The rcsults of this study could be further substantiated by aslcm g
*Do other rural filberta teachers haue differential enpectuuons of

behavior and academic achieuement’ based on the chllds ethnicity

and/or the teachers' ethnicity?

y

Soci ic Status '
_“High socioeconomic status and inappropriate behavior resulted in ningteen

percent ‘more respondent refcrrals than did low socioeconomic status and

mappropnatc “behavior. Teadh(:rs appear to. believe that only chlldrcn of high

soc10econormc status need be referred implying that they have different behavioral

L]

, ncxpcctanons of lowcr socioeconomic children. This finding has not been

mvcsugatcd thorouglﬂy in the literature, unfortunately, few studxcs have focused in

on the differences in referral dependent on the cotnbination of behaviorg
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socmc%‘onomlc status Howcvcr in a related study, Kavale (1980) found that

chxldren of lower socxocconormc status were found in classes for the mentally

~ handicapped and the behavnorally dlsordcrcd while children of hlgher

socioeconomic status were found in classcs for the learning disabled. The qucsnon
emerges as to whcthcr thls ﬁndmg is possxbly another indication of an attempt by
the tcachcrs to bcncr socxahzc chxldren mto thelr perccwéd future-roles?

Chxldrcn thh low soc1occonomlc status and low academac achlevempnt were™

referred by approx:matcly 81 percent of the tcachcrs and thc ch11dren with high

'socmccononuc status and low academic achievement were referred by only

e approxxmatcly 27 pcrgent of thc rcspondcnts, a difference of approximately 54

percent. This finding is similar to that of Rubin et al s (1973) who found that

socioeconomic status was the only factor that 51gnxﬁcantly differentiated between

" the children found in spccnal education classes and regular education classcs

‘rcgandlcss of mtclhgcixcc and achlcvchcnt being held constanL

Agam. teachers cxhlbltéd d1ffcrent cxpcctanons ‘of children based on a variable

_over whxch the: child had no control Tcachcrs ap’ptar to behevc that a refcrral will
‘ bencﬂt a chlld of- hlgh socxoecononnc status only if the child has inappropriate '
o bchavmr Furthcr teachers appeax‘cd w be w1lhng to accept more inappropriate

L bchavxors from thc low socxocconoﬁﬁc child but would rcfer thxs child for low

/-
acadcmlc achievement. The, 1mi>hcatlon appears to bc that the classroom teacher

: o«
would prefcr t6 work wnl;2 fhg child of high- socxocconormc status and/or perhaps

,. fclt that the chxld's soquecononnc status would somehow make up for their weak

L 'facadctmc achxcvcnﬁt It appea:s that teachers have not changed in this respect, in

o thc past twcnty ycars, Bergan & Smnh (1966) found that tcachcrs judged academic

v
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competencc and mtcllectual level solcly on the chxld's scecxocconomlc status. In

)
conclusion, teachcrs do appear to dxscnmmatc bctwccn both chlldrcn of hlgh and

g: ‘low soc10cconormc status A futurc mvcsnganon rmght ask:

4 .  *Do other rural ﬁlberta teachers have dlrferentlal behwlorel and :

ucademlc eupectatlons of chlldren of dlfferlng socloeconomlc status?'

¥ '¢ (f
T S
4

r b

Attx‘activ‘c‘chilndrcn weré'not perceived as in need of a rcfgrral for inappropriate
behavior, in fact 86 pexcent of the: rcspondcnts did not refer thxs child:" In contrast,

approxxmately a quarter of the respondcnts did rcfer thc Alnattractive child with

mappropnatc bchavmr This ﬁndmg xs sxmllar to that of - Ross & Salvxa (1975) in

which the unattracmfe children were pcrccwcd .as sxgmﬁcantly dxffercnt than S

attractive chlldren in that they would experience more behavior pyoblcms due to
peer relationships.. . L B o
Rcspondcnts dxd not appcar to dlscnmmatc betwéen the attracnvc and
%nattractive child with low acadc’mic achichmcnt énd both chxldrcn were referred
by a relatively equal number of ”réSpo’ndcnts This ﬁnding is different from that
found in a vanety of studies in thc research hterature (Salvia et al 1977 Chfford
. & Walster, 1973; Adams & Cohen 1974). The teachers: in thc currcnt study as
whole were older more experienced tcachcrs which may have had an cffcct on these
*results. ' | |
Thﬁs', it appcérs that teachcrs-ﬁave a hi gher tolerance for atﬁ'activc c»hildrc.nv with

behavior problems than for unattfaptivc children with _bghayior’ problems.

e
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Ve

Attracnvcncss did not cmcrgc as one of thc factors Wthh appeared to indicate

'dxffcrcnt cxpcctanons by tcachcrs wuh regard to attractive and unattractive

i

children's academic achievement. The quesuon.

*Do other rural RAlberta teachers have a higher tolerance of

inappropriate behaviors from attractive children?*

Summary
Teachers in this study cxhxbltcd differential expectations of children on all four

child- depcndcnt characteristics when they were combined with mappropnate

behavior or low academic achievement. The child most likely to be referred appears

to be a Non-Caucasian, unattractive girl of low sociocconomic ystatus with

v mappropnatc behavior and low academic achievement. “The child most unlikely to

be referred is an attractive Caucasian boy of high socioeconomic status with weak '
academic achievement.
v ’ ;
. Conclusion S

Child-dependent characteristics and variables do _appear to be differentially
influencing teachers' referral decisions. This particular study was not extensive
cﬁqﬁgh to dctérrninc‘thé pqwcrfulngsS of each characteristic and/or variable, :or did
the study attcmpf to include all of the various-combinations of characteristics and

variables.

g

It would be inappropriate to draw any definite con_clusions’from the information

provided by the respondents in this study with rcspect to child-dependent
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characteristics. What can be statgd is that the vignettes describing differing child-
depgndcnt chﬁcigﬁés in compbination with differing child-dependent variables
did produce rcs'u_lfs Ithzil:'indicatc.teachers have differential expectations of children
based on characteristics ovcr:w}iml the children have no control.

The irﬂplication is that teachers becausc‘ of bias are perhaps a questionable
rc-fcrral agent of spé,cial needs children. Parents of these children might be less
bi;scd by these characteristics and thus perhaps shduld play a larger role in the
| referral prbéedmc. Awareness of teacher bias could also make the professionals
rccciviné the referral more cautious and discriminating with regards to special needs
cluldren '

Tho@sc of vignettes appcaled to most rcspondcnts and the overall reaction to
thcsc was more positive than to the other sections of the qucsuonnmrc Controlling
the mformauon presented in the vignettes and prcdlcnn g the teachers’ reactions to it
is difficult. For example several respondcms mentioned in a.very maternal and
protective way that they; could not refer the unattractive child because they,
themsclves, had expencrlcEd feehngs of unattmcuvencss in school. It appears that
not only might the tca@g s ethnicity be mtcractmg with the child's ethnicity as
r‘cportcd in other studies (Tobias, Cole, Zlbnn, & Bodlakova, 1982) but possibly
’thci teachers' perception of their own attractiveness, and the teachers' gender.

As concluded by Helton & Oakland 1977 child-dcf;cndént characteristics were
cl@aﬂy related to differing teacher attitudcs,v and in this study clearly related to
diffeging teacher referral decisions. FMcr'ichsdgadon of the entire area would
appear to benefit al children and in particalar special needs children.

With‘rcgard to the number of referrals by respondents due to behavior as
6 y |
&
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opposcd to academic achievement, this group of Jtcachcrs made 27. percent riiére
b Ay

referrals of children with academic dlfﬁculues '?hl& finding is not supported in the

ey ;;&

- B
' rcscarch literature. In the Colcman ﬁ& Gilliam (1983) study Wthh also used

vignettes and a large number of rcspondents it was found that different types of

behavior were found to be d1ffcrcnt1ally disturbing to teachers. In another study,

~ even the simple reference to a child's behavior problems was found to have a

powerful influence on the teachers’ decisions, (Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1981).

Perhaps the teachers in the current study did not find the problem behaviorsin these

’wgncttcs particularly dmsturbmg

In thc last section of thc qucsnonnauc teachers were asked to descnbe a child
they had previously rcfcrrcd The rcsults mdlcatcd that only a slightly higher
percentage of teachers, 38.9 percent, mcnuoncd a behavioral componcmf i% contrast
to 37.2 percent of respondents making an acadcxmc comment. Most teachers, 78.6
percent, made both a behavioral and academic comment. This suggests that most
teachers referred the child based on a (;ombination of behavioral and academic
dlfﬁculncs, a combination wh1ch was not investigated in the vignettes.

It appears that further investigation of teachers' referral dec151ons to determine
whether the academic or bchavioral component is more powerful and/or if these two

variables are only powerful when combined would provide additipnal valuable

information.

Child-independent Vanables
Thc child mdcpendent variables mvcsugatcd included those thought to exist and

supported in the research literature at a systcm:lcvcl, school-levgl and at an
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indiViQual teacher-level. Thcscavaxd'iablcs were presented to the respondents in the
| form of a questionnaire. Respondents were asked to rcsiﬁond ona five point Likert- -
typed scale to 43 randomly ordered questions. Thirty-three of the 43 qucstions
involved factors supportcd in the research literature as potcnnal{y influencing
teachcrso referral decisions, and additional ten vahdatmg questions wem included.
Further information was gathered through the use of an opcn-cndcd question wt@
asked the respondents to rcport any barriers and/or fac111tators tﬁcy pcrccwcd to

3

makmg referrals. ' ' »

System-Level Factors

System-level factors d1d appear to be influencing teachers' referral decisions in
thc current study The majonty of tcachcrs in th dy do not perceive the '
Provincial Department of Alberta Education in a lcadcrshlp role, nor are they
familiar with the government's role or regulations. Further they do not look to
Alberta Education for guidance and/or assistance. It appears ‘thc regular classroom
teacher has little knowledge or understanding of Alberta Education'é role, and
responsibilities. This finding s};uld be of 'serious concern to all school dism’cfs
_involved. The most integral part of the referral process, the teacher, is isolated
from the information and literature which could pro\ridc the guidance and structure
to make better referral decisions. If Alberta Education truly believes the classroom
- teacher should have the primary responsibility for special needs children it appears
they should also be responsible for corivcying the appropriate infqrmati%n to the

classroom teachers. However, it appears Alberta Education limits their

responsibility to communicating with the school districts. It is then left to the
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- discretion of thc school districts to determine if and how much of this information is
commumcated tp thc rcgular cl*om tcachcr The rcsult of this pz:ncc is
} '

L{

° N

obvidts. ch\.glar classroom tcachcrs ft umnﬁm ',‘_ the mfo%on which

could assist them'in bccoggng more °w1°dgcablc .._.v‘:, %

v

the building knows ofits existence. - .

o+

- The 1mp11cat10n may be that, '"u-ucularly in thdufral dlstrlcts involved | m tth '

. sstudy, although the rcgular classroom teacher has the primary referral responsibility

and appcars to acccpt this responsibility as mdxcatcd by the findngs of this study,

' he/she is left uninformed of the mformatxon upon ‘which he/she is asked to base a

rcferral decision. A conclusion whlch may be drawn from this data is that Albcrta
.'Education appears to have failed to commumcatc w1th classroom teachers located in
rural Alberta. |
A possible. solution to this dilemma might include rcqumng that school districts
provide their teachers with the materials written by Alberta Education for the regular
classroom teacher. Inservices on these materials might be an optibn left to the
school districts' discretion. Currently few classroom teachers are in pésscssion of
thc recent publications written for thcm,‘o;z'“in fact have any knowledge of their

existence. Before Alberta Education contracts more work to be done in producing

literature for the classroom teacher the question of how to gct the material already .

produced in to the hands of regular classroom teachers should be addressed.
Mention of other funding bodies experiencing 'difﬁculty communicating wil_h‘

_ their school districts is found, occasionally in the literature;.-however, it is difficult
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.
to dé;erminc if Alberta's situation is unique in this respect or similar to other areas.

More investigation of Alberta Education's communication strategies w1;h the regular

classroom teacher appears to be required. This would be a particularly interesting |

mvcsnganon in the rural commumncs of Albcrta where there is little access to

‘(

consultants and oftcn the supcrmtcndcnt angl/or principal is left to prov1dc the

cducanonal lcag%rshm and gmdclmcs in all areas.

The current study also indicated that the supcnntcndcnts and principals appear to

experience difficulty communicating their policies and procedures to teachers. If

teachers were aware of the existence of policies and procedures to guide them in the
referral of special needs children they often could not specify what these were. Ina

very real way this leaves the teacher in an exccptionally precarious position, in that

the school board rcprcsentmg the p&pnts of the commumty has approved and.

implemented certain policies and procedures but have lcft their staff relatively
uninformed. The regular classroom teacher's decision to ‘refer or not refer could be
challcriged at any time and the teacher would not have the apPropﬁatc information to
defend the dccmlon _ | |

Perhaps Albcrta Education, the superintendents and the prmcxpals all assume that
the regurar classroom teacher is cognizant of all necessary referral information and
is making use of it on a regular basis. Friend & McNutt, (1987) ina rclatcd study,
found a d1screpancy between what teachers were actually doing and what
administrators bclieveg‘tcachcrs were doing. The possible discrepancy between
what is actually happening in schools on a day to day basis and w/hat is expected to
be happening is worthy of further investigation. ’

* Other factors investigated in this section did not appear to be influencing the

ol
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majority ot' teachcrs rcfcrral dCClSIOHS, as dlscussed in the prcvxous chaptcr Most -

‘- ‘teachers were aware of their rcfcrral responsibilities and were satisfied wnh the

- referral form uscd by thc school dlsmct Teachers described thc asscssment

provided by the dlstnct as both a facﬂnator to them makmg a referral and as a
barrier due taihe time lapse mvolved between the referral and the assessment.

A ﬁnal concern in this section emerged as worthy of furthe® discussion, the

.worth of prcparmg Individualized Program Plans. Albcrta Education requires that”

IPPs be gcncratcd to guldc the program of all speciatg d children. Overall, only
a small majority of teachers in this study perceived this practice as beneficial to
themselves or the child. Meyan & Moran (1979) 'sfudying the effects of the IEP
process on teachers' referrals provided simila; finding.s. Whether or not this
particular"practicc :should be continued and to what degree is a question deserving
of further attention by Albema Education.

The findings of the current investigation were not unexpected nor unique to that.
found in the research literature. Christenson et al. (1983) also found that n*ur‘r;;;rous
system-level variables influenced teachers' referral decisions. The value:of 'thc
'currcnt‘ cxplontow investigation lies in the dcmo'nstration of th_t::.ncc.essity of

examining system-level factors when investigating teachers’ referral decisions. .-

- School-Level Factors
School-level factors were invOlqu in teachers' referral decisions in this
particular study.' These factors involved the resource room scrvicés provided in'thc
school, the principal's attitude towards referrals, and the pdssiblc effect of labelling

within the school.
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.Ovérall the teachcrs ih this study exprcssod a very positive and supportive ..

attitude towards thc resource room services provided in their schools. Conccms
regarding thc resource room services appcarcd to be limited to the avmlablhty of
space in the resource room and the program’ oﬂ'crcd Regular classroom teachers

did not appear to be well informed of a number of aspects of the resource room

' program. but appeared to be satisfied with the academic transfer achieved by their

students.

The principal's attitude in all schools towardstreferral wﬁs reported by teachers
as positive. Other studies, (Goupil & Brunet, 1984; Robbins et al., 1967), have
reported the principals“ attitude as a major factor in teachers' referral decisions, it
canzonly be assumed in th;s study that the pﬁncipals' positiyc attitude was a
fadﬁmﬁng factor to teachers making referrals.

The possibility of children being labelled because of attendance in the resource
room was a conccm cxprcsscd by a significant number of tcachcrs both m ‘the
barriers to rcfcrral and the responses to the questions posed in this secnon This
issue. should be addresscd at the school level and creanvc altcmatwcs .generated to

gsolvc if, Some schools use their resource room for a vancty of purposcs

{ haps more teacher cducanon is rcquucd to dispel the

pcrcelvcd stxgma attached to the resource room. The rcgular classroom teacher may

-'nced to e morc mvolvcd in the mdxwdmlfmcd planmng or other aspects .of thc;‘ ”

i

"rc ource room pro If teacbcrs crccwcd more ownership in the resource
, ﬁ p p p

room program and 1ts bencﬁts to their students this could possibly eliminate their .'

concerns rcgardmg labcllmg

In summary,'school-lcvcl factors appeared to have the potential to influence
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teachers' referral decisions. Any future investigations should be sensitive to these

factors and possibly attempt to discover other factors at this level.

-

Tcacher's' knowledge and opinions appeared to_have an effect on their referral |

decisions. Overall, most teachers had a positiveattitude towards and accepted the

respons1b111ty of makmg referrals. The ‘referral appeared to be percetvcd by teachers

as beneficial to both the child and the teacher. The teachers reported farmhanty w1tn
the referral procedure and with the informauon required to identify special né’eds

children at their grade level. Teachers stated that referrals of children should be
made pnor to J anuary and that they should not only be for children who are in
danger of bemg retained for an addmonal year. Most teachers reported that they

would make a referral based on concems about a child's homelife. - ‘ -

Teachers;veporteuﬂa pqsmve attitude toward contactmg parcnts and making

referrals based on P

ncerns. The majority of teachers in this study did not
feel pressured by thedcmands of the curriculum or that the curriculum superseded
teachmg the children as mdmduals

Tg&lgers rted fa;rmhanty with the entrance cntena and the type of program
offcred in'the resource room 'they did not report any dxfﬁcultres related to- regular
' class progjfammg and/or cvaluatrgn as a result of childrén leavmg to attend the
resou;ced‘oom program. Teachers de not appear to perccwe ‘the resource room as a

'\ personal time saver nor as an appropnate placgment for the disruptive child.
Unfortunately, teachers did not pemcwe any need to refer a child suspected of
| '-havmg specral needs, if in fact the chtld was achlevmg Indicating the possxblhty

5!:' 'q
€@ 4 .

-
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cht teachers pcrcclvc the referral only to be necessary if it lel in some way benefit
| the teacher or that a referral in some way indicates a rc_]ccnon of the child by the
teacher or any number of other possibilities. Perhaps teachers believe their role to
be limited to informatiGn-giver as opposed to a more wholistic view as child
advocates. Regardless, it appears that further invcsiigatioh'into this qu&sﬁon would
be advisablc, if we intend to meet the needs of children.

A majority of teachers reported that the size of their class might be reflected in
their referral decisions. Where classes are perceived as overloaded the teachers are |
more likely to make referrals. ‘ AN

A final, rather dxsturbmg, finding was that teachers rcport that they do not
consxder their colleagues’ opmlons whcn making rcfcrral decxslons " The teachers
mvolved in the current study are isolated from any kind of consultative personnel
and/or information, and few of the schools carry any professional literature on to
Spec1al needs children. Yet tl% majority of t’ ach;:rs in-this study would not allow
the only othcr professionals’ oplmon wh*c}f /thcy may ha\k _access to, their
colleagies' oplmons, to influence thelr refcrral dccxsxon It 1s difficult to comment
further on this finding other than to say it is of grave concern with rcspc::t to the
referral of special needs children. One hopés that thi$ is not one of the findings
which will be replicated in future rescarch. "

/ ] Conclusnon ,

Initially, the investigation began thh the premise that the referral decision clearly

rested thh the regular classroom teacher, individually. Any error in referral

decisions was possibly due to the teachers' time constraints, their difficulty sharing -
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rcs“ponsibilifj for Spccial needs 'cgildrcn ‘and/or lack of information. During the
investigation another tcachcr-rclated’factor emerged; the factor of teacher relctance .

to makc an issue of their perceptions. Some teachers are awarce of thelr lack of
mformauon and are reluctant to-make a rcfcrral decision as a result, some teachers

are hesitant to refer because of fear of rcprisals from parcnts,hand some tc_:achcrs do b
not refer iﬁ case they make the chilc}i's life more difﬁcult. "Unfortunately, this factor
was not discévercd until well into the investigation and was not included as a part

of the investigation. Its inclusion is recommended in to any further investigation of

factors affecting teachers' referral decisions.

CHA'PTER SUMMARY |

An mvcsn gation into tcachcrs rcfcrral decisions mdlcates that thc issue is much
~more complex than it appears at fu'st glance. “The suspccted and/or potennal s@cxal
nceds of Lhc children do not necessarily dictate the teachers' referral dccxslons. This
mvcsu gauon has dcmonstratcd that tcachcrs are influenced by both chlld-dcpcndcnt
and chxld-mdcpcndcnt factors. All of the child- depcndcnt factors included in the
study rcsultcd in producing different cxpcctanons by the teachers. Many of the
chald—mdcpcndcm factors mcl@d also appcaxe&to be influencing teachers' referral

?

decisions, mcludmg those at the systcm-lcvel the school-level and the md1v1dua1 &

teacher-level. | _
Future studics in this aréa might include investigating fhc relationships between
'teacher rcfcrrais and the child-dcpendent and child-independent factors discussed
, hérc. The 'rcsuits of this invcstigatfon raised some serious questions as to the

advisability of dép;nding upon ;rcgular classroom teachers as the primary referral
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agents of special needs children. | .' o ES

The format used to gathcr the informdtion was léng{hy‘ however, each of thq -

ongmal sections yielded valuablc information. The section containing the 43 kacrt- ‘
type questions in combmauon with the first sccnon rcgardmggmdxvxdual teachers’, - ) Lo
cducation and experience provided statistical data to support differences between thc |
referral g(ttcms of teachers with varying degrccs of cducatmn and cxpcnencc as
well as a d1fferenccs between Dmsmn I and Dmsxon I tcachcrs

- The opcn -ended questions regarding bamcrs and/or facllxtators to referrals
produccd additional data not found in thc rcscarch literature rcgardmg Chlld-
independent factors whxch mﬂucnccd teachers' referral decisions. This sccuon also
| allowed the respondents to dlrcctly commumcatc their conccm% without being
hmitcd by the breadth of the investigation.

The vigng:ttcs were successful in thibitinjg the inﬂucnccbf 'child-dcpcndcn;
characteristics on’ teachers' referral decisions. They provided an extremely
'~ interesting approach to gatherir.xg' data and were well received by the respondents.

| The final section of the questionnaire which asked the teacher to describe a child

whom they had previously referred furnished information which the teacher |

x_‘ -

perceived as mﬂuenual in mahng a réfen'al decision. Some of the tcachcrs rcportcd

chﬂd-mdependent characli:néﬁcs ‘\Qtuch could be used in creating new vignettes.
In conclusmn the fortﬁat uscd to gather the information was considered
satlsfactory'for the purposcs of this study It appcars that the four final sections
could be used enhcr independently or in ‘combination wnh the first section to further

- determine the veracity of each of the factors involved in teachers' referral decisions. '
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Tescher Referrsl Decisions
LT

L Pactors Effecting Teachers' Referral Decisions
T ¥ (Pilott
lastructions: Please gark the appropriate plank. _ ,
Tesching Experience 1o years ‘ ~1tw3 3010 ;_ngr 10
. Average * ol students —Uader 20 2126 __Over 26
© o of Relerrais mada in the past 3 yeurs —0 11093 _Over$
t‘nﬂu taught K il 406 _ —Other
- Trawming 10 Specaial Educluon —lnservices —University courses  —None
Traning in Early Chiidhood " _Inservices __University courses . None
Experience with Chnldrm o0 Individual Program Plans _None

tasiructions: Pleasecircle the aumber whic
1 STIOIGI.Y AGREE 12 AGlll

i.

2
-

N ad

v

Parmn 40 0ot mllumc' ay relerral decisions:
special noeds childrin. v

special ll!ﬁl and require I’"OIM’C. roo® assistance.

h most accurately ceflocts your feplings. v
3 UNSURE 4 DISAGIEB 3 STRONGLY DISAGIEE

t 2

1o my schoot district 1t 18 the tmn«s rﬂoomublhlv to wdentily

Each year the mcwln( lmner has (o0 r'-rt(cr cmldrm who have T

' Reguiar class teschirs are nnn likely 10 me referrals vhm

n\qm a smatler class as they wil] Xnow the students needs better. 1 - 2 -

Annmem mlo(ml,:on often provides @e vith neiplul information '

‘lam fambar vith the wpa of programs offered in (he resource room. | 2

for undemln’lm the child and his individual needs., -
Serious ademIC mnmm\ akes place in th¢ rnoum foom. 1
The child wiil recuve just 23 good or better quality. heip in @Y room

an the regource coom. . . T §
1 i- hmlmﬂvnn the rolmal !cr. in our srnool 1
Making * rﬁ«nl is ohm the lsm ‘step of a positive change for the
child, * 1

' Qumn leaving 10 g0 g resouree rood jeads (0 serious d:lhcuum -

with eilnrhl orun--m. and wlluahon

e
C.Iulgm requiring ‘reseurce o0, un:w\u ‘are rm lrmcq o
diterently by ine other chitdren. - . - U U S 2

| am familiar 'un the observadie sylotom of uc:ul needs children

a |y grade levet. L

.

The Dwm-em of Education muunm mnumc (he necessuty

of screening scnool awululm {or special needs chiidren.

7

a 1

N A

3 4 b
3 49
3 4 9
4 3
3
'y
4
3 4 3
b}
3 4593
¥y .
3. .4 3
3 4 3
]
3 4 b

~3
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PR
B Teacner Seferra Deciziont
v 10T 1
v »
] 1 Children are moved in and out ol the resburce foom on an ongoing
v basis theoughoul the school ye. 1 2 3 4 3
16 ) Children suspected ol having specxil needs often: $hp through a lew
grades belore being recognized. ' ' 1 2 3 4 3
7 My principal (rowns on teachers who can t handle the students placed
in thew classes. v . . : 1 273y 4 3 ¢
18, Reguiar class Leachers are not informed adout the programs
olfered in the resource room. t 2 % 4
19. A child's life outside of school is not a reason to make a referral. t 2 3
' 20.  Referringachild for a psycnoeduuuoml assessaent ruely
. provudu me with any new information about the child. 1 2 3 4 9
21. _Onceachiid s placed in the resource foom 1t is difficult for them (o
be re-1ntegrated into the reguiar class. o ] 2-'3s 4 9

.e. The program offered in the rnource room tends to mvolvc alotol

. : \ 1 2 3 4 ) .

s about difficulties therr cRild'may Re having 13 one ' - )
' | take. : ‘ t 2.3 4 3

Kot can of ler more assistance to the child than he can

receive 1 i regular classroom. ' 1t &t 3y 4 3

2%, | can accommodate chiidren recewving resource room assistance 1n MY

pians. - : 1 b 3 ‘ 4 b]
. 26 Itasnot the regular clasy lgu:her s responsiblity to look. for vpupnl‘: “ o N ‘
vulh special needs. - - . l: 2 ~$ . 4 b
By A rmld susoecl@d of havmu :pecul nnds should be re(erred evm\f B s ) .
Co he 15 acneving. | g vz 3 48
« - o - ;_Si' The resource room oﬂe;s the children 1n the regular ‘class abreak . ) "5‘_ N -
) ltomadurupuve child. ﬂ\‘ "L . 12 3 e ¢
b L9, My onncw:l s attitude (ov:m relerrm encourages me 10 make “ .
: Lo roierhl, : o2 3 B ]
3 30. 1 amfamiliar with the criteris for sgmittance ta {ne resource coorm. 1 2 3 4 3
- i 31, If astudent i plum in the'resource rooa 1t will olten reausre 100 )
. , ’ @ych additional time on the past ol lpe regulpr class tescher. 12 03 4 8
I o I my $ suumon teachung the, cunxculum has to.1ake priofity over ) . Vo R '
A ‘“uamu individual dulhcumn R L 1 2 5 R R
- S.i Thg numver of available plumenu m the resource room’ m our unvol S - -
S s limed. . ST , 0T 3 TR
' 35, lamnot suceol t:no \nformation needed to compiete a referral form. 1 2 35 4 8
€ 3% Nespecihig mckhod is employed-to 1dentify and refer childrenwiith - * ) -
A ' i . . i e : ) L
o . #
* -
1 » Y
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' h\
spraial nerds 10 ol sehomt : . 1
¥ Disruptive children do né( belong sn the resource room. 1

w 1 tend to make relerrals based on @y intuitive Teelings adout

students. 1
18, In my school district d child whoreceived resource ro;:m asgistance

1n Lhe Previous year will avtomatically continue in resoyrce room .

mmout arelerra! from me. ' 1
19. Tm Telereal (orm used i dulficult and time-comsuming to complete. 1
«0. it 18 not renlly clm 10 @e who qualifies for resource room assistance. |

1l. Regular ciass teachers are responsible to teach any student assigned
to their class. s ' 1.
«2.  There s always room in Lhe resource root lor‘a child in need. i

43, - Chyidren suspected of having special needs shwld be rc(erred inthe
first month of school. - 1
4. 1l astudent is placed in the resource room it saves time planning [of
b

individual needs. ' . 9 ' 1
49 - Regular class teachers are unsure a8 Lo the behaviors and/or.

-

characteristics of special needs children. 1

«6.  Individualized Program Plans are useful in orunumhg i

"3 Others opinions about students rarely influence @y decmons 1

48. - Meeung each mdmdual 5 needs comes first in @y class. 1
49.  Alberta Education does not reguire the menuhcmon of special

_ needs children. ' - s
30'. My nnool district has othm and procedures in place for the

" ;dmuhcum\ and referrat of children with special needs. - - 1

L1 Children who dttend resource rood are o(lm labelled By the other
children.. . o1

$2. | reslize that special services are required hy some of @y students. §

By \8 very difficuit for the regular class teacher 10 contact parents and
{Fy 1o explaid their child's problem. - |

Se. lamnot sure il there is a set referral proceiure at our school. 1

v ;tv.\ child moﬁtd fot be n[err’ed unless he s in danger of failing the

A+ weilenoug

~

<8 ’ 'Ihnrﬂstlﬁ:: nfrr schild "mech before March u-l dom t kngw M@

puge class. u mey wijl have a:lh&um meeting mmvm\m needs. . |

. . ~

.ﬂ‘.. * \ » [} ‘

utpen. ' . I X
S 2 le‘um class mrhm are dore hle]v o mlef'e(errau vt assigned

2
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3
. Tl/acr.cr{ Refecral Decigions
, o s 2107
$¢. Ul make & refecral it will do the child more harm than good. 1t 2 3 4 3
9. If the child has special needs someone .else would have referred the .
chila belore me. 1 2 3 4 s
i’ C . - 60.. Other teachers opinions eflect my referral decisions. ’ 1 2 3 ¢
o M | have 1 set of both [ormai and infocmal criteria vhach 1 use'to’
identify !pec:;l needs children. i - R B | 'y 5
Cmccrnr‘ibtux the g!md H nom‘lile might cause me 10 makea T ’
referral. " » LI . : 1 3
Pu'enu elpressing concerns m:m cauge me to makc l n\(erm 1 2 3 ," b)
The present svstel ol preoarm: lndnvudmhzed I’rourm Plans is )
often not vorth the effort. . - 12 3 4
" The referral form used ailovs ae‘gmnce 0 clmly' - ' !or )
the referral and share @y observations. 8 123 4.8
';1 am hmhu- witffthe referral procedure in'our 3¢} A B | « 3
! ’ ) ‘~ . Ju . .
R 7 Instrections: Tmnm i sidilar studies have been as¥ed to comaent on the barriers to and

factors ﬂcthmg re(efnu spue 15 pravided below for your speciic comments on tnn‘q slementy.
2
- . Barriers . ‘ o

{

" 3
. N 4 % . N . k3 .
& o, BT
A 0
' i . L RV ) \ L. B
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©
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) -
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=
. T v
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‘ Teacner. Pefer-a Decisions

il R od

. 2

lastrectisns: Please fead the {ollowing vignettes and decide whether you would refer the child
gescribed for pnfnoeducmonal agsessment. If you VO)JIG refer the child mark YES, 1f you vould
not reler mack NO. and il you would De unable 1o make 2 decision please STATK the additional

infor mation You would require (0 make a decision.

1. Doug is all out of proportion. his head n ovemzed for his body and his ears and nose are
oversized for hus head. Although | am lw:hmg the average clus this year. he vas placed 1n mire
because the slover ¢lass's numbers vere oo high. Net only does he struggle with his school
work but uio children are always calling o "Ugly Dougly . E )
ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION

YES NO_

2. Lorraine Smith 13 3 new student 1n. @y class. Wnen | contacted the teacher [(rom her previous
school she wished me luck. 1 got the distinct impression that her previous teacher wad giad she

ll‘lnll_ﬂfm. Apparently what | thought vere settling-ta prodlems. gemanding attention and acting

out. are typrcal and persistent kinds of behaviors with Lorraine. ‘ ‘.
ADDITIONAL : " YES— O
INFORMATION : '

S, v

3. Jonm(cr \s alwiys speaking out and m(eruonn( She is auremve and ousny with the omer
children. I things don t go her vay she expiodes. reasoning vith her aoem t seem to nelp Jenmler
takes diore of my Lilne and.energy than agy (ive other children.

"ADDITIONAL =~ . : YES__  NO_

2

INFORMATION _ -

-
«

4. jody has everyihing from the latest calcwialor vuén to -Me :omuuler His mom and dad are

-

. both lawyers and have bought a iot A enucauonal softvare (o help nm at home. . It has m’lprqved s

work a hitlebut | couldn t honcslly say trm hets an lm-ue nudrm Maybe he s fust olav:ni_nmes'

.. N »

@ N

on that computer. -
ADDITIONAL o . ; TES_ - NO_
!IFOIIATIOI - ' ..

‘

‘ “jom quu umnor 1ob byt Chrl: nu 1o learn not to steal.{ When e other sudents do give nm part of

3. Chru 18 atvays ukml lho other children s lhmp]l know he may h‘vic‘vory titti€ and that Dad

hem. 'Hl ‘is

lh!lr lunch ot ‘3 pencil he shovs o gratitude and the next moment he could Be mu%
m'y dmmdmg and :luy: ‘wants to. be (he center of attention. . | waste a lot nl-_nm} 2

trying to comrol Chris. ‘ ‘ ) ' .
ADDITIONAL - . ;o "T U YES NO

. . 3 - an

‘energy |Ull

[+
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Tescher 5:of.;i|| D:cma.n.
- ' "a. - . - ~ WPIL'CT “
lnronumon SRR A L 4 T

B L ' < e L

‘ 6.. Keisey Whlle ie your Dnmey Hcvne Tind of cmld Shc 13 petite and very preur Shc nu R
e alremy jearned lo usena“k Ioou 10, hef anvamaae Most of the girls vant to be her {riend even lhoulh »
B she has 10! hlu her o!m way of shecries. She doesn t cry that much in class but has all sori: of other -

'vavs 16 constantly demand attention.’ . .
ADDITIONAL . : ves_. w0 .
INPORMATION -

5 Lin( Chu 1ust doesn L seem to be making any progress this year. ' Her -marks range [rom low.

‘averue lo belov average. From what | ve observed she may not tie capable of doing any better. She .
- 1eems 1o, have [nendx and be accepted dy the children even though she i3 one of the few Vietnamese o

children in‘bur;school. ]

. ADDITIGNAL ’ ES_. MO
- lugo‘gm'\,ﬂo!

" _AS Duren 3 pu‘mu are his worst enemy. When | try to explain that his dbehaviors are inappropriate .
“md dnruouve {0 the class as vell as himsell. they insist that there s a personality conflict or that
'myhe ¥ o not qving him enough afteation, or (hat mayde the rules are too strict. When | try to.
expllm uul his wock is below average then the school standards are too Righ. They have had a.tutor
for him for over $1x months and he is still vell behind the rﬂla{lhe class.
ADDATIONAL e \ ‘YES_ NO__

INFORMATION ' _gyj DR

9. \mhul is consistently out of his desk and vhen he 1§ 1n his desk nc $ maKing noises or playing
with soumhml Not only do Ris antics interupt and distract me but nou of the class 13 durupled k
- The othef chilgren don { like his.bossy. bully behavior.
7 ADDITIOIAL e ) - YES NO__
INFORMATION ( ‘ ' -

LI ' : . ?

s

10. Hopelully. Gam. 8 .400d iooks wil} clrry\hm to places where his academics can t. Already you
can tell that he s going 10 develop into 2 handsoms young man. (rant may huvr to be retuined this

year il his marks doa t pick-up. Maybe in high school he 11 be good at footdall but | have my doubis

that he {isbe able Lo learn the different plays. o . T S n
> .. ADDITIONAL o _ . S YES— MO
>~ INFORMATION o . . —
. ' . v . . : B . - > e . i

~ » " 3
If thristine experiences muc xuccesl n school. Each report card she. receives below average
v “™“marks. Comprehension ol concepts 1n- all anc! areas s difficult for her. ’
v AN

‘ ) ‘ADDITIONAL ’ . ’ - YES. NO-—
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r ' _—_— :
= lulru_unl:”leuo describe a child you have referred belov.

o ' Teachers' Referyal Decisions

“eacher Referral Secrsions
. wnor
v

INFORMATION M

12, Mark Jones h)nmm little nuemc pro;ress this year. His reaging is slov and he scumbles

over ihe words. even 1M ones he lnoﬂ He came o ae bclov grade level and ['ve seen little

improvement. I'@ not sure he even uuws any math {acts. Hes nesuuu to ask questions and loften
. don ¢ realize until too late that he s mu\\ lost. )

ADDITIONAL I : ’ YES_ MO

13. Rhonds Sluue never stops. r'a sure she is alvays dropping Hnes just o she can get out of her:

desk 1o get them. | cmt count the numbder of times she breaks encil 1n 3 day. Why such an

unluncuve cmld would constantly be dom( things to make 9eople i»ll her | can t imagine.

uomouu : ‘ , - 'g‘ B . WO
INFORMATION , - _ :

14, Wis dimcull lo :n hm come in exch duy 10 the same clothes looking huagry. Wh;&}iiﬂo ugch

he has 18 usu;uy gm by recess. He is one of my weakest students but he seems (0
school. On the last set of mndlrdim tests he vas over 2 yeuar detow grade level.

ADDITIONAL ‘ YES_;
INFORMATION g z
t$ [ alvays thought native children were [airly passive and well, behaved priory MR Randy

Littledear. . Randy rarely rmu his hand to ask anything.. instead he just shouls 1( U’ hen hes

{rustrated he wun and hcks the kids or desks Qround nim. Unfortunately, his attendence to date.

has been perfect, nmo may 5000 aroa oli ’
ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION

L YBS NO_.

16. Jelf understands auch less of what Ltcich than the average child. His academic achievement-is

consistently below average. | m.not sukg vhether or not 'l be able to pass him tn light of s ’
' ) , . :

per{ormance. }
“ADDITIONAL ' . : YES - NO__
INFORMATION : '

»

.
—— 4
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PILOT STUDY INCLUDED 11 RESPONDENTS JMALE S FEMALE
Teaching Experisace in yesrs 11ted 3 3010 © 50vert0
Average * of studest . 3 Undec 20 € 211026 2. Over 26
¢ of Referruis made in the past 3 yeurs 2 0 2. 1108 2 Over$
Geades Laught - ) g 103 $4tad : 1 Other
- Training in Special Education 3 Inservices 2 University courses § Nooe
Training in Earty Childhood . 1 loservices 6 University courses 3 None
Experience vith Chitdren on Individual Progras Plans § Some 3 None
1 2 3 L 3 . . v
1. a) Q66 | 8 1 { 0 { answersd both Q's with 2's
b) Q34 0 2 ] ? 2
-2, a) Q13 1 8 2 1 0 | answered both Q's with 2's
. /
e Qees 0 3 | S 2 -
5. alQesz 0 3 1 2 b) | answered both Q's with 2's _
v) Q48 | 7 2 o ! -
. Q9 0 2 0 6 3 { answersd both Q 3 with 2's
» Qe 9 ) 0 1 ) | answered both Q's with 4'8
“ .
S a) Q%S 0 0 Q9 7 4 2 answered both Q's with 4's
Q2?7 o 6 3 2 0 '
6. Q% O 1 0 6 4 4 angwered both Q s vith 43
» Q4 | 3 1 ] | ’ )
7. a QY7 | T -2 [} 1 3 answered both Q's with 4 3
bl Qed 2 1 ' [ | anzwered both Q's with §'s
"8 4 Qo9 /o a2 « 8 2 answerwd both Q 3 with 33 ’
- sQw T3 3 s . 2., 0 2 answered both Q's With 4'y
9. 2Q*9 0 /.0 0 4 3 answered both Q's With 4's '
‘ S g .
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_ N - 3
10.5) Q°60 0 3 3 ] | 2 answered both Qswith }'s
b) Q°47 1 2 b} 3 0 | aoswered dDth Qe with 4 ¢
11. a) Q*22 [ ] [ ] S b 1 © | apsweced both Q' with 4's
biQs 2 4 3 2 0 '
12.2) Q933 3 [} 0 0. .2 { answered bth Qs with | 8
_b) Qe42 " b) 1 3 1 ) 4 uﬂlorql both Q's with 2'a
| answered both Q's with 3's
g
13748 QoS | (3 1 3 1 NO OVERLAP
“siQiz 2 2 o 7, 0 ‘
14, l%‘:ﬂ 1 8 1 ! g | answered both Qs with 1's
CobQs2 4 6, 0 1 0 Santwered both Q'3 with 2
15. a) Q*10 : w4 ‘ 10 1] 0 0 Slnl'!ri””bo(h Q' with 2's
DIQUIs 0 4 2 . 4, 1 )
16,80 Qo0 1| 0. . 6 i3 F4.anewered both Q'u with Z'v
. 5 Q28 2 9 T T
17. 3) Q*28 | b 1 3 [ 1 angwered both Q s with 2's.
5 Q*36 O 2 | 6 2 . 2ansvered both Q'a with 4's
18.20Q°31 0 0 ' 9 1 3amsveredbothQiwith4s .
b) Q%44 | 3 A 4 3 | answered both Q s with 9.~
9.0 Q%8 1 9 f 0 0 NOOVERLAP
b) Q40 0 3 1 9 1
20. a) Q*8 3 b { 0 0 NO OVERLAP
b) Q34 1, O 0 ’ 2
' ¥ :
21.3a) Q49 O 2 2 6 1 2 answered both Qs with 3's
Qo4 ! B 1 .
22.3) Q%2 4 6 0 0 | | answered both Q's with s '

we26 0 0 2 4 S




28.

23.

L2,

R T g ‘0'2.

30.

50

32

3.

24.

a) Q*5¢
b) Q*33

s) Q'Sl'
b Q°3

a) Q*20
o) Q*3

1) Q39

») Qo6 i

.3) Q%4

b} Q46

. 8) Q7
‘0 QU24

. a) Q*9 -

b) Q*17

a) Q21
b) Q13

3) Qosl
b} Q37

3 Q°62
b) Q*19

a) Q*¢3
») Q!

0
2

t

W
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| answervd both Qs with |'s
2 answered both Q's with 2's
| ansoered hoth Qs with 5's

{ answered both Qs with 3's
3 adgwered both Q's with4's

2 answered both Q'qiu\ 2
| answered both Q's with 2's

2 answered both Q's with 2's
2 answered both Qs with 3's

| answered both Qs with 2’3
I-Mnu both Qs with 3's
, e

NO OVERLAP

| answered both Qs with 2 8

2 answeced both Q's with « &

| answered both Qs with 2's

| answered both Qs with 33

{ answerwd both Q's with 4's

| answerdd both Q's with 1's
2 answered both Q's with 2s

~

[
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s
VIGNETTES . YES . NO ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Sex and Behavior ' o
1. a) Jennifer(*3)

b) Michael (*9)
Sex and Academics
..2. a) Christine (®11)
b) Jeff(®16)

~N s
<

~N A
~N

o O
N
w N

Q Ethaicity and Behavior _ ; .
3. a) Locrainé (#2) 1 'y 2
b) Raady (*15) 4 .
Ethaicily and Academics & : -
4 &) Mark(*12) 9. 0 - 2
b) Ling(*7) s 3 B
N _ R
. Socio-economic Status and Behavior :
S. &) Chris(*3) ‘ 6 -
b) ‘Darren (*3) 3 2 L
Socio-economic Status and Academics ' A
6 a) Ryan (*14) 7 2 2
b) Jody (*4) 3 7

. Auractiveness and Behavior _
- 7+ a) Rhoads(®*13) 3 -7 1

b) Kelsey(®6) 3 - 7 ‘ t
Auractiveness and Academics
3" a) Doug(*1) 4 4 3
b) Grant(*10) 4 ‘ 4. 3
 BARRIERS TO REFERRALS ) ’ -

3 stated concerns shout the resource coom being full (QANIP)
4 stated conceras about services being limited for referral (AXT P
2 left a blank indication no barriers (A.J) ' o
2 stated concerns about time between refercal, testing and mulu AP
2 md concerns about the resource room teacher parsoazlly (A D\

. 2 stated concerns about 1o much Lime being wasted in lhdrrnourco ‘Fodba (H)

2 stated coacerns sbout too tittle traasfer from the resource room (HM)
1 stated concerns sbout opposition (rom the principat (D) ’
1 stated conceras about opposition [rom paceats K) : .
1 stated concecas sbout the leagth sad format of thé refecral form (N)

V-
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- . "J
r l . . C e
1 stated concerns about stigmas beuu uuchedp children in the resource room (N}
- 1 stated conceras aboutthe uuner being unsure of who o refer (X)
1 stated conceras about the lack of unghrsundm; of her children py specislists (T)
FACILITATING FACTORS - ‘ ‘
3 stated nothing thst fummed referrals (BH JP. M)
2 stated discussions vith other teachers (DX) -
1 stated the nsom'jcc.poog teacher persooally (Q)
"1 stated the adeuge\tb"her children of the small aumbers (Q}
1 stated her ova knowledge (A) o
1 stated pareatsal involvement (D)
- 1 stated availibility of services (N)
1 stated cooperative principals (X) .
1 stated counsellors in the schools (X)
{ stated the posmvc results of Lhe refeccal 3ad follow-up servxds (R

N &
DESCRIPTIONS OF mnsn CHILDREN N
9 autending prodlems - (QNITP) r
4 oo respoass , : ~ (ABH)D '
3 masturity ) CIONMY S ¥
3 dbright child {DIN) ’ ‘
3 girts (QTM)
3 boys , DD
2 disruotive . : um
2 below grude level : (P.M) \
1 negalive parents Q)
1 high socic-economic . (M . g
1_absentalot : D) ‘ ,
lieacher frustiation - o .- . NV
© 1, finishing assignments , T o el
| memory I

" <4 teschers gave 0o dcscnpuons of [y rcferec butonly 2 stated they had mever made s
- referral . '

o~
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Pairs of Questions Related

to

-

Factors Affecling Teachers’ Referral Decisions

-

v \ -

lestrections: Please mart the approprizte dlank.

Teaching Experience in years . L. el 310

-xverm- ol swdems o : " _Under 20 - _2ttel6 ..
‘ol Relm'als madc . me past ) years ) . T gl t0 S
Geagestagemt L o .ol SN

Training in Special 'B':l'diiuon . _Ingservices  __Unwversily courses
Trainung in Earty Childhood- " _lnservices  _Gruversity courses

'E\pmence vith Chiidren on Indmﬂual Program Plans _Some

. . . N
- . ) N

Intfncunr Piease circle the nunbef vmcn =08l u:cumely rdl«u ywr lnlmp

_Over 10,
—Over 26

<
~Over §

‘ .;Olhcf

—Nons
—None

—Nooe

v

{ STRONGLY AGREE 2-AGREE 3 UNSURE 4 DISAGREE 3. STIOIGLYBISAGIEB

System Related Questions’

1% a1 Kiberta Eduration does ndt require the identification of speciai

needs children. 12491 (°23) ' ' 1 12
* o The Department ‘ol Education re:ulmom mpulau the necessity

of screening school populations {or sp«nl needs children. 1?14} 1'61 b2
4.* b In ay school digteict, it is the teachers raponubllny 10 1dentily

. special needs children. (°2) (°1). : A ; ] 2
5 Itis oot the re(uhr class teacher 3 responubluy 10 lm (or pupnls
vith special nuds (*26) ‘ 1 2

[

1. ai My school ‘umet has polmea and pmedum in place [or (he
ldenuhmwn and relernl of children with special needs. (#30) (*29)t 2
¢ b1 No specific mm is -oluyn 10 identify and refer cmldron with
. apwelal nowes mm»m-n (-”H-ao) q L] ]
1t In oy scrml atsteict 8 child vho received resource room umum‘c
Y in the wmm vear vill lulmmtllv Foritinue 1n resource mo-
“ithout 3 referral Irom me. 17331 (*21) N 1 2
b1 Each year (he receiving teacher has 1o re-reler children vha have

special needs and require resource room assistance. (3) 1 2

1"V indicates questions.to de used as a mult o( the pifot. First bracketed number is [rom the pilu

3 473
3 4 p]
3 '4  3
5 403
s*q' ]
s _'_1 ’
35 4 9

[y
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. b > l-
. - . | ‘ N o 3 _
. ) 2
3.* a0 Relerringa <mu lor further agsessment rarely prrmdn -c;-uh ; ‘ 2 '> ».-/
_any new snlormation about the child. (220 1910) . o Tt 2 3 4 S‘ \
bi Assessment information olten provides me vith helpful information T
!'r undersianding the child and his individuat needs. (*3) - ' 2 3 4 3
(3 ‘8 Thc rd«nl lcr- used is too dillicult and ule comunm to
complete 1391 1422) S T SN R B
L1 TM m«ul form und ailovs me 2 cnmcc 10 share my obcmmom ) b )
’ and clarify the reuon for the referral. (*63) (*43) N Y 2 3. 4 0%
7.% a) The present sy stem of prmmng Individualized Program Plans is ) \
often pgg worth the 'llorl 12641.0742) * . | 4 9
hl Immmulmd Program Plans are uselul in programmung. (*56) 1 ‘; ' S~
Sclul Related Questions , B
b n TM chala "lll usullly receive |un u nood ot better qualm nelp in .
my room as’ inthe retource room. ) . o1 T2 08 43
. b The resource roo- offers moce assistance to the cmlt mn hecan |
recoive munulu’cluurm (*24) \-15) o 1 2 3 4 b
9. ‘) My prinnul ] umudcﬁurdl rdcrnll mourues @ to make
refecrals. (e2901°16) T T 2 43
*a! m pnnnpul lmnl on’ tmm who can't nmdln lm nimnu ’
' plued in their classes and ask for referrais. (*17) ('9) 1,2 3 4 3
10. 3) Once achild is placed in the resource room it is difficult for thea 10
be re-integrated into the regular class. (21} ’ t -2 3 4 95
™) lecm are moved 1nto and out of the resource room on an ongoing .
basis lhmgnoul the school year. ("‘\ (*7) . 1 2 35 4 3
11.%2) The 9ro¢rn{,‘dlcud in the resourc: . som tends to invuive 3 it of .. ' \-,} .
play with little'seademic transfer back to @y class. ('221 el N S A

) Setious andemc fenecumn takes place inthe mource room. (*6) 1 2 '3 } 4 5
’ 2 ai m nunbcr of availadie plue.enu in the resource room in our school

‘a.

< is limiled. !'33» "\‘ : l 2 3 4 3
¢ bs There is always room in the mource coom foc another child. ('42) R _
{224 N : 1238 4.3

1X.23) Children whe stiend ml redm we often ladelied "~m‘ other

chitaren. ("3 (°30) . : Tt 203 4 3
m Quidren requiring resource room assistance are not (rested .

“dilloromty by the other chilgrea. (°12) . *2 s 4

[} 4 )



- . ‘. | Teachm Referral Decmom 181

“’h}

f

Tuclur Relsted Quuuons S ! :
(SR 1 Re‘uhr class teachers are expegted to tesch any student gasigned
10 their class without making relerrals. (*41) (°23) <t '
Ll 1] rnliultm rglernls to special services are required by some of
oy students o enable them 19 amin'succ'ess. 1
19821 1931)
13 'u A am (lmlnr wvith the lypn of pfogruu o(l«ed in the resource rooh {
S(e1h (ed) ’
b Regular class teachers are not inlormed about lhe promms nllered
b10 me ruource room. 1218) : I, |

1h'as (.mldfod,lllavm‘ 1 ‘o 10 Fresource room leads to serious dl(lnculun

with classroom pro(mnmm( and evaluation. {711) (*4)}° .~ D

b l can uto-nmulo thildren receiving rnourco room assistance in my

plam i2%) . * . ’ S

l‘ '*)Inwr« roo- placement lor a disruptive child is n”fovruu as it
ﬁp""‘"'“ the children in the rmmr class. (P28 (1) A
b) Disruptive children 40 not belong in the resource room. ('36) "1

18, ) il s student is placed in lbe rnwm soom it vill olten requirs l00

much udmuul time on the.part of (bq reguiar class teacher. (°%1) " 1
* ) If astudent is piaced in the resource room it saves time planning lor

individual needs. (*41) (26} ' 3
19 arl am (amiliar with the criteria for sdmittance to the resource room. 1 .-
Yoo ’ '
b) §t is not really clear 1o me vho qualifies for resodrce room assistance. |
1740) _ o . . _
20. at ‘Tam familiar ith the referral focm in our school. (°8) ) t
* b} | am uncieas 28 10 the inlor‘-uioa nesded to.complete 3 relercal form.
1034 (*19) o ‘
21 2) | am famillar with the referral procedure in wr unool t*66p - 1

*bl | amnot aware of a gof referral 9roce¢un at our school. (734) (32 1
22020 am familiar with the oburnhu sympioms of special needs cmldrm

- at-ay grade level (*13) ('5) - . |
S.h) 1Am UNSULE 38 (0-TNE DeNaVIOrs m/or chacacteristics of
pecial needs chiidren, l'aSI mn . . {
23,721 [n my situation. teaching (he curriculum must take priocity over
students’ individual needs. (*32)(*18) !
b} Meeting each individual's needs comes first'in my class. (°43) - |

A

il
2 3
1 3
7 s
1 )
2 s
)
2
2 3
: 3
4
2 3
2
2.
2 3
2 3
2
2

N

“ 3, .
4 .-5 i
Vs
4 9
a3 i
« 3 .
b
,.
4. 3
A s
4 3
4 3
4
5 .
3
LI
4 3



4. a) Itis very dulhculz for the regular class teacher 1o coatact wﬁ
" and try tqexplain their child's problem. (*33) 1
o Comunn. pumu sbeut their cmld s dilficulties is one of un

[

hmlimlukc prmurdm'nl (#2312} . S

29. %2 A child should de rclcrrn only if heisin danuf of failing tnc
trade. 1235) (433 : : ]
SpiIA‘chilé llupotl.d of having |pocul needs mould be referred even ﬂ .
he is aschieving. (#27) (*14) i
‘Q )l u difficultto refer a cmld bdore ‘January as a teacher doesn { )
“no' him well mwgh untyl thm !'*(‘l (?34) - ) . 1
* o) Chaldren smpccud of having special needs should bo referred m\y
in the school year. (743)1£23) o - 1
27, *a) Regular class teschers are @ore likely to make referrals when

»

assigned a large class, as they v:ll have dnlhculty mevting mdmdual

" needs. l'}’i('”l ) [ I

») Regular class teschers are more umy to make rdcrull when
assigned 2 :nu« class u,mcy will tnow their students newds better.

-

EXTI . - : : 1.
"S 'a! A refereal will do the child more mm thm m (*58) ('36) ]
b} \lmu a rmrnl is dlm the first step of 3 pomm cmu for lhe
chile. m) T 1
29.%a) Il the. tluld has lpocnl nieeds someons else would have referred the
g %n.u velore me. 17390 1237) : Doy 1

ot by Childrm :wp«ln of having spccm neods often :hp throu;h alew
"~ -arages before deing rnmlm ('Lb)/('&) ' : i |

_130.5.2) Other tuhen opinions alfect’ -y relerral decisions. (#60) *38) 1

bl Otm oomim about ﬂu«nu nrsy inftuence my docmgm (*a7) U
31, a) | haveaset of, both formal mdmluul criteria which l use g’

- mmayusiunmmm ('64)('19) o R |

a1 [ tend te -m relorrals um oa -y mumm feolmu about
umu('sﬂ e - ot

\‘ Ll Cuwrnwllun the ehil‘ s M.cllln -Iw caush me to make a

rcl«m (262) ("40) : e . R |
b A child's lifer o\mndc of school u nol 1 nuon to nn areferral.
19 ’ : 1
N ﬁrmu eXpresing concerns -nm mm ®e 1o make 3 rderul
{*63) (*30) - 1
b) Parents do not influence my referral decisions. (1) 1
v

»

»

NN
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4 95
s s
-
4 3
4 35
4 .5
¥
4 3
« s
b
35
4 5
4 5
b
5
b ]
4.5
4 3
4 )
4”5
3
4 S
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-

_ . . a
(Some changes in the vording of questions are also included in the above as compared (o the origioal . -
used in the pilot study.) ' ' ' o

s
e wnd

 lastruetions: Teachers in similar studios have been mked to comment on (he serriors
factors which facilitate referrals.. Space is providéd below for your, specilic comments on these

elements. . . e : . . CoL

Ss'ffi"u. IEEEETE R ' ' .

o Facilitating Factors: ‘\_._. . S B . . - - : .
Child Related Vignettey . v o i

jastrections: Please read the fdliowing vignettes and decide whether you: would reler the child
described for furihgr assessment by 3 specialint ‘lc.gi pl;cholmu. aurse, counselior). 1f yeu would
refer the chitld mark YES, i you vould not refer niuk MO 1l you would be unabte to mgg_u_gmm
please STATE tHe Mdiy-ion:l information Yvw wvould nqu?rvur make 3 relerral decision. -

I. SexandBemavier - KA oL

. + . : . . . . AL
2) Jenniler is :Inynpnﬂcq out and interrupting. .She is aggressive and pushy with the other . -
children. If things don t'gasher way she explodes, feasoning vith her doesn L seem Lo help.
Jennifer takes moce of my time and energy than any five other children. *»
. . 1 . . o YRS o : -
- ' ADDITIONAL RN g .
INFORMATION - :

e

b1 Michael is consistently out of his desk and when he is in his desk he's mating noises
" playing vith something. Not only do his atics interrupt and distract me dbut most of the clas
is disrupted. The other children don t like Rhis bossy. buily dehavior. (*P :
' ’ ‘ YES__~ MO |
o : L ADDITIONAL
- o : INFORMATION

2. Sex aad Academics
ai“Chriuim experiences little success in school. Fdh‘rmt_cud she receives below average
marks. c-vnbouia'd concepts in all subject areas is difficult for her, and | am
‘considering retentioa. (*11) ) e
. E [ [ - -
. o . . ADDITIONAL
- N . INFORMATION
\\ : . : .

b)Y jeff understands such less of what | tesch (han the average chilg. His academic achievement
is consistently below average. | m not sure vhether or not | 11 be able to pass him in light ol
his perfocmance. I1°16) - | . : TES__ Ho_-

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION .




.
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B
. .
.
RS 3 . . . © o .
o ’ \
PR - .
1 L .

( '. ' 'u ‘. . ‘ ."'.

> R L -
/ a) 1t I3 giflicylt to soe Ryaa come if each dsy i (he same cloutiFlooklog hungry. What titte
I a . tuach he has is usually gene by recess. He is oas of my veakest students dut he seems Lo
enioy coming (e school. O the last set of 312ndardised tests he was over 3 year below grade
. % level. (714) PR i R | . S NO_ .
A ‘ ‘ L ADDITIONAL :
-} : - N , - INFORMATION . ~

. : . ... & . - .
B) Jody has everyihing from (he Iatest calculator vaich to a home computer. His mom and ¢ad
“2re bo(h Iawyers and have bought.a 1ot of educationdl software to help him at home. It has’
- improved his work 3 little but | touldn't honestly say that he is even an average student.
Maybe he is just playing games on that computer. (°4) © OYES [ .
' . I » ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION _

. -

7. Atteactivessss and Bahavier ™

a) Rhonda Slugge never stops. ['m sure she is ilways -dropping things just so she caa pet sut of
her desk 10 get them. . | can't count the number of times she breaks her pencil in a day. Why
such an-unattractive child wvould toastantly be doing things to n‘ah,g.ulc look at hife | can't
imagine. (*13) : S B | . nNO— 13
' . ' ADDITIONAL
. (NFORMATION

v Kelsey White is your “Disnéy Mevie® kind of child. She is petite and very pretty. She has
already Iearned to. use Ner look's te her-advantage. Most of the girls want to de her {riend even
though she has to have her own vay or she cries. She doesa’t cry that much in class dut has

alt sorts of other vays to constantly demand attention. (*6) 8 | S no__
o = o . ~ABBITIONAL
INFORMATION _

™

/——\)'thmgnn and Academles Lo P )
. 2) Doug is all out of proportion, his bead is oversized fer his body and his ears and nost are
*oversized lor his head. Although | £ tasching the average class this yesr, he was placed in
. mine decause ibe slewer class aumbers vere tos high.. Net saly dees be situggle with his
- school work but the chiléren are always cailing him “Ugly Deugly”. (\1) S
R . Mo

. "ARDITIONAL

INFORMATION. .

«

b} Hegefully, Grant's good leoks will carry him to places where his scademics can't. Already you
e con tell (hat De's geing 10 develop inte a Bandsome yovng sn. Grant Say hav 1o be retained
) (his yoor il his marks doa't pick-up. He losks like & future quarterdack but | deubt that he'll
e able te lenra the dillerent plays. (*10) - ' : R | . S no_
. L e S ADDITIONAL
- " INFORMATION
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. - R -"fweLco’he DACK

e AShdyo- - .
' I'uun mm.u. Tuchon lofornl Docuuu
. B.n xt uScpunbcr qun l.nd ve m l‘uod vn.h o clusroon full of new smlu Each’
' ’ pildrea: w"dl ‘potepisl of tm.n; s spacial needs mm Teachers

oducunr ‘hoth your fnlmu ud

'."Vnp‘mnco'” i ‘u‘blu,m ﬂn“m‘ml
':"n._dlnouru'whonmﬂﬂmml"m‘ e

B ; Thc purpou or mh sunly is m!old ﬁntly lo dmrmmo vﬁu futnn affect snchors’
i 'uhool lml 7 mud mppon. whcn m.mu nrm-us

“Ass bu:y oduwnr .yg-lf [ have purpo-ly linmd mc lon;th of mo quoﬂonurl o

~ allow it to be completsd in spprogimately tweaty minutes. Leagtdy deliberstions
- ower specific questions is not uquu-vd Plnu shm ‘with me your Mous W the

informstion given. Sp‘CO is un for any conmonu you m;ht. wish 0 m.k-.v

‘weeks, aad bave him check off your name. Your mponn w m sactions of the
questionsire is greally sppncuud and sincersly valued. S

-

“This sudy has been spproved and is !uppomd by the Unwomty of Alberia sad the’

Ceatal om« Mmumuon of your schopl dm.ﬂcl Your coopenuon vill bcncm
future students ladmthors _

 Thankyouw

et

-

: : g '.-”"-éé' "42.'.'-1::»*\;

Val Cameroo o

,of uu_nou'ucuuu ud codsistent. dxunocuc tools in. tho -

Ploase return the completed quosuonun to the prmcipd s ol’fu:n vmnn tﬁl nix’t twvo

"

' ntm\l decisions md secondly. o detarmine. ruum dincl.mu ubom \be syssm md .

a

‘the futon uw. motivate md/nr “ :! '
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E ) R Teachers' Qeferrsl Docisions Mdo!wn

Factors Affecting Teschers’ Referral Decisions
"A relocral indicaies & sigaificant prodiem that is unlikaly to be remad[sted without some form of
_sdéitiensl iatervention with the tescher or child.” )

isatructions: Plesss mArX the lnmﬂm dlank. .
Teaching Experience in years ~lt3 . 3wl _ —Over 10

Averasga? of studeals pec yeur —Under 20 —21 826 —DOver 26
* of Raferrals made.ia the past 3 yours 9 . —tus L v
Grades tesgdt ' —1u3 —tub —Otder
Training in Special Education C o _leservices . _University courses " _None
Training in Early Qlldw . _lnkervices © _Usiversity coursen.  —Neas
Experisace with Children on Individusl Progras Plass _ —Seme —Neos . '

Pleass respead s ail qunuou Tour :n-nu threughost are 'olmol it

Iastrections: Plesse circle the sumber ‘which most accuratatly reffects your lnllm
1 -STRONGLY AGREK. 2 AGREE § UNSURE 4 DISAGRER 3 molcu DISAGREE.
Tl Inmy scheel district, it is the teachery’ mmmllw s identity .
special seads children. : 1-2°3 4 9

2. - Thechild will vewally receive just as geed or bomr quality Ml. ia
R -vm-ulnmmm-. 1 2 3 4 3
] ‘,_l-f-mtvlulhomdmd!adlnmmnml 2 3 4 935
4. nlllm leaving, 19 g0 to resource rosm, 108ds 10 serious difficulties
. . with clesscoom programming and evatuation. t 2 3 4 3
L% | am familing with the observadle moteu of lwml needs children ' .
 ueyessie. : ST I R R
6. The mt of Education muuul u,puluo the necessity .
of wresaing sches peputations for special needs children. 128 43
A Clmmm.wdlm-dﬂdmmm-nnmu T
besis Uhroughout the schest yeur. . . 1 2 3 4 5
3. Chiléren seepeciad of having special peeds often siip through afew )
 grades balers being recesainnd. ‘ : 1.2-3 4 3
: 9. Myprincipal “frowns oa” teachers whe cag't haodle the studeats . '
7 placed s thei classes. - . t 2 3 4 3
167 Reteering 8 child for further sssessment rarely mvu- e vith o :
wy sew iaformation sbowt the child. t 2 3 4 3
. . mmﬂ“lnmmomwnulmmuud ‘
play with litile scadomic transfor bact ta my class. 1 203 4 9

12. - Contacting parents abeut their chilé's difficultios is coe of the ,
" firststepe | take. _ : .23 43
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; 4
Tur.Mﬂ n.r.n,u Decisions Qn-uw-r.
] S'I'lOIGl.Y AGREE 2 AGAEE l UISUII &4 DISAGAEE 3 STRONGLY DI!AOI:I

<

13. . Resource room placement [or s disruptive child s appropriate as it
‘venefits the childrea In the rogular clas. P2
14. A child suspected of &viu special nesds should be referced even il . S
" beisachisviog - x DU TEE B IR
15.. Mrmcm-dlmmullsmulm child unnbo
caa receive in a requiss classroom. 1 2.3 4
16. My priacipal's atitude towards referrals encoursges me to make .
" reternais. .. 1oy 4
17. 1 familiar with the critesia for sdmittance o the rosourceroom. 1. 3 3 4
18. In sy situation, teaching the curriculum must take priocity over
students’ individual difficulties. Vs . 1 2 4
19.  1am uaciear the 1 s information needed to complete & referral form. § ﬂ 4
20. . Nespecilic method is smployed 10 identily and refer children with -
—. teecial peeds io our school, 1 2 35 4
In my school district. a ¢bild who received rasource room assistance ’
" inthe pmlwp year, vill muaumlly coatinue in rescurce room . .
without a refecral Trom me. 1 23 4
22 The referral form used is taveifficult 104 tide-comsuming 10
complots. ' i 103 &
23.. Regular class teachers are expecied 1p mcb“uy student assigned '
te their class without saking referrals. | 5 4.
- 34, 'nnro is llvm a place in the resource room for another child. 1 ] 4
28. v Childm suspected of having spacial needs should be referred in the
‘ nmmmduml 1 f 3 4
26. Il astudent is placed in the fesource rou it saves time plmm‘ for
©individual nesdr. . - o 1 2 038 4
7. 1 n UKSUre 28 19 e vehaviors and/or enmmmuu of mem
oesds children. P I B I |
28.  Alberts Education doss m muln un ianullcul-a of special .
needs childrea. t .27 3 4
29. My schesl district has pelicies and pmdur. inplaceforthe '
identification and referral of children with special oeeds. $ 2 3 4
30. * Chiléren who attend rescurce room are often labelled by 1be eier '
childres. 1t 2 3 4
31. 1 reslise that referrals to special services are required by seme of
* my students to enable them 1 1ia success. t 5 .4
32. | amost svare of 2 ag1 referral procedure it eur scheel. RS 3 4
33, Achild sheuld u nurnl oaly ll deisin um-d failing the
e, . ' 2

43
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]

Teschers Reforral Decisions Questionairs

| STRONGLY AGREE" 2 AGI!I 3 ONSURE 4 DISAGREE 3 STRONGLY DISAG!E!
Qd. It is difficult to refer s chm much befors January as & uun-r
dossn't Enow him well e0ough until then. ‘ . 1 12 3 4 3
35. - Regular class teschers are aere likely 1o make referTals $hea '
assigned & large class, a8 they will have dlmculty .uuu

individual nesds. - 1 2 3 4 3
36, A referral will do ide child mors harm than g00d. T 1 23 48
87 M child has special nodl someons else would have referred be v s
" child before me. 1 23 4.9
"38.  Other taachers' opinions mm my relerral a.r.mm 1 208 403
39. 1 have s set of beth formal und informal critoria which | use to ' -
A Iésntily special seeds childrea. . 1 2 83 4 9%
40.  Concerns about the child's heme fife might cause @e to maxet , .
relerral. ’ L ‘ 1 208 49
41.  Pureats expressing conceens might cause oe 1o make a referral. 1 2 3 4 9
" 42 Thegresent system of preparing lod Ividualised Program Plans is .
© eluen ggg werih the effor. M2 03 48
43. Tho relerral form used allows mes cmm L lm =y m:m : ° i
4 3

)

v'.ulellr“ymnunlormnf«nl P e 1 2 3

—_ . 3

: "lnilfit'tlm Teschers in. similar studies have hm'utoﬁ to comment n'm barriers to and
(nmn tnillmlnu relerrais. Souc is provided below for your lp&lﬂc co--enu on tuu elencnu

s

Pt-u fesl free 1o nlpood ia polm form. . . l ’

l’sllm_ln(_
Factors.
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Teacturs' Referr al Decsmons Questionave
Imstrastivss: Plrsse rved Uw follvwing ngovtirs sl devide whrttwr you weald reter (e child
descriDed foT TUIther ssseseraent By o spectalist (e g, priacipal.peychologist. narse. cogrwellor,
socisl worker). It yoa woald refer the child mark YES. if yoor woald not refer mark NO If you woald
b wiable to make « deciso plesee STATE the sdditional iatormation_you weald Tequire to make o
telerTal decinion.

1. 'Dmi-nﬂw(dymwrﬁnﬁ:hdbmm for his dody end his ears wmd DOSe wre
oversized for has hesd. Although I em teschung the eversge class s yeer: be wes pleced 18 mune
because the slower clsse’s nambers were too-bagh. Mot cnly does he struggle With tus school work dat
the chaldren are alweys calling lum ‘047 Dougly”. s | |+ D
o . o APDITIONAL
INTORMATION _

23

2. LotTeine Smith is ¢ nev student in my class. Vha! contected the tescher trom her previous

school she washed me luck. 1 got the distinct impression that her previoas teacher was giod she

trensterred _Apperently what I thought were setiling-in problems, dernanding attention snd ecting

oat, sre typical and peratitent kinds of bebaviors with LorTane. . YRS B0

’ ' - : ADBITIONAL
INFORMATION _

3. Jenmifer is dﬁylm‘ﬂ.ﬂwﬁnﬂiﬂmﬂpﬁm‘ She is sggreseive end pashy with the other
children 1f things don't ¢o her wey she explodes. ressonmng With het doesn't seem to Delp. Jenmiter
takes more of my time end enetgy then eny tive other children s ) [+ I
’ - ADDITIONAL
[EFORNATION _

4. Jody hes everything trom the latest eslculetor watch to o home compater. Nis mom end dad are
doth lewyers end have bought s lot of educationsl software to help him et hoerw. 1t hee improved his
work e Littie but I coulda’t My.v that he 15 even en eversge stadent. Haybe be 15 mst pleying
gamws on that computer. i ) ¢ - . ¥O - ¢
) : : ADMTIONAL .
INFORMATION

o~ R

§. Chris 18 alvay# taking the ottwr children’s m;cl Xpow be ey heve wry little end that Dod
just quit eoother pb bat Chris bas to lesrs mot to stesl. When the other stadents do @ v bum pert of
their launch or » pencil he shows fo gretitade end the next moment ™ coutd be tutting them. Ne us
wory demanding sac alveys wents to be the center of sttention. [ weste o tot of tume o0l energy Rt
trying to control Chsis. : s ¥o_
ADPBITIONAL
INFORMATION _

[
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Teschers' Referral MM,Wn

6. Kelsey White is y&n’ “Disney Movie® kind of éh'ld. She is petite ond wry pr‘gty. Sbh-l
alresdy leerned to use her 100K to her sdventsge. Host of the gisls went to be her triesd even thoagh

sho hee 10 have her own way or she cries  She doeen’t cTY thet mach ia clese: burt has al} sorts of other

weys to consteatly demand sttention . . ) ¢ ~ P ) {1 S
. : - ADMITIONAL
LY . - IMPORNATION _

7. Ling Chir must dossn’t seerm to bé making eny progress this yer. His marks fenge trom lov
svwrage to below aversge. From what ['ve obeerwd he may not be cepable of doing any better. He
seoms 0 hawe triends end de mptchby the cheldren even though be is one of the fow Vielnanwse

chuldten 1n oux school. — ) | -
: N o .- ../ ABBITIONAL
- INFOKHATION _
%

8. Darrea’s pinu are his worst enemy. When1'try te explein thet bhis Dedeviors axe mnxoyihb.

* emd disTuptive to the cless «f Well a tumeel!, they Losist that there is & persomality coaflict or that -
mayde ['m mot umu—w.«uuo’ggumuyumm,m too strict. Whem I try to -

explein that Dis wark 18 below svwerage then the school standards are tos high. They bave hed o tutor
Mﬁ-mommmdbu'ﬁntvmhmmrmumd‘.
! . ) o © ADMTIONAL

: : mpnumm.

<.

> -

9. Micheel is comeistently oat of his desk ead when be is in his desk tw's ml.uumm or pleying

with somethung. Net only do his antics snterrupt and Jistract me dut most of the cless is disrupted.

The ether children doa’ like us Dossy, Duxily Dehawor. - ) ) ¢ - SN ¥0_
o ) ' ) - ABPITIONAL
it : L. o : @ : © INMPORMAYION _

.

10. Nopetully, Grant's good looks will carry him to pleces where his ecedermics can’t. . Alresdy you
oan tell that he's going to develop'intd ¢ bandsome young man. Orypt may have tosde Tetuined this
yoor 11 Dis rmarks dem't pick-up. Ke loaks Like ¢ futuTe quarterbeckdat 1 doadt thet herit be-adle to.
feesa the pleys. ' = — O

. o : O : . ADBITIONAL

- . . ‘ INPORMATION _

»

11, Chtistine experisaces ' little miccese ia sctwol. Eech report card sbe receives below avrage
marks. ' Comprebeasion of 0omoepts 1n all subpct aress 13 difticalt tor ber end I em considering
retestion. : ' S : B, ¢ - SN | N

‘ ' ADDITIONAL
: INFORBATION...

G

!
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“ .

" Teashers' Referral Decwions Questonave

12. Hork Jonrs tas made little scedermuc progrese this yesr. Wis reeding 10 slev end be stumbles
ever the words, even the oned he Xrows He camw to me Delow grede lewel 800 U'we seen Utte
improvement. ['m ot sare be ews knows any meth tects. He'e hesrtent to ask qaestions ond | often
don't reslize antil 100 lete that he's gotten lost. - .. WO

. ADBITIONAL
INFORMATION _

'13. Bhonds Slugge never stope. I'm suve she 1@ always dropping things mast s she can get eat of her
deok 1o get theem. [ can't couat the number of times she breaks Der peacu 1 ¢ day. Wiy such e
asattrsctive child would comstaatly be doing thirgs te make people look ot ter 1 wea’t umegre.
: o ) ¢ - SN [ J—-
ADDITIONAL
INYORNMATION

-

14, It is ditticult te see Rysn come 1a sech day in the seme clothes looking bangry. What littie laach
he hee is asaslly gone Dy recess. Ko 15 one of my weskest students bgthomumymh
school, On the last set of standardized tests he was over o yeur below grede level. )

. i ADSITIONAL
' " (MYORmATION_ - - 7
\
15. 1 dweys. thoaught retive c&ldroﬁ were feirly. peseive od woll bebaved prier [ woeting Randy
" LitUebesr. Beady rarely rsuses bus baed te ek saything ingtesd o ot shoals it ont, vhea be's
frustreted he swwais and Ricks the kids of desks sroand tun.  Untertasstely. tis stiondence (o date
hae been pertect, mune may soon drop-oft. . - - | [ JOS
. : o ABBITIONAL
K e LR [EFORMATION _ ( :

16. Jett anderstands much tess-of vhat [ teech then the eversge child. Nis scedemuc schievernent 18 -
conmstently delow swrege. 1'm ot scXe whether or sot I11.be able to pass bam in light of hus.
performance. - ‘ o ‘ : s - BO—

: : ADDITIONAL
INFORNATION

Isstrections: Plesse descTide o child nul heve nlv}nd Delow Plnn: {eel tee o use point form.

Comments: S _ S
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Teschers Qéferral Decisions Questionaire R
© ORBEOLTS

Factors M’rectiﬂg Teachers' Rererra'i beclsions

'

lastructions: Please mark the appropriate blank.

-

1831010

al ingicates a signilicant prodlem that.is unlikely to de remediated without some fora of

additional intervention vnﬁlnc teacher or child.’

Teaching Experience 1n years B_1103} —24.0ver 10
Average ° of students pet; year _1e_Under 20 .}4-2! 1026 ~9_Over 26
* of Referrais made in the past 3 yewrs 3.0 ‘ 331108 ~70ver S
Grades taught -23_1t3 22400 6 ~1_0ther

Training in Special Eduut 100
Trainming in Early Childhood
Experience with Cruldren on lndmaual Program Plans

C

-1 1 Inservices

-b_lnservices |

_13_Univernity courses 21 _None

Plesse respend te alt ununs . Yeur co--nu

31 _Some

_13_University courses .24 _None

12 None

linulnl are veicomed.

1astrectioas: Please circle the number vhich most ucumely reflects your feetings.
1 . STRONGLY AGIF.E 2 AGREE 3 UNSURE 4 DISAGREE 3 STRONGLY DISAGREE

3

1.

s -

6.

7.

2 3 4 3

Ia my schoel district. it is mi teachers responsibility to 1dentily
special needs thildrm. )

The child will usually receive just as good or better qutny hetp in
my room a8 1n the resource rood. ‘ ,

| am familiar vith the types of programs o(teuc n mc Tesoyrce room.
Children feaving. to {0 to resource room. lm; to serious ailficulties

with clunrm programming and evaluation.

fam hmlur with the observable lynolom of special needs children

at nv grade level,

TheADepumem of Education rewlmom stiputate the necensity
tcreemn( school populations lor special needs children.’

Chtlldren are moved into and out of the resource room on &n ongaing
baais throughout the School year. '

Chndren suspecied of wiu wecnl needs oﬂcn slip through a few
mces bejore being recognized.

My principal tfwru on teachers vho can t handle the studmu
plutd in their clnln

Mcrrm( a child for [urtiher assessment rarely provides me with

any new tnformation about the chiid.

.

“The program offered in (he resource room tends to involve a lot.of

play "li‘ lilﬂ-O uademt transter dack to my class.

23

29

a7

24

1?7

10
19 .
Cq
3 9
(I )
10
19 1
17 2
22 1t
19 13
26 9



. 27, lamvasureasio the behaviors md/or cn:rmmnlu of spmal
‘2,

2’\‘ .

30.
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Teacners Referral Dacisions Questionaire
RESULTS

»

Contacting puml't';bo\n their child's dilliculties is one of the

lirst steps | (ake. o o 24 13 0 0 3
Resource room placement for 3 disruptive child is appropridte as it ‘ .
benelits the children in the regular class. t 7 1118.8

A child suspected of having special needs should be rdtr_red evenif

o

" 'he is achieving. ‘ ‘ : 4 22 9 8 0
’ ) The resource room offers more assistance (o the tmld than he

can receive in & regulas classroon. : Y TN T R

My pnutml 3 attitude towards referrals mcourun me L0 make

referrais. : 6 23 2.5 0
| am familiar with the criteria for admittance to the resource rooa. 1 26 3 ‘30
in my situation. tesching the curriculu‘- must take priority over ' .

sudents individual difficuttios. ¢ 3 023015

{ am unclear the as (0 informatton needed to complete a referral form. § 2 S 2411
No specific method is employed to 1dentify and refer children wh

special needs in our 3chool. o s AT S N IR B
1a @y lthool district. a cnue who recsived resource rood usuu.nce : R
nthe previous year. will automatically continue 1a resource room. .

without & referral fromme. ~ ‘ "t 7 824 8

The refercal form-used is 100 di(licull"md time-comsuming to

compiete.. : 1 7 6.26 8
_Reguisr class lmhm are expected lo tesch any student usmned . o
1o their class without making nlernll 4 32114
Thm is alvays a piace in the resource room for momer cmld 4 10 8 147

ledm suspected of having special needs snoulc be relerred in the

hmmladuml : . 4 14 419 2
it nuulcm i plun inthe mmct room it saves hm planning (o ‘

individual needs.’

157 322100

8 children. s ' | 6 3525 6
\beria Education does mmum the :dtnuheuwn of spmu } . L
SN TR SR LR R T

needs enuem s .
My schost district nu oolicm and proceduces in place for the )
* identilication and referral of children with special needs. 7 23, s 3 2
Children vho #t¢nd resource room are olten labelled by the other
children. . 1t 17,7 17 1




;l.
32
33
3a.
38.
36.
7.

38.
39.

40.

al.

3. ,<
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Teachers Referral Decisions Questionawrs

{ realize that re(ernl: 1o special services are requiced by tome o(

IY nwenu lﬁ el\lﬂlt lhtﬂ to I(UIII success.

Y

. 4
| 2@ 0ot avare of a 361 referral procedure at our 3ER0OL.
A child should be referred only if he is in danger of failing the

grade.

It is difficult to refer a child @uch defore jmuw a1 3 (eacher

doesn t know hfn well enough until then.

»

Reguiar class teachers ire more likely to make referrals vhen

. unuwl alarge clns,:u they will Mvc difficuity meeting

mamdual Med:
A ceferral \ull do the child more hara than ;ood

I the child has special needs soneone ¢lse vould have referred (he

child tefore me.

Other teachers opinions alfect ny ftlcrnl decigions. :
1 have a set of both lormal and informal criteria vhich | use to
identily special needs c_fnldm:. '

Concerns abieut the chuld's hou'lih @ight cause me to make s

' rdcrnl

Parents ewrenm( concerns aight cause me o ake a nlcrnl.

; The 9resem system of prepaning Individualized Progras Plans 18

often got vorth mc effort.

The referrsl fora used anm [ TR chmco e sfuu sy obsefvations -

and :lmly the resson for mo rdcrrll

RESULTY
12
10 18
* ¢
' 2
g
¢ 0
3 17
¢ 2
¢ 13
s 126
2 23
3
13

S -128

4 3
s T
7219
G un
12713
s 10 )
21920
0:17u
3139
66 0
s12 0
3 4
17 |5 1
7010



sAmRIERS:

‘6 Millin;m: of parents. parents vho take the relerrat personaily

-_— - N W

-

_23 teschers ‘li: ni respoad to thit sectios
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Teschers Referrsl Decisions Ouuuonm.
R!-u-’S. . !

‘ . . R

4, ciiu s attitude towards plumml.-mllumc,ol placement on chuld .

parental disagreement

Lied [ 2]

time bolere the child 18 assetsed
'ivilhnlilfd uuﬁ.ﬂu services
pmktl time (o make the referral
e imptrovement ) in students prouen

[ YA ¥}

[ )

‘tod much time betveen testing and action

ul muh time of lpnn in the fmutu rwu

mmu rool tescher has 3 [ull load md voo t listen to concerns )
w |oney lor testing

gfw” tmld g0 Lo the resource rood cather than indwviduals

nly lm p-wal students can be dnn vuh
mmummd techild <
ne urrcluloa lmvom work in class and resource ro0® activities,

mme M sctivities are tos much WKDMI activities

M-luun on my pmnnmt competance

will mo child e doing mytnmc gifferent in rﬂource room
past rdmlx Kave not benelitted the :mld

-

[ lmnﬂ {rom resource room: L

ne m(er-uiun on \mn to do 1n class

cmld separated {rom rost- ‘of class. falls dehind class.
late start d ‘refource room program Y
. attstude ol,m_mqmmuop R

-

resource room priorization ‘ ‘ : .

Lime consumng pre-Lesting

once YOU filt out'referral form and get parental consent its too long 2 process

-

work habite of stodent

semeiines not recogniting the students dilferent needs’

: mmmu uumu dort harm than good ‘ —
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f

o

e Teschery Qeferrai Ooc\.vonl Ouc.mon..-r.
LTS - :
FACILITATORS:

'3} good communication With resource rooad personnel
3 support of the principal

(&)

008 communication with psyehoiog:st

()

quick tesponse from psychalogist

LF]

genuine interest to help of the resource rooa stalf

tinding child's areas of deficit
N O

sympathetic resource room teschers

vorkjpg specilicatly on prodles

availibility of qualified personos!

short. easy.to (ill out lorms
“could de helpful to the student and teacher

—_ -

testing resuits and good suggestions‘for the classroom .

Ea_wut rooa teachers gear their program to what s going on in gho classroom

chilg associates paicement vnp l_nllnu of being special

clear procedures } <

eagy (0 reach personnel

parents who ru’?ov;d positively
referral program in place vhich is vell understood dy stalf .

individusl plans for individual students

-

child 8 Attituge positive toward attending

need Lo improve reading favel

classcoom teacher support

‘cogoﬂmi ol fnoum room staff

t00d parent-tencher relationshigs

26 teachers did aet respead to thic section _ CoLm



<

VIGNETTES ' YES
GENDER AND BEHAVIOR ‘ '
Q*3 JENNIFER (gir)) - o 22

Additional Information Requested:
3 uhmmcm fecord
1 lh\)lly . )
] | home munwn. previous behavioral hmory
Q79 MICHAEL (doy!) o 12
Additional Information Requasted: '
- 6 achigveaent rrc'ordnb-
1 avility ’
| ¥hy does he vant artention
| medical inlcr_umion
GENDER AND ACADSIICS ]
QUi1 CHRISTINE igirl) | L E
Qe l6 JEFF by T - 3

. Additional lformation Requested:

‘I unspecified
| information regarding language aod culture

. 1 previous academic record and clatsroom behavior

ETHMICITY AND SEHAVIOR

Q2 LORRAINE (white) - S |

Additional Information Requested:

3 schievement record

uyb' lutr o if Lcouidnt solve Behavior prohlcn
w.eual other methods first

“ (amly background

—_

unspecilied
Q13 RANDY (non-white) 19
Agdrlional lnformation lequeued '

2 xum,eum record

I iafecmation {rom foraer teacher

1 ‘behavior ‘

1 has positive reinforcement desa tried .

)

information about the home
-2 ‘upspecified '

)
-
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no

2

24

RESULTS

ADD. INEO



Q*3 DARREN (high)

. $0C10-ECONOMIC STATUS AND ACADEMICS
Q*4 JODY (high) '
Q14 RYAN (low)

ATTRACTIVENESS AND BENAYIOR
'Q*6 KELSEY fattractive)
Q*13 RHONDA tuaattractive)

ATTRACTIVENESS AND ACADENICS:
Q1 DOUG (usactractive)
Q10 GRANT tardrictave)

.

»

v

26

v
i
[aN
VIGNETTES ' : B (-
DER AND BEHAVIOR e

Q*3 JENNIFER (pir) w22
Q*9 MJCHAEL (bay) 12
GENDER AND ACADEMICS

Q1) CHRISTINE (irl)) L
Q*16 JEFF (boy) N
ETHNICITY AND BEHAVIOR

'Qe2  LORRAINE (white) l
Q°19 RANDY {nen-white) 19
ETHNICITY AND ACADEMICS

Q*7 LING CHU (aon-white) P13
Q712 MARK (vhigp)

$0C10-ECONOMIC STATUS AND BEHAVIOR
QS CHRIS (1ow) :

3

12
33

2

C 24

Teschers Referrai Decisions Questionaire "

RESULTS
~#0° .. ADD.INFO
16
22
0
.
’
24 ?
1
.
2
. 13- 4
9 °
23 6
3. 3
n
n
s 13

12
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Teachers Referral Decisions Questionaire
RESULTS

_ ATTRACTIVENESS AND BEHAVIOR
. Q®6 KELSEY (auractive) _ 4 LU 2
~ additional Information Requested:’ »
| achievement record ‘
| unspecilied .
Q*13 RHONDA (unattractive)  ~ . 10 Y E
Additiona! Informatien Requested:
S achievement record: N
1 is the teacher preyudice

! how does she got along with others

ATTRACTIVENESS AND ACADEMICS
Q*1 DOUG (usattractive) - 2 - 13
Additional Information Requested: - - A '
S how doss he get along vith others
S achievement record
1 doss be have & physical of cogaitive disability ‘
I how is his seff concept o o o )
| why is he struggling
3 umeeiliei ' . _ .
Q°10 GRANT (attractive) S 2o 7
- Additional Information Requested: ' ‘
4 achievement record : o
1 social behavior

2 unspecified
1]
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.t : Teachers Jeferral Doémoﬂ: Questiongire
AR C. RESLLTS
IEFEIIA‘LS ' '

B ’ N B ) L .. "

1 doy. slow learner. emotionally dehind. inteilectually dehind. physically average. prodbiems
reading and on ail assignments - )
' ) -

2. history of resource room. weakness in dagic @aLh dnd ceading. inappropriate behavior

3 aurnuvl. ‘poor"bennvwr. no respect for :uthof-:ly,-'llu. poor ujl:n_nue. poor home!lfe

4. uunbln over tuy\voubulu'y no conhdmce in num( nhlluy daydreml troudle lollwmg

dlrtcuom ;nd: Ievel lblll(Y th other areas, rndm( u holdm( hm buk
. l .
A v -

$.  poor listeming skills. inconsistent effort. inattentive, siow ta et on (_iu. poor understanding ol
verdal dicections ) ‘ ’ :

6. wild speiler. poor ‘reading. unusual m_ﬂike:. good in asth and general kﬁovied(e

7. boy. difficulty completing vork oa time. dilficuity comprehending what hes read. {ow viguat

motor md perception
8. girt. disorganieed, math problems. average language skilis, mom wanting referral

9. sverage {h'ili(y'. poor organization. uncoﬁplelgd work, no ﬁumut support, lu.k‘ol concentration

10. old for qrade. 1mmature. short attention span. gross and {ine motor poor easyly [rustrated. poor

vtrm expression, poor entry: skalis {or grade. - - P

1. average to below. easily {rustrated. demanding mother, low sociat skulls

I2 el llwn te undersiand, peer atttention, delsyed speech. masturdating, d-lhcully with

’ lnlrul concepts, work ness dut 1low, seidom ce-pltbee work on Lime

-13. el dilficulty in alt subject areas. uncooperative moiher. difficuity previous. transler 1

.

1+ boy. inattentive. ok resding, written vork is veak. spelling is lousy, confused at Limes.

-

1S. boy. below grade level. weak comprehension. needed Lime outs
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Teachers Referral Decigrons Questionare
REZLLTI

16" boy, violent denaviory, physical abuse of kids and property. lov achievement. irfeaponsidie -

v
. . ' E } ’ _l
17, bey. gilficuly comprehending oralinstryctions. s!ci'll everything. spaced out. negative attitude

“towards reading ) . ’ e . e

18. attention prodlem. weak reuﬁ'ng comprehention, veak spelling
i9. Doy, erage intetligence, scored conststently lov on written tests. ok on'onl tests
20. weak academics. behavior problem.’dniruptivc. short attention span_

21. letk rudm; and lmluue arts, x(ron( @ath. vexk u(nl vocabulw nvhenunor problem

22. doy. weak in math facts. below average IQ
1, - . -

233 poor sell image. veak reader. minimal vork habils. very passive

’ ' .
2i very good verdal, lood Iml\n(o cant spoll poor copying lhllc out of duk alot. can ¢ memorize

-uullnplncuuon cxsily frustrated with vnllen work

[
A

very insecure. needs much assurance. vithdravs, belmn he cant do il. requires lou of

mdmduu attention

36 boy, [ailed every subject 5v 29 poraty. thought he vai a bn( shot. large Jor age. experienced
personality conflict with Jast leacher and vas transierred to ay rlhs B ’
L. . < .
27. boy.-nervous habits. serious reversal prodblems. working st least & yeur beiow grage level, lten
constant ulenuon seeks reassurance. fear of making mistakes. alot of pressure {rom Mom to do
betler .
'

28, socially and emotionally immature. poor [ine and gross motor. learning disadility effecting all

areas, very delayed language development

15 teschars did aet respagd te this section
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‘

Toschers Qeferrai Decisions Questionsire
Resuits Poge 12

) Re:ulls: ‘
Factors Arreclmg Te:chcr: Referral Decmons .

“A referral mdimu asignificant pmlen that is unlikely to'de mndluec vilhout some torﬂ of

o additional intervention vith the (umer or ¢m|a.

(astrectivas: Pleass mark (he appropriate blank. ‘ ) }
Teaching Experience is years © B-lted  _18031010 24 0ver 10

“Aversge * ol students per'year | L18_Under20 24211026 . -9.Over2

_ of Referrals made in the past 3 years- 3.0’ ETHTY] 7 Dver S
Grades nught " 2siw3 . 22406 —1Other
Training in Special Education. . - i I_lnimi:u -l!,Umv'crsﬁ(y courses 21 _None
Training in Earty Qaldhood ~6_lnservices <13 Universuty courses -24_None
Experience vith Childrgn on IMmdl.nl Program Plans 31 Some lLNone

Please rnp“ sll questions . Yesur cemments (hreughest are 'clulol
lastrections: Plun cur:lc the aumber which .un accurately reflects your feelings.,
I STRONGLY AGREE 2 AGREE - 3 UNSURE .4 DISAGREE ) SI’IOIGLY_BISAGISS

SYSTEM RELATED FACTORS - - - P2 35 43
1. Alderta u\muon does pgt require the |¢¢nuhnuon@l wc:nl
oeeds children. (#28) , - s, t 19 1T 1
The Degartaent of Education regulations uipulm‘tm'n&amy '
screening school pépulmohﬂov tpecial n&ds thildren; (*6) 6 13 23 1 [ K
2. ln my scheel district, it is the teachers responsibility to identily '
© special ‘nesds children. (et} - N : 16 25 1 [}
1. My uh.wl"‘(itlricl has policies and procedures in place for the )
identification and referral of children with special needs. (29} 7 23 ] 3 2
No specific method is employed to identi(y and refer children \ul.h :
tpecial needs in our Jchool. (0200 2 7 8 181
4. la my schoot district. 2 chuld who received resource room assistance
in the previeus ym. will autematically coalinue in resource room
"without & referral [rom me. (721) S 17 8. 24~ 3
S. Referring a chiid lor further Assessment rarely provides @e with
any new 1alormalion about the child. (#10) - ; 2. 8 1 19 13
6. The referral focm used is too difficult and time-comsuaing o ‘ ; v
complete. (¢22) 42 6 126 8
~ The relercal form used allovs me s  chance to share my observalions . L s
*-and clarify the resson o the referral. (#43). ’ _ s 28 .7 2 b
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Al

Y g

R . -

7

Teschery Referral Docts:éﬁs Questionaire
Resuits Page 13

) . . [} 2 3 4 3
?. Tht present system of preparing lndind}uliuﬂ Prqq\. Plans s
olten gt vorth the effort. (*42) ’ ’ 1 s 17 18 4

SCHOOL RELATED FACTORS - : L

8. The chuld wiit usuaily receive just a3 good or better quality helpin
my room 13 11 Lhe resource room. {2} . 3 ‘s 9 19 ?
The resource room offers more assiswance to the child thaa he | _
can feceive in a cegular classroom. (°13) I iy 21 4 s 1

9. . My principal's attitude tovards referrals encourages me to make

relerrals. {¢16)° ¢ 2135 71 % o
My princips! “frowns on’ tw:heﬁ whocant handie the students - 1
placed in their ctasses. (*9) ' ] 1 i"'!), 1"

10. cmmm are mcved inlo and ovt of the resource roo. ‘on an ongoI1ng )
basis lhroumwl the school year. (*7) , 7 24 1 10 1
1. The progrs oﬂem in the resource room tends (0 mvolve 8 lot of
play with Imle andecm transfer back to ay class. (711) 1 4 3 26
12. There is alvays 2 place in the resource room for anather child. ("’«) te 8 14
13, Childrea vho altend resource room are often {abelled by the other

chiidren. {*30} : 117 7 17 1

TEACHER RELATED FACTORS
14. Regular class teachers are expected 10 teach any student assigned

io their class without making relerrals. (#23) ! 4 3 21 14

I rngiu that referrals to special services are required by some of ‘

ay :.wdenu (0 enable them to attain success. (31} te 28 3 1t
15. 1 am familiar with the types of programs offered in the resource .

room. (°3) : T4 29 0y 10
16. Children teaving. (o g0 to resource room. leads o serious difficulties

with classroom programming and evaluation. (e4) 2 ¢ 2 23 9
I'7. Resource room placement for a disruplive child is appropriate as ot

benelits the children 10 the regular class. (13} ' 1 7 11 1 [}
- 18, "’l student is placed in Lhe resource room it saves time plmmp( for )
" iotividual necas. (26 L ¢ 7 3 22 10

" 19. 1 am (amiliar with the criteria for admitjance 1o the resource room.
e o T o2 3 3 8
20. L am unciear the as to nforaatiok nceded 10 conpmc the - . ‘
telerral lorm. (°19) LT ’ | N 4 U

S luwnmo(amrelerr_ilpto:edunuowuml.('32) [ ] ¢ 7 n 9
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Yo‘uncn no(ornl Decisions Qnsuwnrc
Resulls Page 14

i1 2 3 4 3%

22. | am familiar with the observable symploms of special needs childrea

w my grade fevet. {43} - ' ¢ 29 7 1 ¢

lem unsure as to lbt‘ ‘Hehaviors and/or cmrlncnmc: of sp«nl

needs chitdrea. {#27) v : 16 3 13 6
23. ia my situation. teaching lm curriculum must Lake prwrny over '
_ students- individusl ditficulties. (18 e 3 8 23 15
24. Contacting parents about their cmld s dnlhculna u one of the ) ’

“lisst staps | taxe. (12) ’ - . 24 13 8 [
29. A cHild sheuld be referred only if he 12 1n danger of failing the

grage. (433} ' o 2 1 18 22

A child suspected of having lp«ul needs should be rderred even il ' L=

deis xmmu (*14) . 4 22 9 s 0
36, Jtis mllacull to refer s child auch bdore Jmuuy as 3 teacher

_dorsn ¢ know nim vell eneugh until Lden. ('31! s o 1 272 13

. Children suspected of having special oeeds should de relerred ia the k
Hrﬂ menid of schoel. (229) 4 14 4. 19 2.

27. lmlur class teachers are more nmy to make fdernll wvhen
assigned 2 large class, as they vrll ban ilticulty -cemu )
individual needs. (433) k. 3 17 8 10 b ]

28, A referral will do the child more harm than good. (#36} . ¢ 2 2 19 20
29. Children suspected of having special peed’ often slip through & fev

grades before being recegnized. (°8) p 17 6 17 2

If the child has specinl needs someons eise vould have referred the T ‘

child belore me. (437) ; ¢ o 827 16
30. Otheér teschers opinions affsct my referral decisions. (*38) e 13 3 13
31. [ Rave s set of both [ormal and informal criteria which | use to '

identify no«ul needs children. ('39b : b} 26 6 ¢ 9
32. Concerns sbout the child s home life m;m cause me Lo n’!t

reterrat. (#40) . S0 2 a3 e 12 e
3. Pmu expressing concerns might cause ae to make 2 rdernl (7413 32 3 4 1
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POLLOW-UP. INTERVIEW
. (CONDUCTED IN PERSON)

Could describe what io' delieve the rele of the Department of B“culo-’ih ia

nju‘ﬁ te special aceds childrea?

-«

&

Could yeu doscride yeour district’'s metheds fer ideatifying special seeds

cll“m?

Seme uu;lo\n feit that s referral prevides little l;lor-uio. they area’t aiready

N\
aware of, vhy dg yeu thiak they might feel this vay?

~

B

~
G
A

» .

: : C _ L
4. Why do you thiak seme teachers might feel that the child will receive just as

good or botin quality lol’ ia their home roem? -



Teachers’ Referral Decisions 211

¢

S. Seme teachers commented abest there beiag little scademic traasfer back to the

regeiar class, why might they say this?

~

6. Reguiar class teachers ‘n-'etl-u foel that anlu 2 referral is a reflection o

their cempetance and t.lcyi are threateaed, eoild y'u comment en this area?

J

(S

7. Alet of luél;_ers wers wadecided as to the. appropriateness of placement of 2

disreptive child ia the resource reem, ﬂy -lni they feel like this?

£
wose

"

’

b Y

8. Ceuld you describe the ebservable w-i;ul of a special oeeds child at yver

grade level?

H

: 9 What are yeur feeling

s abest tpocl;i nceds childrea being referrod oves whes
. ' - ?

they are achieviag?
: \



. y .
.

Seea the case?

7.

12.Conld you describe the hr-a.l nd hlor-al crlurh you use te identify spoclal

>

~ meeds childres at your ;ruo lml?

/u

13. Maay techers stated that ceaceras abdst a child's heme 1ife wouid aet cause

them té make a referral, vhy might that be? - . B

14. Maay tmhon :uud l.hu ’.l‘.l(l expressiag coaceras vuld aet idluleo thoir

dnlclu to make a referral, m“ yeou comment - thll?



