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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to identify team development 

activities which occurred in publ ic elementary schools during the 

implementation year of the Teacher Assistance Team (TAT) and deter

mine if there were any significant differences between highly effec

tive and less effective teams. 

The sample under study consisted of 42 elementary schools 

which were implementing the 1eacher Assistance Team model during the 

1983-84 school year. A questionnaire survey instrument was used to 

obtain information from the schools regarding team development 

activities. School staff were asked to respond to eight general 

areas thought to impact upon the adoption of the Teacher Assistance 

Team model in the school. These areas were level of service del ivered, 

effectiveness of service del ivered, personnel training, team member

ship, schedul ing of meetings, principals' support strategies, technical 

assistance needs, and teacher reactions to the team process. 

Statistical analysis revealed the high and low service teams 

did not differ significantly in school enrollment, personnel trained, 

schedul ing of team meetings, or 26 of the 27 support strategies em

ployed by building principals. However, the analysis indicated 

significant differences between the high and low service levels. The 

high service teams operated for a larger proportion of the months 

possible; served a larger proportion of the student enrollment; and 
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considered more cases per month and per team than did the low service 

teams. Additionally, the high service teams attempted to resolve a 

larger proportion of team development problems and actually resolved 

more problems than the low service teams. Building principals among 

the high service teams demonstrated more of a commitment to the tea~ 

process by personally selecting team members and requiring that 

teachers experiencing learning or behavior problems in the classroom 

refer to the team for assistance. 

The results of this study :,0Id implications for teachers and 

school administrators. Recommendations were developed enabl ing state 

and local educational agency personnel and building principals to in

crease the effectiveness of Teacher Assistance Teams during the first 

year of the team1s operation in the school. Future research is 

directed to address three outcomes of the team process. These are: 

referral and cost effectiveness; classroom intervention; and teacher 

satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

A major problem confronting the publ ic schools today is the 

increase in the number of students who are identified as handicapped 

and are being placed in special education programs. The number of 

children placed in special education programs, under the provisions 

of The Education of All Handicapped Children Act (U.S. Congress, 

1975) and The Amendments to Title I of The Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (U.S. Congress, 1965), totaled 4,298,327 during the 

1982-1983 school year (U.S. Department of Education, 1984). This is 

an increase of 65,045 students over the previous school year and 

represents a 16 percent increase when compared with the total handi

capped population served under these acts during the 1976-1977 

school year. This increase becomes significant in 1 ight of the fact 

that the nation's total school-age population has continually de

creased during the past decade (U.S. Department of Education, 1984). 

The increase in the number of school-aged children placed in 

special education programs appears to have occurred for three major 

reasons. First, students are commonly placed in special education 

due to parental pressures for the multidiscipl inary teams to find a 

"reason" for the poor performance of a child (Graden, Casey and 

Christenson, 1985). Second, many schools do not provide alternative 

educational programs for students who are having problems in school 



but do not meet the el igibil ity requirements for special education 

placement. Special education is often the only available alternative 

for children exhibiting mild to moderate learning and/or behavior prob

lems. As a result, many children exhibiting mild to moderate learning 

and/or behavior problems in the regular classroom are referred to 

special education for evaluation, identified as handicapped, and placed 

in special education programs. The referral and subsequent placement 

2 

of many of these children into special education may not be appropriate. 

In fact, Mirkin, Marston, and Deno (1982) reported that in some in

stances children are diagnosed as handicapped in order to provide some 

kind of service, even though they do not meet federal, state, or local 

el igibil ity criteria required for this determination. Third, when stu

dents are referred for the evaluation of their learning and/or behavior 

problems, and are found inel igible for special education placement, 

those involved in the evaluation of the student often continue to seek 

reasons for the children's problems in school. This situation increases 

the amount of time the student spends in the evaluation process. As the 

amount of evaluation time increases, the probabil ity of finding a reason 

for placing the student in special education also increases (Grosenick 

and Huntze, 1982). 

Inappropriate referrals and erroneous placements of children 

into special education result in excessive costs for the schools and an 

inappropriate use of staff time. For example, school psychologists and 

other diagnostic staff spend many hours conducting unnecessary evalua

tions. Additionally, the child is excluded from the regular classroom 

learning environment during the evaluation process thus reducing the 



cost effectiveness of regular education. Children who are erroneously 

placed in special education require teacher time needed for the child 

who is truly handicapped, increase the cost of special education, and 

remove the nonhandicapped child from the regular classroom. Thus, a 

current problem confronting many state and local educational agencies 

surrounds the efficiency and effectiveness of procedu~es used in the 

special education referral and identification process. 

3 

One promising approach to this problem is the use of pre

referra I i ntervent i on systems. Mode I s for pre- referral i ntervent ion 

have been developed in an attempt to deal with the child who is ex

hibiting learning and/or behavior problems prior to the child's referral 

for special education evaluation. In essence, pre-referral systems 

attempt to help classroom teachers deal with the problems that children 

exhibit in their classrooms, thus reducing the number of children 

referred for special education evaluation. 

The Teacher Assistance Team model is one example of a pre

referral intervention system (Chalfant, Pysh, and Moultrie, 1979). The 

Teacher Assistance Team is a within-building support system designed to 

assist the regular classroom teacher in working with children who ex

hibit learning and/or behavior problems. The team typically consists 

of three regular classroom teachers who are selected by the building 

faculty. The team accepts requests for assistance from a teacher, and 

works with the teacher in analyzing a child's classroom problems. The 

team and the teacher then generate a plan of action for working with 

the child in the regular classroom. The Teacher Assistance Team model 

has been found to be an effective method for (a) assisting regular 



class teachers in the development of instructional interventions for 

working with children exhibiting learning and/or behavior problems; 

(b) serving as a within-building problem solving group; (c) supporting 

existing programs in the school; and (d) providing an efficient special 

education pre-referral system (Chalfant, 1980). Additionally, the 

Teacher Assistance Team model has been. val idated as effective in pro

viding a support system for regular classroom teachers, and reducing 

the referral rate to special education thus saving time and money 

(Chalfant, 1980). However, while Teacher Assistance Teams have been 

found to be effective at the individual school level and are currently 

being implemented in a number of schools, the model has been found to 

be more successful in some schools than in others. The question that 

arises is why is the Teacher Assistance Team more successful in some 

schools than in others? 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to: (a) identify and describe 

team development activities which took place within pub1 ic elementary 

schools during the implementation year of the Teacher Assistance Team, 

and (b) determine if there were any significant differences between 

Teacher Assistance Teams which were identified as providing a high 

level of service and teams which were identified as providing a low 

level of service. The teams in this study were examined for: (a) 

level of service del ivered; (b) personnel training; (c) team member

ship; (d) schedu1 ing of team meetings; (e) principals· support 

strategies; (f) team responses to problems encountered while 
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implementing the Teacher Assistance Team Model; and {g} teacher re

actions to the team process. 

Research Questions 

The following questions were examined in order to: (a) 

describe the team development activities, and {b} determine if there 

are any significant differences between the high service teams and the 

low service teams. 

Descriptive Questions 

1. What strategies were employed by building principals to 

adjust time for team activities? 

2. What strategies were employed by building principals to 

reinforce team members? 

3. What strategies were employed by building principals to 

encourage teachers to use the team? 

4. What strategies were employed by building principals to 

publ icize the team? 

5. What strategies were employed by building principals to 

personally participate in team activities? 

6. What strategies were employed by building principals to 

support team decisions? 

7. How were team members selected? 

8. How often did the teams meet? 

9. How long did the team meetings last? 

10. Did the teams require a follow-up session on children served? 
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11. Did the teams experience problems requiring technical 

assistance? 

12. What kinds of reactions did the teachers have to the 

Teacher Assistance Team process? 

Significant Difference Questions 

Twelve questions were addressed to examine whether significant 

differences existed between schools identified as having high service 

teams and schools identified as having low service teams. 

1. Was there a significant difference between the high and low 

service teams with respect to adjusting time for team 

activities? 

2. Was there a significant difference between the high and low 

service teams with respect to strategies used for reinforcing 

team members? 

3. Was there a significant difference between the high and low 

service teams with respect to strategies used for encouraging 

teachers to use the team? 

4. Was there a significant difference between the high and low 

service teams with respect to strategies used for pub1 icizing 

the team? 

5. Was there a significant difference between the high and low 

service teams with respect to the strategies used by building 

principals to participate in team activities. 
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6. Was there a significant difference be,tween the high and low 

service teams with respect to strategies used for supporting 

team decisions? 

7. Was there a significant difference between the high and low 

service teams with respect to methods of selecting team 

members? 

8. Was there a significant difference between the high and low 

service teams with respect to the frequency of team meetings? 

9. Was there a significant difference between the high and low 

service teams with respect to the length of team meetings? 

10. Was there a significant difference between the high and low 

service teams with respect to requiring follow-up? 

11. Was there a significant difference between the high and low 

service teams with respect to required technical assistance? 

12. Was there a significant difference between the high and low 

service teams with respect to teacher reactions to the Teacher 

Assistance Team process? 

Scope and Del ineation of the Study 

This study was concerned with the identification of specific 

activities which took place within publ ic elementary schools during the 

implementation year of the Teacher Assistance Team model and the rela

tionship of those strategies to the amount of service provided by the 

team. The teams examined in the study were selected from schools 

where staff had been trained in the Teacher Assistance Team model and 

were in their first year of operation. To be included in this study, 
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a team was required to have served at least one student. Additionally, 

all schools examined in the study are located within the continental 

boundaries of the United States. 

Limitations 

The following statements of 1 imitations to the present study 

will necessarily affect any general izations that may be made from the 

results of the data analysis. 

l. There were four states (two eastern and two midwestern) with 

schools that met the criteria for inclusion in the study. 

2. The data collection was limited to written responses through a 

questionnaire/survey instrument. 

3. Individual's responses were limited to their own situational 

experiences. 

4. Data collection activities were channeled through local 

administrators in the selected schools. 

5. It may not have been possible to identify some of the variables 

that may have affected the development of building level teams. 

Overview of the Thesis 

The purpose of this study was to identify those activities 

which may have enhanced or inhibited the success ~f the Teacher 

Assistance Teams in schools, and to determine if implementation activ

ities differed between teams identified as high service teams and teams 

identified as low service teams. Chapter 2 of the thesis presents a 

review of the literature pertinent to the study. Chapter 3 presents 

the research procedures util ized and the methods of data analysis. 
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The results obtained from the data collection are described in 

Chapter 4. Chapter 5 presents the summary, conclusions, and impl ica

tions of the study and recommendations for further research on the 

topic. Appendices and references cited follow Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

As students progress through school it is not uncommon for them 

to experience learning and/or behavior problems. Generally, these 

problems are handled by regular classroom teachers as a matter of 

daily routine; however, some student learning and/or behavior problems 

are more resistant to change, and beyond the expertise of the class

room teacher (Mainzer, Schiffman, and Schuerholz, 1982; McGlothl in, 

1981). As a result, some teachers spend much of their time and energy 

deal ing with student learning and/or behavior problems and have little 

time left for considering other professional responsibil ities such as 

organizational change, parent and community relations, or classroom 

and curriculum innovations (Alson et al., 1983). 

Classroom teachers are routinely asked to instruct handicapped 

students as well as nonhandicapped students, a task which requires the 

knowledge and util ization of a variety of instructional strategies. 

Many students also require the help of teachers who can assist them in 

changing various disruptive or antisocial behaviors (Menhert, 1977). 

When the classroom teacher recognizes that he or she is not effective 

in teaching the student who exnibits persistent learning and/or 

behavior problems, the teacher will commonly refer the student to 

special education for evaluation (Vsseldyke and Thurlow, 1983). Many 
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of these students are subsequently placed in special education programs, 

where they are provided with resource programs and special instruction 

for only part of the school day while spending the majority of their 

time back in the regular classroom. Over the years, then, special 

education programs have gradually assumed a major responsibil ity for 

students with less severe problems, particularly if there are no alter

native services available (Deshler, Schumaker, and Lenz, 1984; Graden 

et al., 1985). This situation has also resulted in a continued in

crease in the number of students placed in the nation's publ ic school 

special education programs (U.S. Department of Education, 1984). 

Special education was originally intended to provide services 

for approximately 10%-12% of the school-aged student population (Kirk 

and Gallagher, 1983). Unfortunately, it has been reported that approx

imately 20% to 30% of today's school-aged population is exhibiting 

learning and/or behavior problems (Chalfant, 1985). When no alterna

tive services other than special education are available, teachers 

have very 1 ittle choice but to refer students with suspected learning 

and/or behavior problems to special education for evaluation. In 

fact, many school districts are currently referring up to 20% or 30% 

of the student population for special education evaluation (Chalfant 

et al., 1979). In addition to the large number of students referred 

for evaluation, Ysseldyke et al. (1982) reported that 92% of students 

referred to special education are actually tested and of those, 73% 

are subsequently labeled as handicapped and placed in special educa

tion programs for all or part of their school day. This has resulted 



in school districts becoming responsible for ever increasing costs for 

supporting expanding special education services. 

The Need for an Alternative 
to Special Education 

Grosenick and Huntze (1982) argued that many students exhibit a 

variety of learning and behavior problems for which classroom teachers 

need assistance. They further argued that the lack of available pro-

gram alternatives to assist classroom teachers in deal ing with the 

students who exhibit learning and/or behavior problems may contribute 

12 

to concerns in at least four areas: (a) over-referral; (b) inappropriate 

verification as handicapped; (c) lack of collection of diagnostic data 

to contribute to the verification decision; and (d) assumption of the 

total responsibil ity for the handicapped student's programming by 

special education services. 

The first concern, over-referral, occurs when regular education 

alternatives are not available to classroom teachers so the teacher's 

only recourse is to refer students to special education for evaluation. 

There are ~everal major disadvantages to this approach. These disad-

vantages include: (a) the diagnostic process may be lengthy and, in 

the meantime, the classroom teacher receives 1 ittle help; (b) the 

referred student may not qual ify for special education, and is returned 

to the regular classroom without any alternative interventions being 

tried; and (c) over-referrals result in additional cost to the dis-

trict when the referrals are not appropriate for special education. 

The second concern addresses inappropriate verification of students. 

When alternative support services are not available for deal ing with 
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student learning and behavior problems, teachers, administrators, and 

parents may apply pressure to diagnostic personnel in order to verify 

that students with transient or persistent problems qual ify for special 

education services because no other viable option exists. A third con

sideration is the lack of collection of appropriate diagnostic data to 

contribute to the verification decision. One of the key components of 

the special education diagnostic process is the documentation as to 

what previous interventions have been used in the effort to modify or 

change an existing learning or behavior problem. Classroom teachers, 

as referring agents, are extremely important in the diagnostic process 

and, as such, should be responsible for documenting their observations 

of the chi1d ' s performance in the classroom. If instructional alter

natives for working with the child do not exist, and interventions 

prior to referral are not encouraged, then valuable and necessary diag

nostic information will be lacking. A fourth concern is the assumption 

of total responsibil ity for the student's programming by special edu

cation personnel. When program alternatives to special education do 

not exist, it becomes difficult to integrate handicapped children into 

the regular classroom. If regular classroom teachers do not support 

options (in addition to special education) they will 1 ikely want 

special education to assume the child's total program and will resist 

mainstreaming. 

It appears that a need exists for alternatives to the current 

special education referral and placement process in order to: (a) 

provide immediate support to the classroom teacher; (b) provide alter

native intervention strategies to the regular teacher; (c) increase 
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the amount of diagnostic information available from the classroom 

teacher; (d) reduce the cost brought about by inappropriate referrals; 

and (e) reduce the number of students who are inappropriately placed in 

special education programs. 

It must be noted that there are a number of barriers which re

duce the effectiveness of special education support programs in assist

ing classroom teachers to work with those students who exhibit learning 

and/or behavior problems. Often, the case load required of special 

education staff members does not leave time for providing support ser

vices to regular classroom teachers who are experiencing difficulties 

with nonhandicapped students as well as handicapped students. 

Evans (1980) surveyed special education teachers, regular class 

teachers, and administrators to determine if a need for special educa

tion consultative services existed. While the survey indicated regular 

class teachers, special education teachers, and school administrators 

felt 10% of the special education teacher's time should be spent help

ing the regular class teacher, 80% of those special education teachers 

responding saw consultation with regular class teachers actually com

prising 5% or less of their time. Evans concluded that the special 

educators in the study did not perceive themselves as having the time 

necessary to consult with regular classroom teachers. 

Regular class teachers have also reported a need for additional 

classroom strategies in order to accommodate a more heterogeneous group 

of children in their classes (Stokes, 1981). Organizational constraints 

such as teacher case load, lack of tjme and the minimal professional 

communication that exists between regular and special education does 
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not support a consultative exchange between special education and class

room teachers. For example, Speece and Mandell (1980) found special 

education teachers were responsible for a student case load which 

allowed for minimal amounts of time to work outside of direct student 

contact. This situation results in diminished support services for 

classroom teachers in providing effective instruction for handicapped 

children in the regular classroom setting. 

Regular class teachers need support in order to develop and 

implement effective instructional programs and strategies to serve 

mainstreamed handicapped students and nonhandicapped students experi

encing difficulties in regular classrooms (Chalfant et al., 1979). 

Some mechanism is needed to continuously support classroom teachers 

and enable them to respond effectively to the needs of handicapped and 

nonhandicapped students in their classrooms (Pfieffer, 1980a; Stokes, 

1981). The mu1tidiscip1 inary team approach currently mandated by 

special education regulations does not meet this need. 

The mu1tidiscip1 inary team (MDT) concept as uti1 ized in special 

education evolved from the medical model of disease treatment in an 

attempt to identify the etiology of learning and/or behavior problems 

in exceptional children (Vautour, 1975). This pathology-oriented 

model requires a cause-effect statement to describe the chi1d 1 s learn

ing and/or behavior problem. The child is labeled with a IIcause ll for 

the problem, intervention is prescribed, and a reevaluation of the 

chi1d 1 s condition is performed at a later date to determine if the 

educational prescription was effective in remediating the problem 

(Carberry, 1975). Additionally, the MDT approach is based on the 
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bel ief that the complexity of the chi1d ' s problem requires experts from 

a variety of discip1 ines (Vautour, 1975). It is recognized, however, 

that court decisions and state and federal legislation have val idated 

the necessity of mu1tidiscip1 inary teams. 

MDT's have four basic functions. These include: (1) to assess 

suspected areas of dis?bi1 ity of referred students; (2) determine stu

dent e1 igibi1 ity for special education; (3) formulate individual edu

cation programs to include short-term instructional objectives and 

long-term educational goals; and (4) review the appropriateness of the 

student's placement (Pfieffer, 1980b). 

A paucity of evidence exists to support the mu1tidiscip1 inary 

team approach as providing an accurate understanding of a chi1d ' s 

problems or leading to a more effective educational intervention. 

Indeed, research indicates that the mu1tidiscip1 inary team process may 

not be the best approach for developing services for children exhibit

ing problems (Ysse1dyke et a1., 1982). 

Emphasizing the label ing process, as is presently done by most 

mu1tidiscip1 inary teams, does not necessarily meet the educational 

needs of the student. For example, Newman (1980) found that mu1tidis

cip1 inary teams placed labeled handicapped children in more restrictive 

settings than non1abe1ed handicapped children exhibiting the same 

behaviors. To1or (1978) indicated that personal interaction patterns 

of dominance and submissiveness among team members in mu1tidiscip1 inary 

team meetings dictate decisions much more often than do rational con

siderations of the chi1d ' s needs. Hyman et a1. (1973) stated that 

discrepancies in power, training, and experience of team members 
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suggest that democratic voting on the problem of the child may not be 

the most efficient method to remediate or correct learning and/or 

behavior problems of children, particularly among mildly handicapped 

children. Additionally, many professionals view the diagnostic process 

as a one time activity, separate from teaching, rather than an ongoing 

process that is continually integrated with the teaching process 

(Vau tou r, 1975). 

These studies indicate that regular class teachers are in need 

of effective alternative learning and/or behavioral intervention 

strategies and support systems for use with children exhibiting learn

ing and behavior problems in their classrooms. However, due to the 

fact that mu1tidiscip1 inary team members are not fami1 iar with regular 

classroom structures, educational materials, methods or programs 

(Carberry, 1975), many team members appear unprepared to help the 

classroom teacher deal with the day-to-day responsibi1 ities of teach

ing, let alone assist the teacher in working with children who exhibit 

learning and/or behavior problems in the regular classroom. Pankove 

and Evans (1982) found teachers, administrators, and mu1tidiscip1 inary 

team members in agreement that the area of pre-referral intervention 

is a priority. Clearly, mu1tidiscip1 inary teams desire broader roles 

but may not have the expertise to achieve them (Pfieffer, 1981). 

While classroom teachers and mu1tidiscipl inary team members 

real ize the need to support teachers who are attempting to meet the 

needs of students in the regular classroom, this is not a basic func

tion of the mu1tidiscipl inary team. Given the current special educa

tion del ivery model, the purpose of the multidiscipl inary team is to 



determine student el igibil ity for special education placement. Multi

discipl inary teams may make recommendations to classroom teachers but 

usually do not provide continuous support. Thus, a system that offers 

immediate support to teachers when deal ing with learning and/or behav

ior problems in the regular classroom is needed. 

The Teacher Assistance Team Model 
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A classroom teacher support system which has been found to be 

effective for regular classroom teachers is the Teacher Assistance Team 

model. The Teacher Assistance Team model capital izes on four strengths 

of classroom teachers that are often minimized by administrators and 

other pol icy makers in the schools. These abil ities include: (a) 

teachers as experts in the classroom; (b) teachers as group members; 

(c) teachers as problem solvers; and (d) teachers as resource persons. 

Teachers As Experts in the Classroom 

Teachers' experiences, interpretations, and theories about what 

works in the classroom can, and should, constitute the basis for class

room procedures and teaching methods (Smyth, 1983). School organiza

tion and administration that minimizes the teacher's responsibil ity to 

make important decisions about the i~structional process not only 

denies the teacher the opportunity to learn skills but deprives the 

teacher of personal self-esteem and self-confidence, both of which are 

essential for the teacher's development and for good decision making 

(Wayson, 1975). 

Some pol icy makers seem to be insensitive to the fact that 

control of the classroom is a matter of survival in a context 
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characterized by isolation and a lack of shared experiences among 

teachers. As a result, the way teachers perceive school ing, and the way 

pol icy makers perceive the same situation, may result in considerable 

tension between teachers and pol icy makers (Smyth, 1983). Teachers need 

to feel respected as experts in their own classrooms. Concurrently, 

teachers need the opportunity to feel safe in asking questions, expand

ing their repertoire of teaching skills and their knowledge of curricu

lum options. No one should be in the position of tell ing teachers how 

to teach; instead they should be given support and the opportunity to 

carry out improvement that they think are important (A1son et a1., 

1983) . 

Thus, classroom teachers should be regarded as experts in 

classroom teaching. The ideas and perceptions of the teacher as to 

what is effective in the classroom must be of prime concern when 

attempting to alter classroom procedures or methods (Smyth, 1983). The 

Teacher Assistance Team model addresses this concern by recommending 

that team membership consist of regular classroom teachers, thereby 

constituting a group of classroom teachers to solve problems experi

enced by classroom teachers. 

Teachers as Group Members 

Teachers can and do learn from one another. School authorities 

have understated the potential of teachers as a valued resource for 

each other in learning about teaching, and opportunities for structured 

collaboration among teachers are not enhanced by the school's formal 

organization. In fact, the lack of administrative support has 
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unwittingly endorsed a pol icy of secrecy and defensiveness among teach

ers (Smyth and Henery, 1983). Colleagueship among teachers is often 

ignored and/or inhibited by the school IS organizational !5tructure, 

which impedes the professional development of all teachers. However; 

systems for professional communication among teachers seem promising 

and valued by teachers as a method to reduce the isolation experienced 

in the regular classroom (Galloway and Mulhern, 1973). In 1978, the 

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped recommended that schools create 

a forum for building knowledge and sharing experiences, and that 

schools create a review committee of teachers at the building level to 

deal with classroom problems (Engler, Smith-Green and Kinard, 1978). 

In order to foster group efforts toward problem solving in the 

schools, systems to encourage group problem solving should be encour

aged. By developing a problem solving group of teachers and providing 

procedures to: (a) keep the teachers on track; (b) enable i:.he group 

to focus on relevant issues; (c) focus on cause rather than effect of 

the problem; and (d) integrate brainstorming techniques into the group 

process, teachers would then be able to deal with a wider range of 

classroom situations than is now possible (Anderl ini, 1979). 

The team approach to problem solving in the regular classroom 

offers support to teachers, students, and parents that is currently not 

available from many special education personnel due to their time con

straints. As handicapped students continue to be placed in the regular 

classroom for part of the day, teachers will value team support that 

can be continuously provided (Pfieffer, 1980b). 



The development of a problem solving group of teachers in the 

school which will remove feel ings of isolation among teachers promises 

to offer a valuable resource for the improvement of teaching. The 

Teacher Assistance Team model is designed to function as a problem 

solving group at the individual school building level. 

Teachers as Problem Solvers 

Traditionally, pol icy decision making and related problem 

solving have been the domain of administrators, not teachers. The 

pol icies and procedures of districts may be perceived as a hidden cur-

riculum that instructs teachers and administrators to be obedient and 

to deny problems, to push decisions upstairs, and to play it safe. 

Such perceptions work against the welfare of students (Wayson, 1975). 

Generally, teachers have not been exposed to either group or 

individual problem solving procedures. Programs are usually developed 

to give teachers solutions to problems rather than enabl ing them to 

arrive at their own solutions (Bargar, 1975). One teacher summed the 

situation when stating: 

You are assuming that we know how to define a problem, 
to identify solutions, to select one and then to 
implement it. You are wrong. None of my training or 
experience to this point has even hinted that I should 
know how to do these things. This is the first class 
I have ever had that demands that I do those things on 
my own (Wayson, 1975, p. 2). 

If teachers are to be expected to util ize problem solving pro-

cedures, as individuals or in groups, to deal with learning and/or 

behavior problems in the classroom, training in problem solving proce-

dures is required (Fine, 1976). This training should include 
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preparation of regular class teachers to problem solve regarding learn

ing and/or behavior difficulties in the classroom. The Teacher 

Assistance Team model provides the instruction necessary for preparing 

teachers to act as a problem solving resource for one another. 

Teachers as Resource Persons 

Inservice training is the process of acquiring new knowledge 

and experiences and relating them to the tasks of being a teacher 

(Hosegood, 1982). Teachers seem to be influenced by example; especially 

role models presented by fellow teachers (Little, 1982; Smyth, 1983). 

People of similar 1 ife experiences learn the abil ities and skills neces

sary to help each other grow both as individuals and as members of the 

same community and school. For example, Reilly and Dembo (1975) found 

teachers have more confidence in experienced peers than any other type 

of inservice trainer. Thus, continuous professional development is 

more 1 ikely to occur when teachers engage in frequent and precise talk 

about teaching practices with their peers. All things being equal, the 

util ity of collegial work is a direct function of professional commu

nication among teachers (McGlothl in, 1981). By continuous, directed 

interaction, teachers increase their capabil ity of evaluating teaching 

practices and are then able to integrate large bodies of practice into 

distinct, understandable perspectives necessary to improve the day to 

day business of teaching (Stokes, 1982). 

Training should be a continuous process directed towards both 

teachers and the children they are serving (McGlothl in, 1981; Menhert, 

1977). The daily routine of teaching and the specific problems arising 
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in each classroom resul t in teachers experiencing a need for individual 

and specific inservice topics (Rutherford and Hall, 1979). Training 

should be formulated around the needs of the teacher. In fact, the 

most useful types of inservice education are based on teachers' per-

ceived needs and interests (McGlothl in, 1981; Zigarmi, Jensen, and 

Betz, 1977). 

However, inservice programs and personnel may not be available 

when the teacher feels a need for training. If the teachers are given 

the skills needed to solve their problems, either individually or in 

groups, inservice can take place at the time the teacher feels the need 

for training. Additionally, this training can be specific to the prob-

lem the teacher is presently experiencing. The Teacher Assistance Team 

model enables teachers to become resource persons and participate in a 

three on one inservice session specific to the problems the teacher is 

experiencing. 

The Teacher Assistance Team 
as a Problem Solving Model 

The daily operation of the Teacher Assistance Team is an exam-

ple of the problem solving model of change. This section will present 

the problem solving model, examine the Teacher Assistance Team as a 

function of the problem solving model, and discuss assumptions of the 

problem solving model specific to the Teacher Assistance Team model. 

Problem Solving Model 

The problem solving model depicts change as the result of a 

series of patterned activities that begin with user awareness of a 



problem and extends to search, selection and trial of an innovation 

(Lippitt, Watson, and Westley, 1958). This model is user-centered in 

that it is designed around assisting the user in solving a problem. 
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The assumption is made that the user is able to identify the problem, 

and that the change agent acts as a collaborator in the change process. 

The developers of the problem solving model identified seven 

phases characterizing the change process: 

1. The development of a need for change including an awareness of 

a specific problem, a desire for change among the members of 

the system, and the act of seeking outside assistance. 

2. The establ ishment of a change relationship involving open 

communication channels and a mutual feel ing of trust and 

understanding. 

3. The diagnosis of the change problem, subsuming data gather

ing, data analysis, and the reinterpretation of the c1 ient's 

problem in 1 ight of the new available information. 

4. The examination of alternative routes and goals and the 

determination of a course of action. 

5. The transformation of intentions into actual change efforts 

involving the full adoption of the innovation by the organiza

tion or individuals. 

6. The general ization and stabi1 ization of the change which is 

1 ike1y to occur if the innovation is perceived as meeting the 

needs of the c1 ient system. 
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7. The termination of the relationship at which point organization 

members have optimally gained the requisite skills to system

atically solve their own problems. 

This model focuses on the user, the user1s needs, and how the 

user can satisfy these needs. The role of the outside change agent is 

consultative in nature. The agent assists the user by providing new 

ideas and innovations specific to the user1s diagnosis of the need or 

by providing guidance in problem solving at any stage (Bennis, Benne, 

and Chin, 1969). 

The patterned sequence of activities begins with the user 

identifying a need and translating it into a problem statement. The 

user then begins a search and retrieval of information that can help 

in selecting an innovation. Finally, the user focuses on the adoption 

of the innovation by trying it out and evaluating its effectiveness in 

meeting the identified need. 

The Teacher Assistance Team Model 

The Teacher Assistance Team is an example of the problem 

solving model. The seven phases of the model are closely followed 

during the Teacher Assistance Team process. The regular classroom 

teacher determines that a problem exists and that there is a need for 

change. The teacher than informs the team. The team and the teacher 

review any gathered data and diagnose the problem in 1 ight of the 

data. Next, alternative strategies are explored and a course of action 

is decided upon. During the last three steps of the process, an alter

native strategy is implemented, the strategy is then general ized as a 



part of the teacher's system, and the relationship between the teacher 

and the team is terminated when the problem, as determined by the 

teacher, no longer exists. 
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The Teacher Assistance Team model focuses on the classroom 

teacher and the teacher's immediate need. The role of the team is con

sultative in that it assists the teacher by providing new ideas and 

innovations specific to the teacher's immediate need or by providing 

guidance at any stage of the problem solving process. In addition to 

adherence to the structure of the problem solving model, the Teacher 

Assistance Team model also addresses five assumptions stated by 

Havelock (1972) as being incorporated into the model. 

First, there is the assumption that the user1s need is the 

paramount consideration and only acceptable value-stance for the change 

agent. The Teacher Assistance Team model addresses this assumption by 

offering support to those teachers who request assistance from the 

team. The team directs its efforts at solving the problem affecting 

the teacher. Second, the diagnosis of need always has to be an inte

gral part of the total process. The Teacher Assistance Team model 

addresses this assumption through the problem-interaction phase of the 

model. During this problem-interaction phase, the team analyzes the 

student's difficulty in order to determine its cause rather than 

focusing on the effects of the child's behavior in the classroom. 

Third, the outside change agent will remain nondirective and rarely, 

if ever, will the change agent become directive or allow himself to be 

placed in the position of expert. The Teacher Assistance Team 

addresses this assumption by recommending that classroom teachers 
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serve as team members. In addition, the referring teacher selects the 

intervention strategy to be used in the classroom. The team provides 

support and assistance to the teacher; however, the team is not expected 

to make recommendations to the teacher. Fourth, that internal resources 

of the school will be fully util ized. The Teacher Assistance Team 

addresses this assumption by recommending that regular class teachers 

serve as the team and that the alternative strategies developed be 

implemented in the regular classroom whenever possible. Conversely, 

the Teacher Assistance Team model addresses the fact that not all 

problems are resolved in the classroom, the alternative is available 

to refer the child for special education evaluation should the data so 

warrant. Fifth, that self-initiated and self-appl ied innovations will 

have the strongest user commitment and the best chance for long term 

survival. The Teacher Assistance Team model addresses this assumption 

by requiring that the classroom teacher select and implement the inter

vention. Additionally, training in Teacher Assistance Team procedures 

is available, thereby enabl ing the teachers to develop the requisite 

skills for problem solving. 

By perceiving the Teacher Assistance Team model through the 

structure of the problem solving model of change allows for a clear 

understanding of the Teacher Assistance Team model as it is expected 

to be used within the school. The Teacher Assistance Team model 

follows the seven phases and addresses the five assumptions of the 

problem solving model. 
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Rationale for This Study 

The Teacher Assistance Team was developed in an attempt to: 

(a) provide support to regular class teachers serving students exhibit

ing learning and/or behavior problems in their classrooms; (b) prevent 

special education from becoming the only alternative intervention for 

children exhibiting learning and/or beh~vior problems in the regular 

classroom; (c) enable regular class teachers to collect data regarding 

alternative interventions attempted with the child before referral to 

special education; (d) el iminate the lengthy evaluation process for 

those students inappropriately referred to special education; and (e) 

remove pressure to place students who do not really qual ify for special 

education (Chalfant et al., 1979). Additionally, the Teacher Assist

ance Team model promotes within-building support and: (a) reduces 

costs by determining inappropriate special education evaluations; (b) 

attempts to reduce the number of students placed in special education; 

(c) allows the special education teacher time to work with the student 

who is truly handicapped; and (d) provides an alternative to the 

pathology oriented medical model of disease so prevalent in special 

education today (Chalfant, 1980). 

Although data are available demonstrating the effectiveness 

of the Teacher Assistance Team model as an intervention system benefit

ing students (Chalfant, 1980), 1 ittle information is available on the 

effect of specific team development activities during the implementa

tion of the Teacher Assistance Team model. It was therefore the intent 

of this study to examine team development activities in schools during 

the implementation year of the Teacher Assistance Team, and to 



determine if there were differences between teams labeled high service 

and teams labeled low service with respect to the identified develop

ment activities. 
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CHAPTER 3 

PROCEDURES 

The purpose of this study was to: (a) identify and describe 

team development activities that took place within schools during the 

implementation year of the Teacher Assistance Team, and (b) determine 

if there were any significant differences between Teacher Assistance 

Teams that provided a high level of service and teams that provided a 

low level of service. For the purposes of this study, team develop

ment activities include: (a) level of service del ivered; (b) personnel 

training; (c) team membership; (d) schedul ing of team meetings; (e) 

principals' support strategies; (f) team responses to problems en

countered while implementing the Teacher Assistance Team model; and 

(g) teacher reactions to the team process. The teams selected for 

study were I imited to publ ic schools implementing Teacher Assistance 

Teams during the 1983-1984 school year. This chapter presents a 

description of the: (a) procedures used to train the teams; (b) 

sample to be studied; (c) procedures to acquire permission and sup

port; (d) instrumentation; (e) data collection procedures; and (f) 

data analysis. 

Description of Team Training 

The Teacher Assistance Team training is presented to groups 

of 50 to 100 teachers and principals. The recommended training 

30 



31 

session is six hours long. The training is provided by Dr. James C. 

Chalfant, Professor, University of Arizona, and Dr. Margaret Pysh, 

Assistant Superintendent, Northern Suburban Special Education District, 

Highland Park, Illinois. 

Participants are seated as working teams of five or six persons 

at a table. Instructional materials are provided for each individual. 

The training session has six major objectives: (a) objective one, 

famil iarization with the Teacher Assistance Team model; (b) objective 

two, requesting assistance; (c) objective three, reviewing requests for 

assistance; (d) objective four, conducting a teacher interview; (e) 

objective five, conducting a problem solving meeting; and (f) objective 

six, reviewing procedures for developing a team. The training packet 

may be found in Appendix A. 

Objective One: Famil iarization with the 
Teacher Assistance Team Model 

The overview begins with a statement of the problems faced by 

teachers in the regular classroom. The need for immediate support for 

coping with daily learning and behavior problems in the regular class-

room is discussed. The tendency to over-refer for special education 

testing is also discussed. The Teacher Assistance Team model is pre-

sented as an alternative to special education referral and for helping 

teachers on a day-to-day basis. An overview is given for each aspect 

of the model. A question and answer period is also provided to 

clarify any concerns before continuing. 
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Objective Two: Requesting Assistance 

Teachers are presented with an efficient system for requesting 

assistance from the team. This consists of responding in writing to 

four areas of descriptive information: (a) describe what you would 

1 ike the student to be able to do that he/she does not presently do; 

(b) describe what the student does (assets) and what he/she does not 

do (deficits); (c) describe what you have done to help the student cope 

with his/her problem; and (d) provide any pertinent background informa-

tion and/or previous test data. Each participant completes the Request 

for Assistance form about a particular student in his/her classroom. 

Instruction is given on how to answer each of the four questions with 

clarity and objectivity. See Appendix A for the Request for Assistance 

form. 

Objective Three: Reviewing 
Requests for Assistance 

The Request for Assistance forms completed at each table are 

collected and exchanged with other groups. Each team member then re-

views the new Requests for Assistance for completeness and clarity. 

The group then selects one case to work with for the rest of the 

training period. 

Participants are taught a. procedure for drawing a problem 

interaction diagram showing the child's problem areas and their inter-

relationships. When the child's problems have been analyzed, the team 

members draw the diagram on a transparency and use the overhead pro-

jector to present the case to the general assembly. This provides the 



total group with a perspective of the kinds of problems presenting 

concerns to the participants. 

Objective Four: Conducting 
a Teacher Interview 

Instruction is given concerning a technique for conducting a 

positive and ~onthreatening teacher interview. Following this pre-

sentation, each teacher whose case has been selected for study joins 

the team that selected his/her case. The teacher will remain with 

that team for the duration of the workshop. The team members inter-
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view the teacher to answer questions and clarify what has been written. 

Rules for interviewing are appl ied. 

Objective Five: Conducting 
a Problem Solving Meeting 

Instruction is given concerning how to conduct an efficient 

and effective 30 minute problem solving meeting. Six stages are pre-

sented: (a) arriving at a consensus about the problem; (b) selecting 

instructional objectives; (c) brainstorming procedures for generating 

alternatives; (d) selecting instructional suggestions; (e) refining 

instructional objectives; and (f) placing responsibil ity and schedul ing 

follow-up activities. Each stage is presented separately and the par-

ticipants complete the activity before the next stage is presented. 

Objective Six: Suggestions 
for Developing a Team 

The purpose of the last objective for the workshop is to out-

I ine a sequence of events a staff might follow in establ ishing a 

building level team. A question and answer session is held. 



Participants from each school join with their participating staff mem

bers to discuss what their next step might be. 

Sample 

The sample under study consists of publ ic elementary schools 

that have met the following criteria: (a) building personnel have 

requested information regarding possibTe Teacher Assistance Team 

development; (b) a minimum of three building personnel have partici

pated in Teacher Assistance Team training; (c) a team has been estab-

1 ished in the school; and (d) the team has completed at least one 

case. Teams selected for this study are located in four states: 

III inois, Maine, Maryland and Nebraska. Dr. Chalfant was invited to 

meet with the state superintendent of schools and their respective 

staff, including the director of special education, in each of the 

four states. Meetings were then scheduled with the superintendents 

of schools, assistant superintendents, and building principals to 

obtain their approval to develop demonstration teams in their respec

tive schools. Each of these states has been identified as demonstra

ting commitment to the Teacher Assistance Team concept by supporting 

the training of large numbers of school personnel in Teacher Assist

ance Team procedures. A summary description of each state1s program 

is provided below. 

III i no is 

The III inois State Board of Education allocated funds during 

the 1981-1982, 1982-1983, and the 1983-1984 academic years to develop 

Teacher Assistance Teams in the state school system. Approximately 
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4,000 teachers in nearly 100 school districts have been trained. A 

network of 16 demonstration sites was selected to help repl icate ·the 

model. Sites exist in rural, suburban, and urban communities. 

Visitors from other states have traveled to the sites to see these 

teams function. 

Maine 

The Maine State Department of Education supported training for 

100 teachers and building principals during November of 1983 in the 

Hancock County Special Education Cooperative in Ellsworth, Maine. The 

schools in which teams were implemented were located in a sparsely 

populated coastal region. 

Maryland 
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In October of 1983, the Superintendent of Schools for the 

State of Maryland held a two-day orientation conference in Haggerstown, 

Maryland for 22 superintendents of schools. Dr. Chalfant and Dr. Pysh 

presented the Teacher Assistance Team model at this conference. 

Twenty-one of the 22 superintendents indicated they wanted to imple

ment the Teacher Assistance Team model in their school districts. 

Charles County, Maryland was the first district to institute training 

for 100 teachers and principals in October of 1983. The schools are 

located in an area which ranges from wealthy suburban to poor rural 

communities. 
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Nebraska 

The Nebraska State Board of Education has establ ished a network 

of Teacher Assistance Teams in three regions: Omaha area in eastern 

Nebraska; Grand Island-Hastings area in central Nebraska; and Kearney 

and Ogallala areas in western Nebraska. These efforts were supported 

by state grants during the 1982-1983 and 1983-1984 academic years. 

Nearly 1,000 teachers in rural, suburban, and urban school districts 

have been trained. 

Procedure for Acquiring 
Permission and Support 

In October and November of 1983 Dr. Chalfant presented to each 

state superintendent of schools and the state director of special edu-

cation the concept of using a doctoral dissertation as a mechanism for 

conducting an evaluation of the teams. Each state has its own evalua-

tion agency for state projects, but permission to evaluate through a 

doctoral dissertation was granted. However, the following conditions 

were stipulated: 

1. Dr. Chalfant would act as 1 iaison between this researcher and 

the state, regional, district, and building levels. 

2. Although states would grant permission to contact local 

educational agencies concerning this study, their major con-

cern at this point in time was the development of demonstra-

tion teams, not evaluation. Dr. Chalfant agreed to serve as 

a consultant for the developmental aspects of the project. 

3. The state departments indicated that they would encourage 

local educational agencies to participate in this study. 



The State departments would not mandate that districts 

participate in the study. 

4. State educational agencies typically demonstrated support 

for the study through a letter of support. Each state, how

ever, made a far more substantial support. Funds and staff 

time were allocated to allow Dr. Chalfant to meet with local 

education agencies' superintendents, assistant superintendents 

in charge of curriculum, and directors of special education to 

present the evaluation plan. Administrators at both the 

regional and local district levels had mixed reactions; non

theless they agreed that they would encourage building teams 

to participate in the study. 

5. Meetings were also held with team members to explain the 

evaluation plan. In all four states one or two day confer

ences were held to bring team members together to present the 

evaluation plan. Building principals attended the meeting 

and encouraged their teams to participate. 
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In summary, administrators at the state, district, and local 

levels proved to be somewhat reluctant to require staff participation 

in this evaluation process, because staff voluntarily were giving their 

time to develop demonstration teams with I ittle or no compensation. In 

response to these concerns, e~ch state arranged to have staff released 

for training, committed thousands of dollars to this effort, and en

couraged participation. All state departments expressed interest in a 

long term evaluation plan that might arise from this study. 
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Description of Instrumentation 

The instrument designed for this study was the Teacher Assist

ance Team Progress Report Questionnaire (see Appendix B). The ques

tionnaire consisted of three parts: (a) team development information; 

(b) technical assistance needs; and (c) impact on teachers and stu

dents. School personnel were asked to provide information regarding 

when and how they decided to develop a team. The principal was asked 

to provide information detail ing any strategies employed to help imple

ment the team. The team leader also I isted any technical assistance 

they needed and the resolution of any problems encountered. Team 

leaders were asked to supply data regarding: (a) team membership; (b) 

meeting time and frequency; (c) staff training; and (d) follow-up pro

cedures. Additionally, data were collected to determine the impact of 

Teacher Assistance Teams on: (a) teachers requesting assistance and, 

(b) student performance after Teacher Assistance Team intervention. 

This instrument was designed for two purposes: (a) to provide 

data for the present study, and (b) to provide school districts with a 

method for generating their own data collection procedures. The in

strument was developed as a result of the data collection procedures 

util ized during a pilot study conducted in Maine and Maryland, and 

revised as per recommendations of school personnel. 

Data Collection Procedures 

During the implementation year, data were collected in three 

stages by different individuals, e.g., building principals, team 

leaders, supervisors, or an administrator such as a director of 
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special education. The cover sheet for each of the three stages 

includes the stage number, stage description, and 1 ists the kinds of 

information gathered and by whom. Each of the three stages also in

cludes: (a) the purpose of the stage; (b) suggested procedures; and 

(c) when to collect the information. Record keeping forms are included 

with each stage. 

Stage One: Team Development Information 

The purpose of stage one was to monitor team organization, 

support, and progress as the team moved through the implementation year. 

The building principal provided information regarding: (a) why the 

school decided to implement a Teacher Assistance Team; (b) who had been 

trained in Teacher Assistance Team procedures; (c) who provided leader

ship in developing the team; and (d) what strategies he/she used to 

support the team in the school. 

Team leaders were asked to complete the team profile form and 

the team development checkl ist. The information provided by team 

leaders identified: (a) how team members were selected; (b) the train

ing received by team members; (c) the frequency of team meetings; and 

(d) developmental activities undertaken by the team before assistance 

activities began in the building. 

Stage Two: Technical Assistance Needs 

The purpose of stage two was to identify team problems and 

issues that arose and to identify what actions were taken to resolve 

them. Stage two consisted of the technical assistance problem-action 

log. The team leader was asked to 1 ist the problems and issues that 
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occurred, and describe the action taken to resolve them. Stage two is 

an ongoing process from the beginning of team activity to the end of 

the school year. 

Stage Three: Impact on Teachers and Students 

The purpose of stage three was to determine the effect of team 

efforts to: (a) help teachers cope with classroom problems, and (b) 

assist teachers to change students' behavior and learning in the regu-

lar classroom. Every teacher who received assistance from the team was 

asked to provide information regarding the student's progress toward 

the objectives decided upon by the team. Teachers also were asked to 

provide information regarding how, and to what extent, the team helped 

the teacher cope with the problem in the regular classroom. 

Dividing the responsibil ity for collecting data. reduced the 

amount of work per person. Collecting the data in three stages distri-

buted the work over time. This procedure integrated information 

gathering as a part of the implementation process. By gathering data 

within each building as described, the teams were able to monitor their 

own progress during the implementation year. Data from all buildings 

were collected in the spring to determine the overall impact the teams 

were having with respect to assisting their fellow teachers and modify-

ing students' behavior and learning in the classroom. 

Identifying High, Middle, 
and Low Service Teams 

In order to determine if significant differences existed 

between teams with respect to the team development activities, the 



42 teams were ranked for level of service del ivered. A formula was 

used to generate a Service Index Score for each team. The formula is 

presented below. 

Number of students served Months operating Service 
X = 

School enrollment Months possible Index Score 

Eac~ team received an index score which accounted for four 

variables: (a) the number of students served; (b) the total student 

population in the school; (c) the number of months the team operated 

during the implementation year; and (d) the number of months possible 

for the team to operate during the implementation year. 

Thus, to obtain a Service Index Score for each team, the 

following calculation was used: first, the number of students served 

was divided by the number of students enrolled at each team's school. 
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Next, the number of months each team operated was divided by the number 

of months possible for the team to operate during the implementation 

year. Finally, the percent of months operating was mu1tipl ied by the 

percent of students served. In this manner, the index score corrected 

for varying enrollments among the schools and allowed for the inclusion 

of schools with teams trained after the start of the 1983-1984 school 

year. 

Subsequent to the determination of the index score, the 42 

teams were then placed in three equal groups: (a) teams labeled high 

service with an index score in the top one-third; (b) teams labeled 

middle service with an index score that fell in the middle one-third; 

and (c) teams labeled low service with an index score in the lower 



one-third. (The rank order of each of the 42 teams and their respec

tive Service Index Scores may be found in Appendix C.) The high 

service and the low service teams were then compared to determine if 

the two service levels were different with respect to team development 

activities. 

Data Analysis 
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Data obtained from the Teacher Assistance Team Progress Report 

Questionnaire were tabulated and reported as frequency counts, means, 

and percentages. Data obtained from the 14 teams labeled high service 

were compared with data obtained from the 14 teams labeled as low ser

vice. The data were analyzed using the Z test to determine signifi

cance between two independent proportions (Ferguson, 1976). In many 

cases, the obtained data from the two service levels were too small to 

meet the assumptions required for the Z test. In these instances, the 

Fisher Exact Probabil ity Test was used (Siegel, 1956). This test also 

determines whether the two service levels differ in the proportion with 

which they fall into two classifications and provides results compar

able to the Z test. 

In the case of the Z test, differences between the two service 

levels were determined to exist if the computed value of the results 

of the Z test statistic exceeded the critical value required at the 

p <.10 level of confidence. The Fisher Exact Probabil ity Test pro

vides an exact probabil ity rather than a critical value. Differences 

were determined to be significant if the obtained probabil ity was less 

than .10. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results obtained from the question

naire regarding elementary school Teacher Assistance Team development 

activities and also presents the comparison of these data for the 

high and low service teams. The team d~ve1opment activities described 

in this chapter include: (a) level of service del ivered; (b) personnel 

training; (c) team membership; (d) schedu1 ing of team meetings; (e) 

principals' support strategies; (f) team responses to problems en

countered while implementing the Teacher Assistance Team model; and 

(g) teacher reactions to the team process. 

Level of Service Del ivered 

In order to determine if high service teams and low service 

teams differentiated with respect to the level of service del ivered, 

data were obtained on the: (a) number of months operating; (b) stu

dent enrollment; (c) number of students served; and (d) number of 

cases considered per month. 

Months Operating 

Overall, the 42 teams operated for 84% of the time possible. 

As depicted on Table 1, the high service teams operated for a total 

of 81 months as compared to a total of 67 months for the low service 
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Tabl e 1. Months operating 

Service Number of Months 
Level Possible Operating % Range Mean 

High Service 89 81 90% 4-9 5.8 

Middle Service 98 89 91 ?6 3-9 6. 1 

Low Service 94 67 71% 2-9 4.8 

All Levels 281 237 84% 2-9 5.6 

teams. Thus, a 14 month difference existed between the two groups 

with respect to the number of months in which the teams operated. 

There was only a one month difference between the high and low service 

teams on the mean number of months they operated. 

Statistical analysis was performed on the proportions of the 

number of months operating out of the number of months possible for 

operating between the high service and the low service teams. The Z 

test (see Chapter 3 for rationale) revealed significant differences at 

the p <.10 level of confidence between the high and low service teams 

(z = 4.00, p <.01). The high service teams operated for a signifi-

cantly larger proportion (90%) of the months possible than did low 

service teams (71%). 

Student Enrollment 

Table 2 presents the total number of students enrolled for 

the high, middle, and low service teams, and the total enrollment for 
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Table 2. Student enrollment 

Service Levels Total Range Mean 

High Service 3,857 55-630 276 

Middle Service 6,547 180-1015 468 

Low Service 3,930 .140-430 281 

All Levels 14,334 55-1015 341 

all service levels. The range and mean enrollment for each service 

level is also presented. These data show that the total number of 

students enrolled for the high service teams (3,857) and the low ser

vice teams (3,930) are approximately the same. Although the range of 

enrollment for the high service teams (55-630) is somewhat different 

than the enrollment range for the low service teams (140-430), the 

average enrollment for the high service teams (276) and the low service 

teams (281) was found to be similar. These data indicated that school 

enrollment does not differentiate high service teams from low service 

teams. In fact, the middle service teams had a higher total enroll

ment (6,547), a larger range of enrollment (180-1015), and a larger 

mean enrollment (468). 

Students Served 

Table 3 presents the number of students served by the high, 

middle, and low service teams. A total of 199 students were served by 

the 42 teams. The mean number of students served was 4.7, and the 
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Table 3. Students served 

Number of Students Served 
Service Level Total Range Mean 

High Service 114 1-29 8. 1 

Middle Service 63 2-7 4.5 

Low Service 22 1-4 1.6 

All Levels 199 1-29 4.7 

number of students served per school ranged from 1 to 29. The high 

service teams served over five times (114) the number of students 

served by the low service teams (22), and averaged 8.1 students per 

team as compared to 1.6 students per low service team. The Z test 

indicated a significant difference at the p <.10 level of confidence 

on the number of students served by the high and low service teams 

(Z = 3.82, p <.01). 

Table 4 depicts the percent of total enrollment served by the 

high, middle, and low service teams. All service levels served a 

combined total of 199 (or 1.39%) of the student enrollment. A visual 

inspection of these data indicated the high service teams served over 

five times the percent of student enrollment as served by the low 

service teams. The Z test analysis of these data indicated high ser-

vice and low service teams differed at the p <.10 level of confidence 

on the proportions of students served by the two service levels 

(Z = 6.26, p <.01). 
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Table 4. Proportions of student enrollment served 

Service Number of Students Percent 
Level Enrolled Served Served 

High Service 3,857 114 2.96% 

Middle Service 6,547 63 .96% 

Low Service 3,930 22 .56% 

All Levels 14,352 199 1 .39% 

Cases Per Month 

Table 5 presents the number of cases considered per month. 

High service teams ranged from .2 to 3.22 cases per month with a mean 

of 1.41, while low service teams ranged from .11 to 2.0 cases per 

month with a mean of .33. The high ~ervice teams saw over four times 

the number of students per month than did the low service teams. 

The Z test revealed a significant difference at the p <.10 

level of confidence between the two service levels on the number of 

cases considered per month. The high service teams served more stu-

dents per month than did the low service teams (Z = 2.67, p <.01). 



Table 5. Cases per month 

Service 
Level 

High Service 

Middle Service 

Low Service 

All Levels 

Number of 
Range 

.20-3.22 

.25-1.67 

.11-2.0 

.11-3.22 

Effectiveness of Service Del ivered 

Students 
Mean 

1. 41 

.71 

.33 

.84 

Data were also obtained from the 42 schools in order to deter-

mine if the high service and low service teams could be differentiated 

on the number of students whose problems were resolved by the teams. 

In this section, the: (a) number of students helped; (b) proportion 

of students helped; and (c) mean number of students helped per month 

for the high, middle, and low service teams is discussed. A 1 ist of 

the behavioral objectives and academic objectives which were written 

by the high, middle, and low service teams may be found in Appendix D 
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and Appendix E. Although the difficulty of students' problems differed 

from student to student, the one factor that all of these students had 

in common is that their teachers were unable to successfully deal with 

their learning or behavior problems without assistance. 
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Number of Students Helped 

Table 6 displays the number of students helped by the teams. 

The high service teams helped 80 students, with a mean of 5.7 students 

per team. In contrast, the low service teams helped 12 students with 

a-mean of .86 students per team. These data were analyzed using the 

Z test which revealed significant differences at the p <.10 level of 

confidence (Z = 4.99, p <.01). 

Table 6. Students helped 

Service 
Level Total Range Mean 

High Service 80 0-18 5.7 

Middle Service 51 0-6 3.6 

Low Service 12 0-2 .86 

All Levels 143 0-18 3.4 

Proportion of Served Students Helped 

Table 7 presents the proportion of served students who were 

helped by the teams. Of the 199 students who were served by the 

teams, 143, or 72%, had their problems successfully resolved by the 

teams. The high service teams helped 80 (70%) of the students they 

served. In contrast, the low service teams helped 12 (55%) of the 

students they served. Although there was a 15 percentage point dif-

ference between the high and low service teams, the Z test revealed 
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Table 7. Proportion of served students helped 

Service Number of Students Percent 
Level Served Helped Helped 

High Service 114 80 70% 

Middle Service 63 51 81% 

Low Service 22 12 55% 

All Levels 199 143 72% 

no significant differences at the p <.10 level of confidence between 

the high and low service levels with respect to the proportion of 

served students who were helped by the teams (Z = .76, p > .10). How-

ever, the Z test indicated a significant difference at the p <.10 level 

of confidence between the high and low service teams regarding: (a) 

the percent of total student enrollment helped by the teams (Z = 8.16, 

p <.01), and (b) the number of students helped per month by the high 

and low service teams (Z = 11.8, p <.01). Thus, the proportion of 

served students who were helped by the high and low service levels 

were comparable; however, the high service teams helped a larger pro-

portion of the school enrollment and helped more students per month 

than the low service teams. 

Personnel Training 

The questionnaire responses on the number and types of per-

sonne1 trained in each school were examined to determine if these 



variables differentiated high service teams from low service teams. 

Tables 8 through 11 present the number and percent of: (a) total 

staff trained; (b) regular education staff trained; (c) special edu

cati~n staff trained; and (d) administrative staff trained for the 

high, middle, and low service teams. A number of the schools in the 

study employed staff that spent one-half of their time in one role 

(e.g., teacher) and one-half of their time in another role (e.g., 

administrator); however, this was not reflected in the number of staff 

trained. 

A visual inspection of the data presented on Tables 8 through 

11 revealed that the number, type, and percent of faculty trained 

was comparable for both the high and low service teams. The high ser

vice teams trained sl ight1y more personnel than did low service teams: 

(a) seven percent more total staff; (b) six percent more regular edu

cation staff; (c) eleven percent more special education staff; and 

(d) seven percent more administrative staff. The Z test indicated 

these differences were not significant at the p <.10 level of confi

dence. Total staff trained (Z = 1.49, p >JO), regular education staff 

(Z = 1.10, p >.10), special education staff (Z = .33, p > .10), and 

administrative staff (Z = .39, p > .10). 
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Table 8. Total staff trained 

Service Number of Staff Percent 
Level In Bu i 1 ding Trained Trained 

High Service 205 104 51 

Middle Service 331.5 182 55 

Low Service 229 101 44 

All Levels 765.5 387 51 

Table 9. Regular education staff trained 

Service Number of Staff Percent 
Level In Bu i 1 ding Trained Trained 

High Service 167 80 48 

Middle Service 256.5 135 53 

Low Service 184 77 42 

All Levels 607.5 292 48 



lab1e 10. Special education staff trained 

Service Number of Staff 
Level In Bu i 1 ding Trained 

High Service 24.5 15 

Middle Service 57 35 

Low Service 30 15 

All Levels 111 .5 65 

Table 11. Administrative staff trained 

Service Number of Staff 
Level In Bu i 1 ding Trained 

High Service 13.5 9 

Middle Service 18 12 

Low Service 15 9 

All Levels 46.5 30 

Percent 
Trained 

61 

61 
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Percent 
Trained 

67 

67 

60 

65 
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Team Membership 

The questionnaire responses from the 42 schools were examined 

to determine if the high service teams and low service teams could be 

differentiated on: (a) the process for selecting team members, and 

(b) the duration of membership on a team. 

Team Selection 

Table 12 presents the methods used by the 42 teams to decide 

how members were placed on the teams. Team members were either ap

pointed by the building principal (19 teams), volunteered (12 teams), 

or were elected by the staff (11 teams). A visual inspection of the 

data from the high and low service teams indicated that the members of 

nine high service teams and four low service teams were appointed. In 

contrast, seven low service teams used the volunteer system while only 

two high service teams used volunteers. The election process was 

employed by three high service teams and three low service teams. 

Table 12. Selecting team members 

Service Levels Appointed Volunteered Elected 

High Service 9 2 3 

Middle Service 6 3 5 

Low Service 4 7 3 

All Levels 19 12 11 
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The team selection data from the high and low service teams were 

analyzed using the Fisher Exact Probabil ity Test (see Chapter 3 for 

rationale), which revealed significant differences at the p <.10 level 

of confidence between the high and low service teams with respect to 

methods of selecting team members. Among the high service teams, 

principals appointed team members more often than did principals among 

the low service group. ·Conversely, more low service teams were com-

posed of volunteer team members than high service teams. The two 

groups did not differ in the use of elections to determine team mem-

bership. Table 13 presents the comparisons of the proportions of high 

and low service teams util izing the three different team member selec-

tion methods. 

Table 13. Comparisons of proportions of membership selection 
methods in high and low service teams 

Member Selection Number Significant 
Variables High Low Probab iIi ty (p <.10) 

Appointed 9 4 .0747 Yes 

Volunteered 2 7 .0632 Yes 

Elected 3 3 1.0000 No 
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Duration of Team Membership 

Table 14 presents the number of years and/or months team mem-

bers were expected to remain on a team. Twenty-one teams required a 

membership of one year or less, six teams had a duration of one to two 

years, and two teams indicated that membership would last three years. 

Thirteen teams were undecided as to the length of required team 

membership. 

Table 14. Duration of team membership 

Duration of Membership 
1 Year 1-2 3 

Service Levels or Less Years Years Undecided 

High Service 4 3 0 7 

Middle Service 9 3 

Low Service 8 2 3 

All Levels 21 6 2 13 

Table 15 presents comparisons of the proportions of high and 

low service team membership duration. The high and low service teams 

did not differ significantly regarding the length of time members were 

expected to remain on the team. 



Table 15. Comparisons of proportions of team membership length 
in high and low service teams 

Membership 
Durat ion Number Significant 
Variables High Low Probabi1 ity (p <.10) 

1 year or 1 ess 4 8 .1533 No 

1-2 years 3 2 .5487 No 

3 years 0 .5000 No 

Undecided 7 3 . 1412 No 

Schedu1 ing Team Meetings 

The questionnaire responses to the schedu1 ing of team meetings 

were examined to determine if high and low service teams could be 

differentiated with regard to team meetings. The variables which were 

examined included the team meeting: (a) day; (b) time; (c) duration; 

(d) frequency; and (~) follow-up. 

Meeting Day 

Table 16 presents an overview of the days on which the high, 
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middle, and low service teams met. Only three teams met on Monday, and 

one team met on Friday. The majority of team meetings were held during 

the middle of the week (24 teams) with Wednesday being the most common 

day selected for meetings (11 teams). Seven met on Tuesday, and six 

teams met on Thursday. Fourteen teams had not selected a set meeting 

day. 
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Table 16. Meet i ng day 

Number 
Service Level Mon Tue Wed Thur Fri Undecided 

High Service 0 2 5 3 0 4 

Middle Service 2 4 2 4 

Low Service Ii 2 0 6 

All Levels 3 7 11 6 14 

The Fisher Exact Probabil ity was used to analyze the data from 

the high and the low service teams. The exact probabil ities are pre-

sen ted in Table 17. The results indicate that the two service levels 

did not differ significantly with respect to the day(s) chosen to meet. 

Table 17. Comparisons of proportions of selected meeting days 
in high and low service teams 

Day Number Significant 
Variables High Low Probabil ity (p <. 1 0) 

Monday 0 .5000 No 

Tuesday 2 .6120 No 

Wednesday 5 4 .7099 No 

Thursday 3 2 .5487 No 

Friday 0 0 1.0000 No 

Undecided 4 6 .4655 No 
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Meeting Time 

Table 18 presents the time of day that meetings were held by 

the high, middle, and low service teams. A visual inspection of these 

data indicated that more teams met in the morning before classes began 

(21 teams) than teams meeting during the lunch hour (5 teams) and teams 

meeting after classes had ended (10 teams). Six teams did not select a 

regular meeting time. 

Table 18. Mee t i ng time 

Meetings Held 
Before Du ring After Not 

Service Levels Classes Lunch Classes Set 

High Service 9 0 2 3 

Middle Service 7 2 4 

Low Service 5 3 4 2 

All Levels 21 5 10 6 

Table 19 presents statistical comparisons of the proportions 

of high and low service teams meeting either before classes, during 

lunch, or after classes. The Fisher Exact Probabil ities computed from 

these data indicated that the service levels did not differ signifi-

cantly at the p <.10 level of confidence with respect to the time of 

day that meetings were held. 



Table 19. Comparisons of proportions of selected meeting times 
in high and low service teams 

Meeting Time Number Significant 
Variables High Low Probabil ity (p <.10) 

Before Classes 9 5 .1565 No 

Du ring Lunch 0 3 . 1111 No 

After Classes 2 4 .4066 No 

Not Set 3 2 .6630 No 

Duration of Team Meetings 

Table 20 presents data on the duration of team meetings in 

the high, middle, and low service teams. These data show that the 

range of team meeting duration is sl ightly smaller (20-50 minutes) 

among the high service teams than the low service teams (15-60 min-

utes). However, the mean duration of team meetings is the same for 

the high and low service teams. The proportion of teams meeting for 

0-30 minutes, 31-45 minutes, or 46-60 minutes for the high and low 

service level was compared using the Fisher Exact Probabil ity Test. 

The results of the analysis revealed no significant differ-

ences at the p <.10 level of confidence between the two levels with 

respect to duration of team meetings (see Table 21). 
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Table 20. Duration of team meetings 

Service Minutes 
Level 0-30 31-45 46-60 Range Mean 

High Service 8 5 20-50 35 

Middle Service 6 2 6 30-60 45 

Low Service 9 3 2 15-60 35 

All Levels 23 10 9 15-60 38 

Table 21. Comparisons of proportions of durations of team meetings 
in high and low service teams 

Meeting 
Duration Number Significant 
Variables High Low P robab i 1 i ty (p <.10) 

0-30 8 9 .7202 No 

31-45 5 3 .4275 No 

46-60 2 .6111 No 
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Meeting Frequency 

The questionnaire responses regarding the frequency of team 

meetings for the high, middle, and low service teams are displayed in 

Table 22. Among the 28 teams that conducted meetings on a regularly 

scheduled basis, 18 of the teams met at least once a week. Seven 

teams held meetings at intervals from one to two weeks and three 

teams met every third week. Fourteen teams did not schedule a regular 

meeting time. 

Table 22. Meeting frequency 

Meeting Interval 
Service Level 0-1 Week 1-2 Weeks 3 Weeks Not Set 

High Service 7 3 3 

Middle Service 7 2 4 

Low Service 4 2 7 

All Levels 18 7 3 14 

Table 23 presents comparisons of the proportions of the fre-

quency of meetings between the high and low service teams. The results 

of the Fisher Exact Probabil ity indicate that no significant differ-

ences existed at the p <.10 level of confidence between the high and 

low service teams regarding the frequency of team meetings. 
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Table 23. Comparisons of proportions of meeting frequency 
in high and low service teams 

Meeting 
Frequency Number Significant 
Variables H-igh Low Probabil ity (p <.10) 

0-1 week 7 4 .2802 No 

1-2 weeks 3 2 .6630 No 

3 weeks 1.0000 No 

Not set 3 7 .1412 No 

Follow-up Meetings 

Table 24 presents the data on scheduled frequencies of follow-

up meetings for the high, middle, and low service teams. Thirty-seven 

of the teams reviewed the results of their activities. In 33 cases, 

follow-up meetings occurred from one to six weeks after the initial 

meeting. Four teams did not schedule follow-up meetings for a set 

interval and another five did not schedule follow-up meetings. 

Table 25 presents the results of an analysis of the propor-

tions of high and low service teams with respect to the time interval 

from the initial team meeting to the follow-up meeting. The results 

of the Fisher Exact Probabil ity indicated that the high service teams 

and the low service teams did not differ at the p <.10 level of 

confidence regarding follow-up meetings. 
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Table 24. Follow-up 

Interval 
Service 2 3 4 5 6 Not 
Level Week Weeks Weeks Weeks Weeks Weeks Set None 

High Service 0 4 2 2 0 3 0 3 

Middle Service 3 2 2 0 3 2 

Low Service 2 3 3 0 2 2 

All Levels 3 10 5 7 0 8 4 5 

Table 25. Compa r i sons of proportions of follow-up meeting 
frequencies in high and low service teams 

Follow-up 
Frequency Number Significant 
Variables High Low Probabil ity (p <.10) 

week 0 2 .2407 No 

2 weeks 4 3 .6923 No 

3 weeks 2 .6111 No 

4 weeks 2 3 .6630 No 

6 weeks 3 2 .5487 No 

Not set 0 2 .2407 No 

None 3 .3467 No 



Principals' Support Strategies 

Data were obtained on the numbers and types of support strat-

egies used by building principals from the high, middle, and low 

service teams. The data on the principals' support strategies are 

reported in seven sections: (a) number ?f principals reporting use 

of support strategies; (b) adjusting time; (c) reinforcing team 

membership; (d) encouraging use of the team; (e) participating with 

the team; (f) supporting team decisions; and (g) publ icizing the 

team. 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Use of Support Strategies 

Table 26 presents the number of principals from all three 

service levels using one or more of the strategies within the six 

categories. The total number of principals using strategies from the 

six categories ranged from 29 to 41. A comparison of the proportions 

of principal support strategies through use of the Fisher Exact 

Probabil ity Test revealed no significant differences at the p <.10 

level of confidence between high and low service teams (see 

Tab 1 e 27). 

65 



Table 26. Number of principals reporting use of support categories 

Number of Principals Reporting 

Service Adjust Reinforce Encourage Principal 
Level Time Members Use Participates 

High Service 11 12 14 13 

Middle Service 10 12 13 13 

Low Service 8 13 14 13 

All Levels 29 37 41 39 

Support 
Team 

Decisions 

13 

13 

14 

40 

Publ icize 
Team 

13 

11 

10 

34 

0" 
0" 
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Table 27. Compa r i sons of proportions of strategy categor i es 
employed by principals in high and low service teams 

Category Number Significant 
Variables High Low Probabi1 ity (p <.10) 

Adjusting 
Time 11 8 .2615 No 

Reinforcing 
Membership 12 13 .6111 No 

Encourage Use 
of the Team 14 14 1 .0000 No 

Personal 
Par tic i pa t ion 
with Team 13 13 1 .0000 No 

Supporting 
Team Decisions 13 14 .5000 No 

Pu b 1 i c i zing 
the Team 13 10 .1834 No 

Adjusting Time 

Table 28 presents the number of principals among the high, 

middle, and low service teams who adjusted for time constraints by: 

(a) -arranging for classes to be covered; (b) re1 ieving team members 

from other responsibi1 ities; and/or (c) keeping the TAT meeting time 

free. A Fisher Exact Probabi1 ity Test indicated no significant dif-

ferences at the p <.10 level of confidence between the high and low 

service teams in using different time adjustment strategies. Table 29 

presents the results of the Fisher Exact Probabi1 ity Test. 



Table 28. Adjusting time 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Service Cover Re1 ieve Keep Time 
Level Classes Duties Free 

High Service 6 5 

Middle Service 7 6 

Low Service 5 5 0 

All Levels 18 16 2 

Table 29. Comparisons of proportions of time adjustment strategies 
employed by principals in high and low service teams 

Time 
Adjustment Number S i g n i fica n t 
Variables High Low Probabi1 ity (p<.10) 

Arranged for Classes 
to be Covered 6 5 .7202 No 

Re1 ieved Members 
from Other Duties 5 5 1.0000 No 

Kept TAT Meet i ng 
Time Free 0 .5000 No 
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Reinforcing Team Members 

Table 30 presents the number of principals reporting the type 

of strategies used to reinforce team membership such as: (a) rein-

forcement at faculty meetings; "(b) placing a congratulatory letter 

in the teacher's file; (c) giving priority for conferences; (d) pro-

viding a stipend for team members; and (e) awarding salary points for 

team membership. The Fisher Exact Probabil ity Test revealed no 

significant differences at the p <.10 level of confidence between 

high and low service teams on any of these variables. Table 31 pre-

sents the results of the Fisher Exact Probabil ity Test. 

Table 30. Reinforcing team membership 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Service Faculty Letter Conference Salary 
Level Meetings In F i 1 e Priority Stipend Points 

High Service 12 5 2 0 

Middle Service 12 6 4 2 

Low Service 13 3 5 0 

All Levels 37 14 1 1 3 2 



Table 31. Comparisons of proportions of member reinforcement 
strategies employed by principals in high and 
low service teams 

Reinforcing 
Members 
Variables 

Reinforced at 
Faculty Meetings 

P1 aced Letter in 
Teacher's Fi 1 e 

Gave Priority 
for Conferences 

Provided Stipend 
for Members 

Awarded Salary 
Points 

Encouraging Teachers 
to Use the Team 

Number 
High Low 

12 13 

5 3 

2 5 

0 0 

Significant 
Probabil ity (p <.10) 

.6111 No 

.4417 No 

.2307 No 

1 .0000 No 

1.0000 No 

Table 32 presents the number of principals reporting the use 

of strategies to encourage teachers in the school to use the team. 

Building principals employed strategies that would: (a) support the 

TAT concept with the teachers; (b) encourage teachers to go to the 

team before referring a child to special education; (c) praise teach-

ers who used the team; (d) discuss 1 ack of referral s wi th the team; 

and (e) require use of the team before referring a child to special 

education. 
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Table 32. Encouraging use of ~he team 

Support Discuss 
Service wi th Encou rage Praise Problems Require 
Level Faculty Use Use with Team Use 

High Service 13 12 11 11 10 

Middle Service 10 10 7 7 4 

Low Service 11 11 10 9 4 

All Levels 34 33 28 27 18 

A Fisher Exact Probabi1 ity was used to determine if the high 

and low service teams differed significantly at the p <.10 level of 

confidence with respect to principals' strategies to encourage teach-

er's use of the team. Table 33 displays these data. The high and low 

service level teams did not differ significantly with respect to: (a) 

supporting TAT with the faculty; (b) encouraging teachers to use the 

team; (c) praising teachers who used the team; or (d) discussing 

problems with the team. However, the two service levels differed 

significantly regarding required use of the team before referring a 

child to special education. Principals among the high service teams 

required teachers to use the team more often than principals from 

the low service groups. 



Table 33. Comparisons of proportions of strategies to encourage 
use of the team employed by principals in high and 
low service teams 

Encouraging Use Number Significant 
Variables High Low Probabil ity (p <.10) 

Supported TAT 
wi th Facul ty 13 11 .7303 No 

Encouraged Use 
before Referring 12 1 1 .6630 No 

Praised Teachers 
Using TAT 11 10 .6923 No 

Discussed Problem 
with Team 1 1 9 .4433 No 

Required Use 
before Referring 10 4 .0320 Yes 

Participation with the Team 

Table 34 presents the principal·s strategies to participate 

in team activities. Principals in the high, middle, and low service 

levels participated with the team by: (a) consulting with the team 

when requested; (b) meeting with the team as needed; (c) serving on 

the team; and (d) meeting with the team on a regular basis. 

These data were analyzed using the Fisher Exact Probabil ity 

Test. The results of the analysis, presented in Table 35, indicated 

that the teams did not differ significantly at the p <.10 level of 

confidence regarding principal participation with the team. 
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Table 34. Participation with the team 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Consu 1 t Meet Serve Meet 

Service as as on with Team 
Level Requested Needed Team Regularly 

High Service 13 1 0 3 3 

Middle Service 13 11 0 

Low Service 11 11 3 2 

All Levels 37 32 7 5 

Table 35. Comparisons of proportions of personal participation 
strategies employed by principals in high and 
low service teams 

Personal 
Participation Number Significant 
Variables High Low Probabil ity (p<.lO) 

Consult as 
Requested 13 11 .3787 No 

Meet with Team 
as Needed 10 11 .6924 No 

Serve on 
Team 3 3 1 .0000 No 

Meet wi th Team 
Regularly 3 2 .6663 No 
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Supporting Team Decisions 

Table 36 presents the type of strategies reported by principals 

to support team decisions. Four different strategies were reported by 

the principals: (a) acting upon team requests; (b) meeting with 

teachers; (c) meeting with parents; and (d) keeping the team informed 

of administrative and pol icy changes. These data were subjected to 

statistical analysis using the Fisher Exact Probabil ity Test (see 

Table 37). The results of the statistical analysis indicated the 

teams did not differ significantly at the p <.10 level of confidence 

with respect to principals· strategies to support team decisions. 

Table 36. Supporting team decisions 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Act Meet Meet Keep 

Service Upon wi th with Team 
Levels Requests Teachers Parents Informed 

High Service 13 12 10 8 

Middle Service 13 10 8 8 

Low Service 12 12 8 5 

All Levels 38 34 26 21 



Table 37. Comparisons of proportions of strategies to support 
team decisions employed by principals in high 
and low service teams 

Supporting Team 
Decisions Number Significant 
Variables High Low Probabil ity (p < .10) 

Act upon 
Team Requests 13 12 .6111 No 

Meet wi th 
Teachers 12 12 1 .0000 No 

Meet with 
Parents 10 8 .4652 No 

Keep Team 
Informed 8 5 .2888 No 

Publ icizing the Team 

The type of strategies reported by principals to publ icize the 

team are displayed in Table 38. Principals attempted to publ icize the 

team by: (a) disseminating TAT materials to teachers; (b) dissemina-

ting TAT materials to other schools; (c) placing articles in local 

newspapers; (d) disseminating TAT materials to parents; (e) providing 

parents with a TAT orientation; and (f) encouraging parents to refer. 

Table 39 presents the statistical analysis of these data which indi-
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cates that no significant differences at the p <.10 level of confidence 

existed between the high and low service levels regarding principals· 

strategies to publ icize the team. 



76 

Table 38. Pub1 icizing the team 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Disseminated Materials Encourage 

Service To To To News Orient Parent 
Level Staff Schools Parents Articles Parents Referral 

High Service 11 3 4 2 0 

Middle Service 10 5 3 2 

Low Service 8 2 5 

All Levels 29 10 6 10 3 3 

Table 39. Comparisons of proportions of principals' strategies to 
pub1 icize the team in high and low service teams 

Pub1 icizing 
the Team Number Significant 
Variables High Low Probability (p <.10) 

Disseminated Materials 
to Teachers 11 8 .2614 No 

Disseminated Materials 
to Other Schools 3 2 .6630 No 

Disseminated Materials 
to Parents 4 .1834 No 

Placed Article 
in Newspaper 2 5 .2307 No 

Provided Parents 
with Orientation 1 .0000 No 

Encouraged Parents 
to Refer 0 .5000 No 
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Technica1"Assistance 

Data were obtained on the number of problems the teams encoun-

tered during the implementation year of the Teacher Assistance Teams 

and the resolution of the problems. These data were obtained in order 

to determine if the high and low service teams could be differentiated 

with respect to technical assistance needs. Table 40 presents the 

team 1eader ' s report of the number of: (a) problems the team encoun-

tered; (b) actions taken to solve the problems; and (c) the resolution 

of the problem. 

Table 40. Technical assistance 

Service 
Level Problems Actions Resolutions 

High Service 13 13 11 

Middle Service 19 14 11 

Low Service 11 8 5 

All Levels 43 35 27 

Twenty-five teams documented 10 different problems a total of 

43 times. Action was taken to solve the problems 35 times. Twenty-

seven problems were solved. The high service teams encountered problems 

13 times, took action in each case, and solved 11 of the problems. The 

low service teams encountered problems 11 times, took action eight 

times and solved the problem five times. 
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Table 41 presents an analysis of the number of actions taken for 

the number of problems reported and the number of problems resolved of 

the number of problems reported by the high and low service teams. The 

results of the Fisher Exact Probabil ity Test revealed significant dif-

ferences at the p < .10 level of confidence between the high and low 

service teams. The analysis indicated that the high service teams 

took action on a larger proportion of the problems encountered and that 

the high service teams resolved a larger proportion of the problems 

than the low service teams. 

Table 41. Comparisons of proportions of team problems 
solved by high and low service teams 

Technical 
Assistance 

Needs 

Problems 

Actions 

Resolutions 

Number 
High Low 

13 11 

13 8 

11 5 

Probabil ity 

.0815 

.0610 

Teacher Reactions to the Team Process 

Significant 
(p <.10) 

Yes 

Yes 

In order to determine how teachers in this study perceived the 

team process, each teacher who had used the team was asked to provide 

a written description of how, and to what extent the team process 

helped in coping with the' students' learning and behavior problems in 



79 

the regular classroom. A total of 222 separate responses was received 

from 120 teachers in all service levels. Responses were received from 

58 teachers using 12 high service teams. In contrast, 14 teachers from 

nine low service teams responded. 

A visual inspection of the written.descriptions revealed that 

teacher responses fell into six general categories: (1) support and 

continuation of the teams; (2) generation of instructional alternatives; 

(3) impact on students; (4) teacher understanding of student problems; 

(5) within building communication; and (6) expediting special education 

placement. 

In addition to the six categories, the responses were classi

fied as either positive or negative to the team process determined by 

whether the teacher responded that the team helped to resolve the prob

lem or the team was not considered helpful in resolving the problem. 

Tables 42 and 43 present frequency counts of the teachers' positive 

and negative reactions to the team process. 

As depicted on Tables 42 and 43, 209 of the 222 responses were 

rated as positive to the process and only 13 reactions were negative. 

These data were analyzed using a chi square test which indicated sig

nificant differences at the p <.10 level of confidence between the 

number of positive reactions and the number of negative reactions for 

each service level and for all levels combined. 

In Tables 42 and 43 there was a total of 111 positive and 

negative responses from the high service teams. Low service teams 

submitted a total of 28 positive and negative responses. The high 

service teams produced over three times as many responses as the low 



Table 42. Positive teacher reactions to the teacher 
assistance team process 

Reaction 
Category 

1. Teams were supportive, valuable, 
and should be continued. 

2. Generated useful instructional 

High 

24 

Service Level 
Middle Low All 

20 5 49 

alternatives 66 

a. gained new ideas 
b. brainstorming technique helpful 
c. provided supplementary materials 
d. general izable to other students 

3. Impact on students 

a. improved social/emotional behavior 
b. improved academic behavior 
c. val idated retention 

4. Increased teacher understanding 
of student problem 

5. Facil itated communication 

a. helped to discuss problem 
wi th others 

b. assisted in communicating 
with parents 

c. brought student to the 
attention of other staff 

6. Expedited special education placement 

Total 

25 
4 
o 
o 

18 
10 
o 

5 

6 

5 

4 

4 

105 

18 
7 
2 
o 

8 
1 
2 

6 

4 

o 

8 

77 

7 
1 
o 
2 

5 
3 
1 

2 

o 

o 

o 

27 

48 

14 

21 

12 

209 

80 



Table 43. Negative teacher reactions to the teacher 
assistance team process 

Reaction 
Category 

1. Teams were not supportive, or valuable, 
and should not be continued. 

2. Did not generate useful instructional 
alternatives 

a. did not gain new ideas 
b. brainstorming not helpful 
c. did not provide supplementary 

material s 
d. not general izabl e to other 

students 

3. Impact on students 

a. did not improve social/emotional 
behav ior 

b. did not improve academic behavior 
c. did not val idate retention 

4. Did not increase teacher understanding 
of student problem 

5. Did not facil itate communication 

a. did not help to discuss problem 
wi th others 

b. did not assist in communicating 
wi th parents 

c. did not bring student to the 
attention of other staff 

6. Did not expedite special education 
placement 

Total 

Migh 

o 

2 
1 

o 

o 

2 
1 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

6 

Service Level 
Middle Low All 

o 
o 

o 

o 

1 
1 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

3 

6 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

1 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

3 

6 

o 

o 

3 

13 

81 
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service teams. Table 44 compares the percent of positive and negative 

teacher responses between high, middle, and low service teams. An 

analysis of these data revealed no significant differences at the 

p <.10 level of confidence between the high and low service levels. 

Additionally, the analysis indicated that the high service and the low 

service levels did not differ significantly at the p <.10 level of 

confidence with respect to the proportion of negative teacher reac-

tions in each of the six categories. 

Table 44. Number and percent of positive and negative responses 
by service 1 eve1 

High Middle Low 
Teacher Service Service Service 
Responses N % N % N % 

Positive responses 105 95% 77 93% 27 96% 

Negative responses 6 5% 6 7% 4% 

Total 111 100% 83 100% 28 100% 



CHAPTER 5 

IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The most critical time in developing any new program in a 

public school is the first year that program is implemented. It is 

during the implementation year that the school staff is in the process 

of learning about the new program, trying to determine its place among 

the existing programs, trying to resolve problems which arise, and 

attempting to cope with the concerns, anxieties and attitudes of the 

staff regarding the program. When administrators and school staff fail 

to cope with these factors during the first year, new programs are more 

1 ikely to fail. For this reason, this study investigated some of the 

activities which might be related to the extent that some Teacher 

Assistance Teams are used more frequently and more successfully in 

some schools, while in other schools the teams are not used extensively 

and may be discarded within the first or second year. 

This study compared 14 teams which were classified as high 

service teams with 14 teams which were classified as low service teams 

during the first year of developing Teacher Assistance Teams. The 

formula for determining high and low service teams included the number 

of students for whom teachers had requested assistance, the number of 

months the teams had operated, the enrollment of the schools and the 

number of months possible for operating. 

83 



84 

This chapter presents a discussion of the results of the study. 

This discussion will be followed by recommendations for state and local 

educational agencies and personnel to aid in the implementation of 

future Teacher Assistance Teams. Finally, recommendations for further 

research will be discussed. 

Discussion 

In order to determine why the Teacher Assistance Team model is 

used more extensively and with greater effectiveness in some schools 

and not as extensively or with less effectiveness in others, a compari

son was made between high service Teacher Assistance Teams and low 

service Teacher Assistance Teams with respect to: (a) service del iv

ery; (b) the numbers and types of personnel trained in each school; 

(c) method of selecting team members and membership duration; (d) time 

schedules and follow-up; (e) principals' support strategies; (f) team 

response to problems encountered; and (g) teacher reactions to the 

team process. 

Service Del ivery 

The high service teams and the low service teams were compared 

with respect to the: (a) amount of service del ivered by the teams, 

and (b) the effectiveness of the service in helping classroom teachers 

remediate student problems. 

The student enrollment or the 14 high service teams (3,857) 

and the 14 low service teams (3,930) was comparable. There were, how

ever, four differences between the level of services offered by the 

high service teams and the low service teams. 



1. The high service teams began operating a short time after they 

had received training, therefore operated for a longer period 

of time than did the low service teams. The high service 

teams operated for 80 months out of a possible 89 months 

(90%). In contrast, the low service teams actually operated 

for 67 months out of a possible 94 months (70%). This was 

shown to be significant at the p <.10 level of confidence. 
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2. The high service teams served more students (114) than the low 

service teams (22). Statistical analysis showed this to be 

significant at the p <.10 level of confidence. 

3. The high service team served a greater proportion of their 

student enrollment (2.94%) than did the low service teams 

(.56%). Statistical analysis showed this to be significant 

at the p <.10 level of confidence. 

4. The high service teams served more cases per month (1.43 stu

dents per month) as compared to the low service teams who 

served .85 students per month. Again, statistical analysis 

showed this to be significant at the p <.10 level of confi

dence. 

The differences between the high and low service teams are 

statistically significant in all four cases. These four differences 

represent the fact that high service teams made a greater investment 

in time and effort than did the low service teams. The question this 

raises is why do some schools make more of an effort than other 

schools? 
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The high service teams assisted classroom teachers in resolving 

the problems of more students than did the low service teams. The high 

service teams served 114 students and resolved the problems of 80 stu

dents for a 70% success rate. The low service teams served only 22 

students and resolved the problems of 12 students for a 54% rate. The 

high service teams averaged 5.7 students helped per school as compared 

to .86 students helped per low service school. These data indicate 

that both the high service teams and the' low service teams were effec

tive in helping most of the students referred to them. The success 

rates experienced by the teams demonstrate the usefulness of the 

Teacher Assistance Team process. 

Personnel Training 

The fact that both the high service teams and the low service 

teams received the same amount and kind of training program and had a 

comparable number of: (a) total staff trained; (b) regular education 

staff trained; (c) special education staff trained; und (d) adminis

trative staff trained might partially account for the effectiveness of 

both the high and low service teams in helping classroom teachers 

resolve the problems of their students. It is interesting to note 

that even the low service teams helped 54% of those students served. 

This would suggest that the training techniques are effective in pre

paring teachers to implement the model successfully. 

Team Membership 

Team members were appointed, volunteared, or elected to serve 

on the teams. Principals of high service teams appointed team members 
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more often than principals of low service teams, and the members of low 

service teams volunteered more often than members of high service teams. 

In order to facil itate the implementation of these teams, 

principals may have appointed many of their best staff to attend the 

training session, since in most cases it wasn1t possible to train the 

entire staff. It is quite possible that staff appointed for the train

ing naturally became the initial team members. Because they were best 

staff and had been given this responsibil ity to establ ish the team, 

they made a personal commitment and invested time to insl1re that the 

team worked. In contrast, members who volunteered for the training 

and volunteered to serve on the initial team may not have been given 

as strong a mandate by the building principal to make these teams 

operational. Also, some individuals who volunteered may have volun

teered to attend the training or to initially serve on the team for 

personal reasons rather than for the expressed purpose of investing 

time and effort in the development of the team. Also, building prin

cipals who take the time to appoint team members may have more concern 

about the personnel who are to be involved in making the team a success 

than those principals who simply accept anyone who wishes to become 

involved in the team development process. 

Fifty percent of the teams 1 imited the duration of team member

ship to one year or less. Thirteen teams were undecided as to the 

duration of team membership. The members of six teams served for a 

period of one to two years and two teams 1 imited membership to three 

years. It isn't surprising that so many teams chose one year or less 

since this enables the entire staff to h~ve the opportunity of serving 
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on the team and assists in sharing the responsibil ity over time. Also, 

by including new members every four, six, or nine months through rota

tion brings new teachers with new ideas to the team and avoids burnout 

of existing team members. 

Schedul ing Team Meetings 

In analyzing the data regardin~ the schedul ing of team meet

ings for all 42 teams, some trends became apparent: 

1. Most teams held meetings on Tuesday (7), Wednesday (11), or 

Thursday (6). 

2. Most of the teams met before or after the school day. Fifty 

percent of all teams met before the student's school day had 

begun. 

3. The length of team meetings averaged 38 minutes. 

4. Over half of the teams met at least once every two weeks. In 

fact, of those teams that held regularly scheduled team meet

ings (28), most (18) met at least once a week. 

5. Over half of the teams held follow-up meetings within four 

weeks of the initial meeting on the child. In fact, of those 

teams with a set follow-up schedule (33), over half (18) met 

within three weeks of the initial meeting. 

There were no significant differences between the high and low 

service teams with respect to the: (a) day of the week the teams met; 

(b) time of day the meeting was held; (c) the duration of the meeting; 

(d) frequency of the meetings; and (e) the frequency of follow-up 

meetings. 
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Teams seem to find it easier to meet before the day starts when 

team members are fresh than later on during the day. Meeting during 

the middle of the week removes pressures associated with the additional 

duties of teachers at the beginning and end of the week. Limiting the 

meeting to around 30 minutes for each case is an indication of the 

teachers· abil ity to structure their meeting within a short period of 

time. The fact that teams had difficulty meeting more than once a 

week, or twice when necessary, is probably due to the fact that many 

other demands are placed on staff time. Requiring follow-up as soon 

as is possible after the initial meeting demonstrates the team·s com

mitment to offering appropriate support on a timely basis. 

Principals· Support Strategies 

Building principals reported the use of 27 separate strategies 

within six major support categories which included: (a) providing time 

adjustments for teachers; (b) reinforcing team members; (c) encouraging 

teachers to use the team; (d) principal participation as a team member; 

(e) supporting team decisions; and (f) publ icizing the team. The sig

nificant difference which was found between the high and low service 

teams was that high service teams were required to consider each case 

before the teacher could refer the child to special education for an 

individual assessment. 

Because building principals of both the high and low service 

teams used the other 26 strategies to support the teams (with the one 

exception of high service teams requiring or mandating use of the team 

before referral), it appears that the principals· support strategies 



may contribute to team effectiveness, but do not contribute to the 

frequent use of the teams by the teachers in the 14 low service 

schools. One must consider why teachers are minimally using the teams 

in the low service schools if the principals of the low service teams 

are providing the same kinds of support that are being provided by 

the principals of the high service teams with the exception of man

dating their use before making a referral. 

Technical Assistance 
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The 42 teams reported problems related to team development 

activities a total of 43 times. The teams were able to resolve the 

problems in 28 cases, or 65%, of the time. This illustrates the teams· 

abil ity to recognize and solve problems associated with the implementa

tion of the Teacher Assistance Team. 

The number of times that problems were reported by the high 

service teams (13) and the low service teams (11) did not differ sig

nificantly. However, the high service teams attempted to solve their 

problems in all 13 instances while the low service teams attempted to 

solve their problems in only eight of the cases. In addition the 

high service teams resolved 11 of their problems and the low service 

teams resolved only five. 

It is interesting to note that significant differences were 

found between the high and low service teams with respect to the 

number of solutions attempted and the number of problems resolved. 

Clearly, the high service teams made more of an effort to resolve dif

ficulties encountered while implementing the Teacher Assistance Team 
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than did low service teams and the high service teams were more success

ful in solving team problems. 

One questions why the high service teams were able to deal with 

and resolve a greater proportion of team development problems than the 

low service teams. This may be due to an atmosphere, in high service 

schools, more receptive to teachers attempting to problem solve. It is 

also possible that the administrators in the high service schools pro

vided more administrative support while implementing the Teacher 

Assistance Team model. 

Teacher Reactions to the Team Process 

The teachers ' reactions to the team process were overwhelmingly 

positive. Of the 222 responses received from the schools in the study, 

only 13 were rated as negative. There was no difference between the 

high and low service levels with respect to the proportions of responses 

rated as positive or negative. This demonstrates that those teachers 

who used the team real ized the benefits of the process. The question 

arises as why don't more teachers use the team when it has proved so 

effective and when those who have used it rate it high? A number of 

variables affecting the use of the teams may not have been identified. 

For example, factors such as team personal ity, teacher-team inter

action, labor-management problems, and strikes may have imp2cted upon 

team development and use. 

Recommendations for Administrators 

The success for implementing a new program in an educational 

agency begins with the support and leadership of the administrator{s}. 



This section includes recommendations for administrators of state edu

cational agencies, superintendents of local educational agencies, and 

building principals. In addition, recommendations to help agencies 

meet the technical assistance needs of schools attempting to implement 

Teacher Assistance Teams are presented. 

State Educational Agencies 

The most effective method for developing building level teams 

within a state1s educational system is through the development of a 

plan of action. It is recommended that a state-wide plan be developed 

which would include: (a) financial support; (b) assignment of person

nel; (c) establ ishment of a communications network; (d) inclusion of 

inservice training; and (e) publ icity. 
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The first step is to stimulate the development of demonstration 

centers throughout the state. Local educational agencies can be pro

vided with monetary grants or by having the state match district funds 

for establ ishing demonstration teams. Financial support is necessary 

for training administrators and teachers, employing substitutes, pro

viding materials, and evaluating the activities of the demonstration 

teams. 

It is recommended that a staff member from the state educa

tional agency be assigned to coordinate the activities during the 

developmental year. It would be helpful to assign individuals in the 

local educational agencies to help coordinate activities at the region

al or county level. This provides the nucleus for a state-wide leader

ship and communications network. A state-wide network can provide a 
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source for leadership and technical assistance through newsletters, 

regional and state meetings, organizing a computer data bank for 

objectives, teaching methods and evaluations, and provide a central 

1 ibrary for video tapes, methods sources, and materials. 

Personnel training should begin with orientations to state, 

regional, county, and local educational agency personnel including 

superintendents, principals, and teachers. Inservice training may be 

done on institute days or conducted at scheduled state workshops. 

Materials might include a handbook, video tapes, and workshop packets 

to be used by the participants. Institutions of higher learning should 

prepare teachers to participate on building level teams as a require-

ment of pre-service training. 

Publ icity to promote a positive image of teachers should be 

conducted through television, radio, and newspapers, and through the 

parent teacher associations. 

Superintendents of 
Local Educational Agencies 

There are a number of recommendations for superintendents of 

local educational agencies who are interested in establ ishing building 

level teams. The leadership for developing the teams should originate 

from the office of the superintendent to certify the importance of the 

teams. This may be done by conducting a board presentation and re-

leases to newspapers, radio, and television. 

Appointing a coordinator for the team project, establ ishing a 

team council, and arranging for presentations to the parent teacher 

organizations also helps to establ ish a commitment to the teams. 



The superintendent should arrange for inservice training pro

grams for building principals and teachers who will be involved. If 

possible, this should be done before school begins for the year. 

Inservice training also is conducted during the school year on insti

tute days or in special training sessions . 

. Establ ishing a budget for employing substitutes, providing 

released time, conducting inservice training, and enabl ing teachers 

to visit or be visited by other teams is reinforcing. Superintendents 

may place congratulatory letters in the personnel file of team mem

bers, provide certificates of appreciation, conduct a banquet for 

team members, provide awards for individuals, schools or teams, have 

a team day in the district, and publ ish data on team results to in

clude referral rates, cost effectiveness, and student progress. 

When the team process proves to be successful, superintendents 

may mandate one team be establ ished in each building, require that 

prospective referrals to special education be forwarded to the team 

as part of the referral process, or require use of the team as part 

of the discipl inary procedure. 

Building Principals 

The building principal is critically important to the success 

of a building level team. There are eight general recommendations 

for principals who want to support building level teams. 
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1. Establ ish a pol icy for use of the team. This might include 

providing teachers with guidel ines concerning when to refer 

students to the Teacher Assistance Team or to special education. 



2. Provide teachers with a positive attitudinal set toward the 

team. This can be done by demonstrating enthusiasm for the 

team, encouraging use of the teams, keeping abreast of team 

activities by meeting with team members periodically, support

ing team recommendations, and attending the training sessions. 

3. Schedule inservice training for the entire staff, but at least 

for the initial members of the team. 

4. Schedule a specific meeting day and time for the team and 

insure that the team meets regularly. 

5. Provide adjusted time for the team members by releasing them 

from school duties such as lunchroom, playground, or bus 

duties. Arrange for team members to be released from teach

ing responsibil ities during peak referral periods by arranging 

for substitutes to teach their classes. 

6. Establ ish some kind of monetary rewards such as a stipend for 

team members, or an allowance for team members to use for 

expenses associated with attending conventions or workshops. 

7. Use district point systems whenever possible to give team 

members points for salary adjustments or for recertification. 

8. Provide clerical support for necessary forms, storage for 

case files, dupl ication, and for typing and distribution of 

team memoranda or newsletters to the faculty. 

Technical Assistance 

In establ ishing Teacher Assistance Teams in a local educa

tional agency, it is recommended that a team support system be 
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establ ished. This could be done by appointing a district, county, or 

regional coordinator to work with the teachers of each team. Meetings 

could be held every month or two to review progress, raise issues, and 

share ideas. There are three major areas where a technical assistance 

network can be useful. 

First, a technical assistance network can help resolve any 

problems teams encounter in developing operating procedures such as: 

1. Conducting a staff orientation 

2. Deciding how to determine team members 

3. Selecting time for meetings 

4. Encouraging teachers to use the team 

5. Conducting team meetings 

a. Analyzing student problems 

b. Writing objectives 

c. Generating ideas for intervention 

d. Staying on time 

e. Record keeping 

6. Following up activities 

a. Monitoring teacher effort 

b. Measuring student progress 

7. I nvol v i ng parents 

8. Increasing administrative support. 

Second, a technical assistance network can identify inservice 

needs of the teams, schedule and coordinate inservice training in 

content areas such as: 
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1. Analyzing learning and behavior problems 

2. Individual izing instruction 

3. Coping with conduct and behavior problems 

4. Measuring student progress 

5. Improving communication skills 

6. Working effectively in groups. 

Third, a technical assistance network can facil itate the 

annual evaluation of a team with respect to student progress, teacher 

satisfaction, effectiveness of the model, and generating recommenda

tions to improve the functioning of the team. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Based on the results of this study, there is a need for 

further research regarding the: (a) referral and cost effectiveness 

outcomes; (b) classroom intervention outcomes; and (c) teacher satis

faction outcomes of the Teacher Assistance Team. These areas could 

be investigated by conducting between school comparisons of schools 

with teams and schools without teams. 

A second research design is to conduct within school compari

sons in which a school will serve as its own control. Contrast data 

will be gathered in a school for cne year. At the end of the first 

year, staff will be trained to implement a Teacher Assistance Team. 

Team data will be gathered the second year and compared with the first 

year's data. Examples of the research questions in the three areas 

are outl ined as follows: 
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Referral and Cost Effectiveness Outcomes 

This research should be concerned with answering four major 

questions related to the referral of students for evaluation and the 

cost associated with determining special education el igibil ity. 

l. What percent of the students in a school population receive 

a pre- referra 1 rev i ew? 

2. What percent of the students receiving a pre-referral review 

are: 

a. Recommended for multidiscipl inary evaluations? 

b. Returned to the regular classroom teacher with recom

mendations for instruction? 

3. Of the students who are formally referred for a multidiscip-

1 inary evaluation, what percent are found to be: 

a. El igible for special education services? 
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b. Inel igible for special education services and are returned 

to the regular classroom with recommendations for in

struction? 

4. What is the approximate staff cost for the number of students 

who are found to be ineligible for special education services? 

a. TAT schools? 

b. Contrast schools? 

Classroom Intervention Outcomes 

This research should be designed to answer four questions 

related to the efforts of TAT and contrast schools to resolve the 



behavior and learning problems of students through intervention in the 

regular classroom by classroom teachers. 
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1. Of the school enrollment in the TAT schools and the contrast 

schools, what is the percent of students with behavioral and/or 

academic problems for whom instructional recommendations have 

been generated for the classroom teachers by the Teacher 

Assistance Team? 

a. Pre-referral level screening? 

b. Multidiscipl inary staffing levels? 

2. What kinds of behavioral and academic objectives were written 

for teachers to implement within the general classroom setting? 

a. TAT schools? 

b. Contrast schools? 

3. What percent of the students whose teachers were given in

structional recommendations for the classroom had their 

behavioral and/or academic problems satisfactorily resolved 

or not resolved within the regular classroom? 

a. TAT schools? 

b. Contrast schools? 

4. What were the characteristics related to those students for 

whom the instructional recommendations implemented by the 

classroom teacher were not effective? 

a. TAT schools? 

b. Contrast schools? 



Teacher Satisfaction Outcomes 

This research should be concerned with answering one ques-

tion. 

1. What are the reactions of school staff to the teacher support 

systems used in the school in which they are working? 

a. Factors which are worthwhile and/or efficient? 

b. Factors which are not worthwhile and/or inefficient? 
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APPENDIX A 

TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEAM 

WORKSHOP PACKET 
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TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEAMS: 

A SYSTEM FOR SUPPORTING CLASSROOM TEACHERS 

fJORKSHOP PACKET 

Dr. JIIIIII C. Chllflnl 
"'''-r of $PICIII EduCillon 
Unlwlflitv of Arilolll 
TlICIQn. Ariloftl 

Dr. IIIrIant V. flylll 
Dlrwtorof PrOlflln1 
NIIftIMm Suburlllll SPlCiaI Educltlon Dinnel 
H~ hn,lIlillOil 
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WORKSHOP OUTLINE 

Th. obj,ctiv. of thil workshop Is to provide pltticlplnu with tho skllli to "turn to th.ir schoo/l and .nlb/ilh and I .. d or Plrtic;· 
PIli on a Tuch" Allilnnci Tllm. Thl workshop Klivitill will con.in of a g,ill of proslnUtionl, IIch of which will be followld bv 
IndivldulI and group work It thl IIb/ll. Th. workshop hal btln org.nilld into five task.: 

TASK 1: CONTACTING THE TEAM 

Your Ro/ •• R,f.rring Tllcher 
Thl Task • AI To d.scribe the Ilirning and behavlorll Plrforma~ of I .tudlnt in your c/au. 

BI To comp/ltt tht Requllt for Allillince form. 

TASK II: REVIEWING REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE 

Your Role • Tum Coordlnltor 

Tht Task • AI To identify th. nud.n!'1 prob/llm '''" and ,,,as of strtngth. 
BI To construct th. inttrrt/itionihipi among prob/.m a,," by drawing I co~PtulI dllllram. 

TASK III: INTERVIEWING THE TEACHER 

Your Rol •• Tllm Coordinator 

Th. Tllk AI To InnNlaw tht nlCher 
BI Ug good communic'tion prinelp/" 

TAlK IV: CONDUCTINO THE MEETINO 

Your Ro/ •• Tllm Mlmber 
Th. T.k • AI To Plrtlelplt. in I tl_ "'"ting 

1. G'nt"n In Inr.ructional plln 
., Obj.ctlvn 
bl PrOOldurtl 
1:1 M.uurtl 

2. O.nern. In I1114Ummt plln 
., ObjlCtlvn 
bl PrOOIdurtl 

BI UII the princlpln of lJoup dynamlca 

TAlK V: DECIDINO WHAT TO DO NEXT 
Your Ro/ •• Building Stiff Member 
Th. TISk AI To dllCUll qu.stlon. and luu" about Implementing I flam In your bYlldlng. 

BI To plan follow-up Klivitln and IX/nstruct I tlmilln •• 

THE TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEAM CONCEPT 
Although "gu/,r cll"room t1Iacht" CIf! m"t the ntedl of mOllY chlld"n with IlIrning,tId beh.vior prob/lml within Ih. IIgul., 

c/as.room lining, situalloni .,illl wlltn t.lClIt" n"d usistlllCl. In such inlUnctl, many claU/oom t .. cnlrl onln hav. no piece 10 
tum for IItlp. 

Th. T.lCher AlIlllInce T.am II • withln·build/ng IYltlm for SUPpOrting c/ .. .,oom t.lCh.n on. day 10 d.v bllil. Th. tllm il com· 
pOlld of thll. "letld !llChln, plul th. "flrring ttlChlt. In fOml innanct. I Pllint and/or thl cllild hlmllll may be Includla n 
• fully paniciPlling tllm m.mber(ll. Th'!lam 111'1" •• wilh,n-bUildlng PHr problem lolving IIroup. 

Thl tt_1 '" bAlld on the beUlf thlt tllChe" hlVl the sklill and knowltd91 to Ifftctivelv !llCh many .tudlna with I .. rnlng.nd 
behorvior probllm. by work,ng togtthlr In I probltm fOlving prcall 

Thl Iymm II dtllQn.d 10 !!fOVicll promllt. lCtft.ibl. IUlIClOrt 10 nlChen. TIlChen "fir .tudlnn "'iln probl.ms 10 .Ium of \l1Ire 
I/tctid ttlCilin wllnln thl building. Tilt !lam and tilt "fltring nacher jOlntlv ,nllllll in I structurtd prOCI" 01 conclPlullizlng In, 
!!fob/em, bllinnorming .0IUllon, and planning inll,..anllonl. P'tlna. nudlnll. and Ol~ •• : ~":C;I~:;III p~rt;Clp.1I an ,omt Cilli. A 
.r". of follow-up m""ngs I" hlld to tv.IUIII the nudlnfl PfQOIIII Ind 10 plan funh., inll,..lnllon. Wh,n .pproplilt •• nud.nll 
III "'lnw<I to Iptci., tduc:.allon. Thl TtlCher AllilllllCl Tlim Mod.1 pllC" Ih. ani","ve lor Kllon SQuartly In lilt handl 01 thl tlgu· 
I" c/autoom telCher. 

The rllChlr AUlUanCi Tllm ModIi h. beln fi.ld tlntd and 1V.lulltd in urbln, suburb.n. and rural ."a. It il • provln Intxp,n· 
,Ive .ystlm for: 

1. Hl/ping teachen work wilh 

A. Chlld"n wtIo hlvt unique leamin, and blh.vior panlml. including the IIlntd 
B. Childtln who do nOI qu.llfy for IPICI" tducallon 
C. Childtln who III being mllnururned 

2. Continuouslv improving ntchtn'lkilll in an.IVling and IDlving clluroom probllm •. 
3. Otcrll,ing the number of inappropri.tell!.,,,I. to lPICitl tdUCllIon . 
... RtducinglPlclil tduCllion COlU. 

-----~- ---~-------
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Page 104 and 105 is a combined page. 
Print missing, this is the b~st copy 
available per school. 
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SAMPLE SAMPLE 
dent does (assets) and what he/she does not do (de!lcllSl. 

sun DEFICITS 

do. 
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SAMPLE 
III DescrIbe what you have done to help the student cope wIth hisJher problems. 

IV. BackgrOUnd Information Indlor prlvious test Oltl. 



SCHEDULES 
CLASSROO .. 

VISIT 

THE TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEAM 
OPERATING PROCEDURE 

TEACliER REQUESTS 
ASSISTANCE 

COORDINATOR 
AND TEA .. 

REVIEiW CASE 

RECO .... ENDATIONS 
fOR TEACHERS 

AND 
'OLLOW·UI' 

REQUESTS 
SPECIFIC 

INFORMATION 

REFER 
ELSEWHERE 
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PROCEDURAL OUTLINE 
FOR 

TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEAMS 

I. Teacher Encounters a Problem 

James C. Chalfant 
Margaret A. PYSh 

A. Anempts to handle it in class routinely 
. B. Makes a special effort 

II. Teacher Contacts Teacher Assistance Team by Completing Request for Assistance Form 

III. Team Coordinator Reviews the Request 

A. Alerts team members to the request 
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B. Arranges for a team member to talk with the teacher or observe the child in the classroom 
C. Requests additional information when necessary 
D. Schedules team meeting 

IV. Hold the Problem Solving Meeting 

A. Generate instructional recommendations 
B. Generate assessment recommendations 
C. Refer elsewhere 

V. Follow-up Recommendations 

VI. Evaluate the Effectiveness of Intervention 

VII. Hold a Follow·up Meeting(s) 

EFFECTIVENESS OF TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEAM 

This model was replicated and evaluated in three states under a grant from the Bureau of Education for the Handicapoed. The Illinois 
sites represented suburban, densely populated, affluent areas. The Nebraska sites represented rural, sparsely populated, low economic 
ilreas. Th~ Arizona sites represented large single districts. 

NUMBER NUMBER PERCENT OF 
TARGET NUMBER HELPED REFERRED TO REFERRALS HELPED 

POPULATION STAFFED ·WITHlfj SPECIAL WITHIN 
BUILDING EDUCATION BUILDING 

Normal Children 116 103 0 BB.7% 

Mainstreamed 
Handicapped Children 30 30 0 100% 

Children Referred to 
Special Education 54 0 54 0% 

TOTAL 200 133 54 66.5% 

* All 54 children re(.mld ro sp«ial educarion (or a=enr were foulld to ool1ligib!:: (or services. 



109 

GUIDELINES FOR TEAM LEADERS 

The team leader carries the r~sponsibility for insuring that the team achieves the stated objectives for each meeting. There are 
seven guidelines which may help team leaders fulfill this responsibility. 

I. Help team members prepare for the meeting by: 

A. Alerting team members to the time and place of the meeting. 
B. Asking each team member to read the referral, identify problem areas, study their interrelationships, and consider recom

mendations prior to the meeting. 
C. Assign a team member to talk with the teacher and possibly observe the child in class. 

II. <:'11 the meeting to order at the appropriate time. 

III. Appoint a team member to serve as necorder. 

IV. Begin the discussion by: 

A. Reviewing the reasons why the referring teacher requested the meeting. 
B. Summarizing the child's problem areas. 
C. Insuring that everyor.e has a common understanding of the situation . . 

V. Ask the referring teacher to state hl!r expectations and help the group negotiate a specific objective for the meeting. 

VI. Lead the group's problem solving eHorts by: 

A. Stating each topic to be discussed. 
B. Establishing time limits. 
C. Helping group members speak to the point. 
D. Summarizing relevant contributions. 
E. Being alert to group and individual needs and helping each member contribute. 

VII. Schedule the follow·up meeting .. 

GUIDELINES FOR TEAM MEMBERS 

Team members carry the responsibility for preparing for each team meeting by being familiar with the case and bringing recom· 
mendations for action to the meeting. There are eight guidelines for fulfilling this responsibility. 

I. Become familiar with the case. 

A. Read the referral. 
B. Identify the student's areas of strengths and weakness. 
C. Study the interrelationships of problem areas. 
D. Consider recommendations. 

II. Be on time for the meeting. 

III. Be supportive of the referring teacher's need for assistance. 

IV. Attempt to overcome your own need for more information (unless absolutely necessary} and try to respond to the referring 
teacher's need. 

V. Keep your comments limited to the point being discussed. 

VI. Be succinct in your responses and contributions. 

VII. Help other team members explore their points thoroughly before raiSing new points. 

·VIII. Respond appropriately to the leader's responsibilities and the needs of other team members. 
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OBJECTIVES OF TEAM MEETINGS 

I. Generate procedures for teaching the student in the classroom 

II. Plan how to obtain more information about the student through observation or assessment 

III. Establish reinforcement schedules and procedures 

IV. Develop methods for evaluating studenu' progress 

V. Refer studenu to special education,services 

VI. Recommend retention 

VII. Generate contracU between teachers, parents, and students 

VIII. Fix responsibility for follow·up action 

IX. Schedulefollow·up meetings 

STEPS IN CONDUCTING A PROBLEM SOLVING MEETING 

I. Reach a Consensus on the Problem 

II. Negotiate Objectives 

III. Brainstorm Alternative Suggestions 

IV. Teacher Selects Suggestions for Trial 

V. Refine Suggestions 

VI. Plan Follow·up 
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TEAM MEMBERS INTERACTION FORM SAMPLE 
Team memben may use this form to describe the nature and frequency of their contTibutions to the team meeting. This may be done 
by: al viewing a videotape of a team meeting; bl listening to a tape recording; or cl trying to record one's contributions either during 
or after the team meeting. 

TASK ORIENTATION MAINTENANCE FUNCTIONS 

1. Initiating discussion on a topic 1. Supporting or encouraging 

2 Information or opinion seeking 2 Time keeping 

Redirecting dlsccssion to the issues on 
3. Inlormetion or opinion giving 3. tho toble 

Insuring that ...... 'Vone has a chance to 
4. Elaborating or clarifying 4. SPeak 

5. Orienting 5. Tension reducing 

B. Standard setting B. Record keeping 

7. Evaluating 7. Providing feedback to members 

B. Summarizing B. Harmonizing diHerences In the group 

SELF ORIENTED FUNCTIONS 

1. Monopolizing the djlCussion 

2 Aggressive 

_________ A. OiSlllproving. judgmental 

_________ B. S ... can:c. ridicules 

_________ c. Attacks Id.s and wggestlons 

_________ 0. Personalattaek in conflict situation 

3. BlOCking 

__________ A. Negativinic and resistant 

B. Dichotomizes ...... rvthl.,g -------
C. Will not compromise -------
O. Brings back issues which the group has relected ------

4. Attempts to dominate the group 

5. Nitpicking 

6. Recognition _king 

* This form was IIdllpr~ from I«rurtl nOrtn rllklm in II 1971 workshop p~nttld by Dr. Joy Johnson Unilltlrsiry of Illinois 
lit Chiago Cirelli. ' 



INSTRUCTIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS SAMPLE 
NAME OF CHILD IGRADE LEVEL LONG RANGE GOAL 

NAME OF TEACHER 
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APPENDIX B 

TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEAM 

PROGRESS REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE 
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TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEAMS: 

PROGRESS REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE 

James C. Chalfant 
College of Education 
Unversity of Arizona 

Tucson, Arizona 

Margaret Van Dusen Pysh 
Northern Suburban Special Education District 

Highland Park, Illinois 
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TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEAMS: PROGRESS REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE 

DIRECTIONS FOR COMPLETION 

The Teacher Assistance Team Progress Report is organized into three 
separate packets. Each packet is to be completed by a different person 
and has a different purpose. Each form has been simplified for easy and 
quick completion. 

PACKET 1 - Completed by BUILDING PRINCIPAL 

Form A - School Building Information 

This is just simple identifying information on your school so 
we can put your data in perspective. 

Form B - Strategies for Supporting TAT 

This is an opportunity for you (principals) to tell us what, 
things you have done to support teams. 

PACKET 2 - Completed by TEAM LEADERS 

Form A - Team Profile 

This is just identifying information on your team. Please 
attach forms you use. 

Form B - Team Development Activities 

These answers will give us an idea of what activities have 
taken place during the development of your team. 

Form C - Team Leader: Problem-Action Log 

This will give us an idea of the typical kinds of problems 
teams are having and the kinds of solutions which seem to be 
ef fect ive. 



PACKET 3 - Completed by TEAMS AND TEACHERS REQUESTING ASSISTANCE 

Form A - Impact on Teachers Requesting TAT Assistance 

This information needs to be gathered from teachers who 
requested help from the team. Quick interviews or notes in 
boxes can be used for getting feedback. 

Form B - TAT Impact on Student Performance 
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Please send photocopies of each case including Request for 
Assistance and Instructional Recommendations. Please be sure 
to put a check mark on the instructional recommendations form 
for each objective selected, each intervention chosen, and e~ch 
objective achieved. 

Form C - TAT Impact on Special Education Referrals 

This is simple total statistics to see how many cases your TAT 
team worked with and how many students were helped. We also 
need to know how many students were not helped and/or went on 
to special education. 



School Name 

STAGE 1 

Information To Be Completed By 
BUILDING PRINCIPALS 

FORM A - SCHOOL BUILDING INFORNATION 

FORM B - STRATEGIES FOR SUPPORTING TAT 

TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEANS: 
PROGRESS REPORT 
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Form A 
Completed by Building Principal 

SCHOOL BUILDING INFORNATION 

1. Identifying information. 

a. Principal's name 

b. School district 

c. Name of school 

Telephone Number 

Address 

City 

State 

Zip Code 

d. School enrollment 

e. Grade levels 

f. Number of full-time 
equivalent staff members 

2. Who had the initial idea of developing Teacher Assistance Teams in 
your school? Check those responsible. 

a. Superintendent 
b. Building principal 
c. Director of special education 
d. Special ~ducation personnel 
e. Regular class teachers 
f. Do not know 

3. Why did your building decide to implement a Teacher Assistance Team? 

4. How was the decision made to start a Teacher Assistance Team l.n your 
building? 
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Form A 
Completed by Building Principal 

5. How many staff members from your school attended the Chalfant-Pysh 
four- to six-hour Teacher Assistance Team training? 

a. Administrators 

b. Special education professional staff 

c. Non-special Education professional staff 

d. Other (specify) 

Total 
Number 
Trained 

Total 
Number in 

Building 
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Form B 
Completed by Building Principal 

STRATEGIES FOR SUPPORTING TAT 

This is a list of strategies which building principals have used to 
support Teacher Assistance Teams in their buildings. No principal uses 
all strategies, but a principal will usually employ several of these 
activities to support the building team. 

Please place a checkmark beside t~ose strategies which you have used to 
support your team. 

No principal or school will be identified. Dr. Chalfant will analyze 
the strategies in Arizona to assure confidentiality. 

1. Adjusting Time for Meeting 

a. Relieve team members from other responsibilities such 
as lunchroom, bus, playground, hallway, or committee 
duties. 

b. Occasionally employ substitutes to 31low team members 
to meet. 

c. Please descrihe other activities you have usee to make 
time available for team members. 

i) 

2) 

3) 

2. Reinforcing Team Members 

a. Reinforce team members verbally on an individual 
basis and at faculty and PTA meetings. 

b. Place a congratulatory letter in their file. 

c. Give team members priority for attendance at 
conventions or workshops. 

d. Award points to team members toward a salary 
step increase. 

e. Include an annual stipend for team members. 
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Form B 
Completed by Building Principal 

f. Please describe other activities you have used 
to reinforce team membership. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

3. Encouraging Teacher Use of the Team 

a. Meet with the team to discuss how to encourage 
teachers to use the team. 

b. Discuss the merit of teachers using the team at 
faculty meeting. 

c. Praise teachers who use the team at staff meeting. 

d. Encourage teachers to go to the team before making 
a referral to special education. 

e. Require teachers to go to the team before making 
a referral to special education. 

f. Please describe other activities you have used 
to encourage teachers to use the team. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4. Publicizing the Team 

a. Provide parent organizations with orientations. 

b. Disseminate team descriptive materials to parents. 

c. Disseminate materials describing the team to teachers. 

d. Disseminate materials to other schools. 

e. Place an article describing the team in the newspaper. 
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Form B 
Completed by Building Principal 

f. Please describe other activities you have used to 
publicize the team. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

5. Personal Participation in Team Activities 

a. Consult with the team as requested. 

b. Schedule meetings with team members as needed. 

c. Meet with team members on a regularly scheduled 
basis (e.g., every two to four weeks). 

d. Serve on the team. 

e. Please describe other ways you have personally 
participated in team activities. 

1) 

3) 

6. Supporting Team Decision 

a. Meet with parents whe~ necessary. 

h. Meet with teachers or staff when necessary. 

c. Support team decision involving children, parents, 
or staff. 

d. Act upon requests for facilitating team's activities. 

e. Keep team informed of district policy or administrative 
changes. 
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Form B 
Completed by Building Principal 

f. Please describe other typos of support you have used. 

1) 

3) 



School NllIne 

STAGE 2 

Information To Be Completed ny 
TEAH LEADERS 

FOR}1 A - TEAM PROFILE 

125 

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

FORM B - TEAM DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

FORM C - PROBLEM-ACTION LOG 

TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEAMS: 
PROGRESS REPORT 



126 

Form A 
Completed by Team Leader 

1. How many teams exist 1n your building? 

2. What training have team members received? 

Orientation only Trained by district personnel ____ __ 

Chalfant/Pysh training Other (specify) 

3. When does your team meet? 

Time Day ----------------------------------
4. Hml often does your team meet? 

5. How long does an average meeting last? 

6. How long will the current team members serve? 

7. How are ne"l team members selected? 

8. Does team require follow-up meeting on referals? Yes No -----

9. How soon, after the initial meeting, is the follow-up meeting 
generally held? 

10. HO\-l many members are on your team? 
Please indicate: 

Team Member's Name Grade Level 

a. 

Role 
(i.e., 3rd Grade, Music, 

LD Special Education) 

b. ____________________________________________________ __ 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

11. Please attach copies of any forms you are using. 
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Form B 
Completed by Team Leader 

6. Was a planning meeting(s) held by the team to establish operating 
procedures and create forms, etc.? 

Yes Month Year -----------------------
No 

7. When did the team work with their first case (i.e., meeting with 
other teams)? 

a. Was it a case from one of the team members? 

Month Year 

b. Was it a case from a teacher not on the team? 

Month Year 

8. Do you have a Teacher Assistance Team network? 

Yes No ---
9. If you have a network, please describe: 
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Form B 
Completed by Team Leader 

TEAM DEVELOPHENT ACTIVITIES 

1. Date of your original Chalfant-Pysh training? 

Month Year 

If other training, please specify. 

2. If your principal attended the training with you, what occ~rred to 
make the building staff aware of the TAT program after the 
training? 

When did this occur? 

Month Year ------------------------
3. If your principal did not attend the training with you, what did 

you do to make the prinr.ipal aware? 

What occurred to make building staff aware of the TAT program after 
the principal wa3 made aware of the TAT program? 

When did this occur? 

Month Year ------------------------
4. How are your team members identified? 

Election 
Principal selection 
Volunteer 
Teachers sent to training became the first team 
Other 

5. ~\en was the team established? 
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Form B 
Completed by Team Leader 

6. Was a planning meeting(s) held by the team to establish operating 
procedures and create forms, etc.? 

Yes Month Year -----------------
No 

7. When did the team work with their first case (Le., meeti"g with 
other teams)? 

a. Was it a case from one of the team members? 

Month Year 

b. Was it a case from a teacher not on the team? 

Month Year 

8. Do you have a Teacher Assistance Team network? 

Yes No 

9. If you have a network, please describe: 



TEAM LEADER 
PROBLEM ACTION LOG 

Form C 
Completed by Team Leader 

Please list the team problems and issues which have occurred and describe the team's 
action(s) taken to resolve them. For example: difficulty getting teachers to request 
assistance; difficulty finding time to meet, etc. 

A!,proximate 
Honth/Year Prob lem Action Taken 

Problem Resolved 
Yes No 

V.J 
o 
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School Name ------------------

STAGE 3 

Information To Be Completed By 
TEAl-iS AND TEACHERS 

REQUESTING TAT ASSISTANCE 

FO~i A - IMPACT ON TEACHERS REQUESTING TAT ASSISTANCE 

FORM E - TAT IMPACT ON STUDENT PERFOR..."1ANCE 

TEACHER ASSISTANCE TEfu'1S: 
PROGRESS REPORT 
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Form A 
Completed by Team and Teachers 

I~lPACT ON TEACHERS REQUESTING TAT ASSISTANCE 

Note: This form can be completed by interviewing teach~rs who have 
requested assistance or a brief note to each teacher. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Teacher's Name 
Please Describe How and To What Extent the Team 

Helped You Cope with the Problem in Your Classroom 
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Form B 
Completed by Team and Teachers 

TAT INPACT ON STUDENT PERFORMANCE 

1. Please photocopy each case study the team worked with including: 

a. A photocopy of the Request for Assistance for each case 
(student). 

b. A photocopy ot the Instructional Recommendations for each case 
(student). 

2. Please put a checkmark on the Instructional Recomm~ndations form: 

a. Which objectives were selected. 

b. Which intervention procedures were chosen for the objective. 

c. Which objectives were achieved. 
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Form C 
Completed by Team and Teachers 

TAT lHPACT 01~ SPECIAL EDUCATION REFERR.ALS 

School Name 

NUQber of Children 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Staffed 
School Year TAT 

by Helped 
Within Building* 

Not Helped 
Within Buildir:g 

1981 - 1982 

1982 - 1983 

1983 - 1984 

How many of the children who were not helped by TAT in the 
table above (column 4) \OTere later referred for special 
education testing? 

Of these-children referred for special education testing, 
how many were: 

a. Eligible for special education? 

b. Not eligible for special education? 

*Criteria for "helped" includes: 

1. Both the team and the teacher agree that the teacher 1S able to cope 
satisfactorily with the student problem(s) for which help was 
reque5ted. 

2. The objectives which were written and taught either have been or are 
nearly achiev2d. 

3. The team members and the teacher agree that team assistance can be 
withdrawn for at least six weeks. 
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Table Cl. Service index score--high service 

Service 
Number of Students Number of Months Index 

School Served Possible Operating Possible Score 

29 630 9 9 .0460317 

2 II 118 4 4 .0338983 

3 10 250 4 5 .032 

4 9 300 8 9 .0266666 

5 7 240 8 9 .0259259 

6 14 542 9 9 .0258302 

7 2 85 5 5 .0235294 

8 5 225 5 5 .0222222 

9 10 460 5 5 .0217391 

10 5 210 5 6 .0198412 

11 3 156 5 5 .0192307 

12 '55 5 5 .0181818 

13 13 486 5 8 .0167181 

14 2 100 4 5 .016 

Total 114 3,857 81 89 
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Table C2. Service index score--middle service 

Service 
Number of Students Number of Months Index 

School Served Possible Operating Possible Score 

3 190 5 5 .0157777 

2 6 338 4 6 .0118343 

3 6 591 9 9 .0101522 

4 3 180 3 5 .01 

5 5 390 7 9 .0099715 

6 5 551 4 4 .0090744 

7 4 455 7 7 .008792 

8 6 574 4 5 .0083625 

9 5 545 8 9 .0081549 

10 3 372 9 9 .0080645 

11 3 400 9 9 .0075 

12 2 246 8 9 .0072267 

13 5 700 3 3 .0071428 

14 7 1 ,015 9 9 .0068965 

Total 63 6,547 89 98 
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Table C3. Service Index score--1ow service 

Service 
Number of Students Number of Months Index 

School Served Possible Ope rat i ng Possible Score 

140 5 6 .0059523 

2 2 348 5 5 .0057471 

3 2 220 3 5 .0054545 

4 4 300 2 5 .0053333 

5 2 298 5 7 .0047904 

6 213 9 9 .0046948 

7 180 4 5 .0044444 

8 210 4 6 .0031746 

9 226 4 6 .0029498 

10 305 8 9 .0029143 

11 365 9 9 .0027397 

12 2 370 3 7 .0023165 

13 2 430 2 6 .0015503 

14 325 4 9 .0013675 

Total 22 3,930 67 94 
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Table c4. Cases by school--high service 

Cases 
Number Cases % Months Per 

School Enrollment Served Helped Helped Operat i ng Month 

630 29 18 62 9 3.22 

2 118 4 4 100 5 .80 

3 250 10 8 80 4 2.50 

4 300 9 5 56 8 1.13 

5 240 7 4 57 8 .88 

6 542 14 13 93 9 1. 56 

7 85 2 0 0 5 .40 

8 225 5 5 100 5 1.00 

9 460 10 8 80 5 2.00 

10 210 5 3 60 5 1.00 

11 156 3 2 67 5 .60 

12 55 100 5 .20 

13 486 13 7 54 5 1.63 

14 100 2 2 100 4 .50 

Total 3,857 114 80 70 81 1.41 
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Table C5. Cases by school--middle service 

Cases 
Number Cases % Months Per 

School Enrollment Served Helped Helped Operating Month 

190 3 3 100 5 .60 

2 338 6 6 100 4 1. 50 

3 591 6 5 83 9 .67 

4 180 3 2 67 3 1.00 

5 390 5 5 100 7 .71 

6 551 5 5 100 4 1.25 

7 455 4 4 100 7 .57 

8 574 6 6 100 4 1.50 

9 545 5 4 80 8 .63 

10 372 3 2 67 9 .33 

1 1 400 3 2 67 9 .33 

12 246 2 0 0 8 .25 

13 700 5 3 60 3 1. 67 

14 1 ,015 7 4 57 9 .78 

Total 6,547 63 51 81 89 .71 
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Table C6. Cases by schoo1--1ow service 

Cases 
Number Cases % Months Per 

Schoo 1 Enrollment Served Helped Helped Operating Month 

140 1 0 0 5 .20 

2' 348 2 0 0 5 .20 

3 220 2 2 100 3 .67 

4 300 4 25 2 2.00 

5 298 2 2 100 5 .40 

6 213 0 0 9 . 11 

7 180 100 4 .25 

8 210 100 4 1.00 

9 226 0 0 4 .25 

10 305 0 0 8 .13 

11 365 0 0 9 . 11 

12 370 2 2 100 4 .50 

13 430 2 2 100 2 1.00 

14 325 0 0 4 .25 

Total 3,930 22 11 52 68 .31 
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Table C7. Total staff trained--high service 

Number Number 
Schoo 1 in Bu i 1 ding Trained Percent 

29 29 100 

2 6 6 100 

3 13 3 23 

4 14 3 21 

5 12 8 

6 27 27 100 

7 7 3 43 

8 12 3 25 

9 27 4 15 

10 12 3 25 

11 8 8 100 

12 4 4 100 

13 28 7 25 

14 6 3 50 

Total 205 104 51 
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Table ca. Total staff trained--midd1e service 

Number Number 
School in Bu i 1 ding Trained Percent 

13 3 23 

2 17 4 24 

3 30 30 100 

4 10 3 30 

5 17 17 100 

6 30 3 10 

7 28 7 25 

a 12 12 100 

9 34 34 100 

10 20.5 4 20 

11 27 26 96 

12 9 6 67 

13 29 29 100 

14 55 4 7 

Total 331.5 182 55 



Table C9. Total staff trained--1ow service 

Number Number 
School in Bu i 1 ding Trained Percent 

11 4 36 

2 30 4 13 

3 14 3 21 

4 17 3 18 

5 17 16 94 

6 9 3 33 

7 11 3 27 

8 5 5 100 

9 13 12 92 

10 17 12 71 

11 22 7 32 

12 19 19 100 

13 21 40 

14 23 9 39 

Total 229 101 49 
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Table Cl0. Regular education staff trained--high service 

Number Number 
School in Bu i 1 ding Trained Percent 

25 25 100 

2 4 4 100 

3 1 1 3 27 

4 12 2 17 

5 10 0 0 

6 21 21 100 

7 5 2 40 

8 10 3 30 

9 21 3 14 

10 10 2 20 

1 1 6 6 100 

12 3 3 100 

13 24 3 13 

14 5 3 60 

Total 167 80 48 
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TableCll. Regular education staff tralned--mlddle service 

Number Number 
School in Bu I 1 ding Trained Percent 

9 2 22 

2 15 3 20 

3 25 25 100 

4 7 3 43 

5 12 12 100 

6 22 2 9 

7 24 4 17 

.8 8 8 100 

9 23 23 100 

10 18.5 3 16 

11 22 22 100 

12 4 4 100 

13 21 21 100 

14 46 3 7 

Total 256.5 135 53 
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Table C12. Regular education staff trained--low service 

Number Number 
School . in Bu i 1 ding Trained Percent 

9 2 22 

2 27 3 11 

3 1 0 3 30 

4 15 3 20 

5 11 1 0 91 

6 8 3 38 

7 9 3 33 

8 3 3 100 

9 10 10 100 

10 12 8 67 

1 1 17 6 35 

12 16 16 100 

13 1 7 6 

14 20 6 30 

Total 184 77 42 
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Table e13. Special education staff trained--high service 

Number Number 
Schoo 1 in Bu i 1 ding Trained Percent 

3 3 100 

2 100 

3 0 0 

4 0 0 

5 0 0 

6 5 5 100 

7 100 

8 0 0 

9 5 0 0 

10 100 

1 1 100 

12 0 0 0 

13 3 3 100 

14 .5 0 0 

Total 24.5 15 61 
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Table C14. Special education staff trained--midd1e service 

Number Number 
School in Bu i 1 ding Trained Percent 

3 33 

2 100 

3 4 4 100 

4 2 0 0 

5 4 4 100 

6 7 14 

7 3 2 67 

8 3 3 100 

9 10 10 100 

10 0 0 

11 3 3 100 

1 2 3 0 0 

13 6 6 100 

14 7 0 0 

Total 57 35 61 
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Table C15. Special education staff trained--1ow service 

Number Number 
School in Bu i 1 ding Trained Percent 

100 

2 2 50 

3 3 0 0 

4 0 0 

5 4 4 100 

6 0 0 0 

7 0 a 

8 100 

9 2 50 

10 4 3 75 

11 4 0 0 

12 2 2 100 

13 3 0 0 

14 2 2 100 

Total 30 15 50 
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Table C16. Administrators trained--high service 

Number Number 
School in Bu i 1 ding Trained Percent 

100 

2 100 

3 0 0 

4 100 

5 100 

6 100 

7 0 0 

8 0 0 

9 100 

10 0 0 

11 100 

12 100 

13 100 

14 .5 0 0 

Total 13.5 9 67 
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Table e17. Administrators trained--midd1e service 

Number Number 
School in Bu i 1 ding Trained Percent 

a a 

2 a a 

3 100 

4 a a 

5 100 

6 a a 

7 100 

8 100 

9 100 

10 100 

11 2 50 

12 2 2 100 

13 2 2 100 

14 2 50 

Total 18 12 67 
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Table C18. Administrators trained--1ow service 

Number Number 
School in Bu i 1 ding Trained Percent 

100 

2 0 0 

3 0 100 

4 0 0 

5 2 2 100 

6 0 0 

7 0 0 

8 100 

9 100 

10 100 

11 100 

12 100 

13 0 0 

14 100 

Total 1 5 9 60 
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Table C19. Team profile--high service 

Selection Length of Meeting Meeting 
School Method Membership Day Hour 

volunteer member option not set 7: 30 

2 elected 6 weeks Tuesday 8:00 

3 appointed year Wednesday 1 : 45 

4 appointed indefinite Thursday 7: 30 

5 appointed 2 years Wednesday 8:00 

6 volunteer member option Tuesday 8:00 

7 appointed year Wednesday 7:45 

8 appointed 2 years Wednesday 7:30 

9 appointed 1-2 years Thursday 2: 15 

10 appointed varies as needed 

1 1 elected undecided Thursday 7:45 

12 elected undecided as needed 

13 appo i.nted 1 year Thursday 8:00 

14 appointed indefinile as needed 
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Table C20. Team profile--middle service 

Selection Length of Meet i ng Meeting 
School Method Membership Day Hour 

appointed year Monday 7:30 

2 appointed year Wednesday 3: 1 0 

3 volunteer 3 years Wednesday lunch 

4 appointed undecided as needed 11 : 30 

5 elected l-H years Tuesday 8:00 

6 elected year not set not set 

7 volunteer year Thursday 8: 30 

8 elected year Wednesday 7:45 

9 appointed year Tuesday 2:30 

10 elected undecided Tuesday 7:50 

1 1 elected 1 year not set 3: 1 0 

l2 volunteer year Monday 3:30 

13 appoin~ed year Fr i day 8: 30 

14 appointed indefinite not set 8:30 
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Table r:2l. Team profile--low service 

Selection Length of Meeting Meeting 
School Method Membership Day Hour 

elected year not set not set 

2 elected semester not set not set 

3 volunteer undecided Wednesday 12:00 

4 appointed 3 years Wednesday 1: 45 

5 elected undecided Thursday 8:00 

6 volunteer 2 years Wednesday 7:30 

7 volunteer 2 years Thursday 8:00 

8 volunteer year Wednesday 3:45 

9 volunteer year Monday 3:30 

10 volunteer quarter not set 8:30 

11 appointed year as needed 8:30 

12 volunteer quarter Thursday 3: 1 0 

13 appointed undecided not set 1 unch 

14 appointed 9 weeks as needed 11 : 35 
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Table C22. Team meeting schedule--high service 

Meeting Meet i ng Follow-up 
Schoo 1 Frequency Duration When 

weekly 30 none 

2 weekly 45 none 

3 weekly 45 4 weeks 

4 per 2 weeks 45-50 2 weeks 

5 per 3 weeks 30 3 weeks 

6 3 per 4 weeks 40 3 weeks 

7 weekly 30 none 

8 weekly 30-45 2 weeks 

9 weekly 30 6 weeks 

10 as needed 30 2 weeks 

11 1 per 2 weeks 45 2 weeks 

12 as needed 25 6 weeks 

13 weekly 20 6 weeks 

14 as needed 30 4 weeks 
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Table C23. Team meeting schedu1e--midd1e service 

Meeting Meeting Follow-up 
School Frequency Duration \~hen 

weekly 30 2 weeks 

2 as needed 60 va r i es 

3 weekly 60 3 weeks 

4 as needed 30 2 weeks 

5 weekly 45 none 

6 1 per 3 weeks 60 2 weeks 

7 weekly 30 6 weeks 

8 weekly 60 3 weeks 

9 1 per 2 weeks 60 as needed 

10 weekly 30 week 

11 as needed 60 4 weeks 

12 as needed 30 4 weeks 

13 weekly 30 6 weeks 

14 1 per 2 weeks 40 6 weeks 
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Table c24. Team meeting schedule--low service 

Meeting Meeting Follow-up 
School Frequency Duration When 

1 per 3 weeks 30 4 weeks 

2 as needed 30 6 weeks 

3 weekly 30-60 4 weeks 

4 weekly 60 3 weeks 

5 1 per 2 weeks 30 2 weeks 

6 weekly 30 week 

7 1 per 2 weeks 20 2 weeks 

8 weekly 30-40 4 weeks 

9 as needed 30 va r i es 

10 as needed 15 1 week 

11 as needed 45 none 

12 as needed 30 as needed 

13 as needed 30 6 weeks 

14 as needed 35 2 weeks 
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Table C25. Adjusting time--high service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Cover Rel ieve Keep Time 

Schoo 1 Classes Duties Free 

2 X 

3 X 

4 X 

5 X 

6 X 

7 X 

8 X 

9 X 

10 

11 X 

12 X 

13 X X 

14 

Total 6 5 
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Table c26. Adjusting time--midd1e service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Cover Re1 ieve Keep Time 

Schoo 1 Classes Duties Free 

X X 

2 

3 X 

4 X X 

5 X X X 

6 

7 X 

8 

9 X 

10 X 

11 X X' 

12 X 

13 X 

14 

Total 7 6 



Table C27. Adjusting time--low service 

Schoo 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I 1 

12 

13 

14 

Total 

Cover 
Classes 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

5 

Number of Principals Reporting 
ReI ieve 
Duties 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

5 

Keep Time 
Free 

0 
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Table c28. Reinforcing team membership--high service 

Faculty Letter Conference Salary 
School Meetings in F i 1 e Priority Stipend Points 

X X X 

2 X 

3 X 

4 X X 

5 X 

6 X X 

7 

8 X X 

9 X 

10 

1 1 X X 

12 X 

13 X X X 

14 X 

Total 12 5 2 0 
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Table C29. Reinforcing team membership--middle service 

Faculty Letter Conference Salary 
Schoo 1 Meet i ngs in Fi 1 e Priority Stipend Points 

X 

2 

3 X X 

4 X 

5 X X 

6 

7 X X 

8 X X 

9 X X X 

10 X 

11 X X X X X 

12 X X X 

13 X 

14 X X 

Total 12 6 4 2 
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Table C30. Reinforcing team membership--1ow service 

Faculty Letter Conference Salary 
School Meetings in F i 1 e Priority Stipend Points 

X 

2 X X X 

3 X 

4 X 

5 X X 

6 X X X X 

7 X 

8 X 

9 

10 X 

1 1 X X 

12 X 

13 X X 

14 X X 

Total 13 3 5 0 
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Table C31. Encouraging use of the team--high service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Support Discuss 

v·1i th Encou rage Praise Problems Require 
School Facul ty Use Use wi th Team Use 

X X X X 

2 X X X X X 

3 X X X 

4 X X X X X 

5 X X X X 

6 X X X X X 

7 X X 

8 X X X X 

9 X X X X 

10 X X X X 

11 X X X X 

12 X X X X 

13 X X X X 

14 X X X X X 

Total 13 12 11 11 1 0 
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Table C32. Encouraging use of the team--middle service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Support Discuss 
with Encourage Praise Problems Require 

Schoo 1 Faculty Use Use with Team Use 

X X 

2 X X X 

3 X X 

4 X X X 

5 X X 

6 X 

7 X X X X 

8 X X X X 

9 X X X X X 

10 X X 

11 X X 

12 X X X X 

13 X X X X 

14 

Total 10 10 7 7 4 
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Table C33. Encouraging use of the team--1ow service 

Number of Principals Report i ng 
Support Discuss 
wi th Encourage Praise Problems Require 

School Faculty Use Use wi th Team Use 

X X X X 

2 X X X X 

3 X X 

4 X X 

5 X X X 

6 X 

7 X X X X 

8 X X X 

9 X X X X 

10 X X X 

11 X X X X X 

12 X X X 

13 X X X 

14 X X X X 

Total 11 11 10 9 4 
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Table C34. Participation with the team--high service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Consu 1 t Meet Serve Meet 

as as on with Team 
Schoo 1 Requested Needed Team Regularly 

X X 

2 X X 

3 X 

4 X X 

5 X X X 

6 X X 

7 X X 

8 X X 

9 X X 

10 X X X 

11 X X 

12 X X 

13 X X X X 

14 

Total 13 10 3 3 
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Table C35. Participation with the team--midd1e service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Consult Meet Serve Meet 

as as on with Team 
School Requested Needed Team Regularly 

X X 

2 

3 X X 

4 X X 

5 X X 

6 X X 

7 X X 

8 X X 

9 X X 

10 X 

11 X X 

12 X X X 

13 X 

14 X X 

Total 13 11 0 
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Table C36. Participation with the team--low service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Consult Meet Serve Meet 

as as on with Team 
School Requested Needed Team Regul arl y 

X X X X 

2 X X 

3 X 

4 X 

5 X X 

6 X X 

7 

8 X X 

9 X X 

10 X X X X 

11 X X X 

12 X 

13 X 

14 X X 

Total 11 11 3 2 



172 

Table C37. Supporting team decisions--high service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Act Meet Meet Keep 

Upon with wi th Team 
School Requests Teachers Parents Informed 

X X X X 

2 X X X X 

3 X X X X 

4 X X 

5 X X X X 

6 X X X 

7 X X 

8 X X X 

9 X X 

10 X X X X 

11 X X X X 

12 X X X 

13 X X X X 

14 

Total 13 12 10 8 
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Table C38. Sup·port i ng team decisions--middle service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Act Meet Meet Keep 

Upon wi th with Team 
School Requests Teachers Parents Informed 

X 

2 X X X X 

3 X X 

4 X 

5 X X X 

6 

7 X X X X 

8 X X 

9 X X X X 

10 X X X 

11 X X X X 

12 X X X X 

13 X X X X 

14 X X X X 

Total 13 10 8 8 
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Table C39. Supporting team decisions--low service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Act Meet Meet Keep 

Upon wi th wi th Team 
School Requests Teachers Parents Informed 

X X X 

2 X X X X 

3 X 

4 X X X 

5 X 

6 X X 

7 X X X 

8 X X 

9 X X 

10 X X X X 

11 X X X X 

12 X X X 

13 X X 

14 X X X 

Total 12 12 8 5 
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Table c40. Pub1 icizing the team--high service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Disseminated Materials Encou rage 

Service To To To News Orient Parent 
Level Staff Schools Parents Articles Parents Referral 

X X 

2 X X 

3 X 

4 X 

5 X X 

6 X X X 

7 X X 

8 X 

9 

10 X 

1 1 X X 

12 

13 X X X X 

14 X 

Total 1 1 3 4 2 
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Table C41. Publ icizing the team--middle service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Disseminated Materials Encourage 

Service To To To News Orient Parent 
Level Staff Schools Parents Articles Parents Referral 

X 

2 

3 X X X 

4 X 

5 X 

6 

7 X X X 

8 X X 

9 X X 

10 X 

11 X X X X 

12 X 

13 X 

14 X 

Total 9 5 3 2 
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Table C42. Publ icizing the team--low service 

Number of Principals Reporting 
Disseminated Materials Encourage 

Service To To To News Orient Parent 
Level Staff Schoo 1 s Parents Articles Parents Referral 

X X 

2 X X X 

3 X 

4 X 

5 X X 

6 X X X 

7 

8 

9 X 

10 X X 

11 X 

12 X X 

13 

14 

Total 8 2 5 



APPENDIX D 

BFHAV I ORAL OBJECT I VES 

1. Work Hab its 

a. To complete assigned work accurately and on time 
b. To 1 isten or respond to instructional directions 

and questions 
c. To improve time on task 
d. To follow directions and rules 
e. To complete homework assignments 
f. To develop better organizat iona1 sk ill s 
g. To work independently 
h. To bring appropriate materials and books to class 
i. To improve attention and motivation for school tasks 
j. To begin work on time 
k. To attend class on time 
1. To accept remedial help 

2. Classroom Deportment 

a. To remain in his seat during individual and/or 
group activities 

b. To raise hand and speak in an appropriate manner with 
respect to vocabulary, volume., and situation 

c. To improve self-control 
d. To work cooperatively with classmates and/or teacher 
e. To work quietly without disturbing others 
f. To decrease i nappropr i ate attent i on-g et t i ng behav i or 

and increase appropriate behavior on task 
g. To improve attent i on and mot i vat i on for school tasks 
h. To accept responsibi1 ity for own behaviors and errors 
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3. Peer Relationships 

a. To relate and interact with peers in a positive 
and constructive manner 

b. To reduce aggressive physical behavior and increase 
appropriate interpersonal responses 

c. To participate in group activities and discussions 
d. To improve social attitudes and skills 
e. To decrease tatt1 ing behavior 
f. To gain acceptance by peers 
g. To keep trousers up in the cafeteria 

4. Physical Well Being 

a. To take medication 
b. To improve personal hygiene 
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APPENDIX E 

ACADEMIC OBJECTIVES 

1. Reading 

a. To improve the visual and/or auditory memory for 
letters and words 

b. To improve reading comprehension 
c. To improve letter and word recognition 
d. To improve phonics skills 

2 . Ha n dw r i t i ng 

a. To print name in the appropriate place 
b. To improve fine motor skills for control 
c. To improve spacing 
d. To improve speed 
e. To copy accurately from the blackboard 
f. To improve accuracy in forming letters 

3. Arithmetic 

a. To recall numeral names 
b. To write numerals without assistance 
c. To comprehend the meaning of numbers 

4. Spelling 

a. To improve spelling skills 
b. To improve scores on spell ing tests 

5. Improve Parent/Home Communication 
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