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Abstract 

In 1990, the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) was enacted with the intention of ending segregation of disabled children in school systems and involving parents in the decisions made regarding their child’s education. This study was conducted using a selection of 55 resource room teachers in Grades 9-12 on Long Island, New York. The 10 suburban school districts used in the study were selected as a result of their similar socio-economic demographics and ability to perform at or above standards on New York State Assessments (LaMelza 2003). This study examined perceptions of resource room teachers, and their perceived support of importance and existence for building collaborative relationships toward meeting the academic needs of resource room students system wide who use Individualized Educational Plans (IEP’s). We focused on the system collaboration on students with Individualized Educational Plans (IEP’s) and their learning.  The results indicated that the mean of importance (MI = 67.25, SDI = 10.22) was significantly greater than the mean of existence (ME = 58.67, SDE = 10.86), t (8) = 7.61, p< .01. As a result, we identified areas for development in meeting the academic needs of resource room students with IEP’s.
a. Purpose

The framework of this study was to investigate the attitudes of high school resource room teachers in 10 school districts on Long Island, New York, toward the provisions of the 1997 Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and how this mandate has influenced collegial collaboration and instructional practices in their school districts. The focus of the study was to survey their perceptions on system structure and the perceived support for building collegial relationships among themselves, general education teachers, and the School Based Support Team (SBST) on the instructional practices of students with IEP’s. Collaboration is defined in this study as the formal or informal interface between the regular education, teachers, special education teachers and any individuals that exchange ideas, or facilitate opportunities to focus on resource room student’s academic needs (LaMelza 2003).  Resource room teachers have the responsibility for the design of instructional practices that support the general education curriculum. Information obtained from this study may reveal to what extent resource room teachers believe that students’ disabilities are being addressed as a result of the level of communication that currently exists within their learning organization. The methodology utilized in a resource room consists of a combination of IEP goals and curriculum, focusing on the needs of all disabled students. As a result of IDEA 97, resource room teachers face the daily challenge of creating an educational setting that truly services disabled students and meets all requirements prescribed by law. 

Concerns about the lack of cooperation between resource room and general education teachers are commonplace when discussing students with disabilities. This study aimed to identify particular areas that when developed, will assist in advancing the academic achievement of students with IEP’s.  The purpose of the study was to analyze perceptions of resource room teachers on system wide collaboration and the perceived support for building collaborative relationships toward meeting the academic needs of resource room students. We focused on what was important to high school resource room teachers in their home school district and comparing the data to what presently existed. A resource room is any setting outside of the general education in a school where students with disabilities come to receive specific instruction on a regularly scheduled basis (LaMelza 2003).  The research presented here is based on educators’ perspectives on their current school setting and how they are meeting the academic needs of students with IEP’s and mandates of IDEA 97.
b. Perspective

When President Clinton signed the IDEA Amendments of 1997, it became mandated that students participate in general education curriculum and all statewide assessments. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1990 (IDEA) created the right to a free appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environment (LRE), as did the provisions for transitions to adult life (IDEA, U.S.C.:1409(a) (19) and Regulations, 34 C.F.R. 300.18) IEPs mandated general education teachers to be involved in creating measurable annual goals, benchmarks or short-term objectives and to accurately measure student progress toward these goals. It is the goal of IDEA 97 that students with disabilities will learn, play, and work together with their non-disabled peers. Learning occurs as members share, reflect, and respond to each others’ experiences within a supportive social environment (Bussye, Able-Boone & Wesley, 2001). Embedded within the education mandate of the IDEA is an acknowledgment that educational personnel must collaborate with one another and with families of children eligible for special education services if they are to meet the unique and diverse needs of these children. For many adults in schools, participation in collaborative processes has resulted in increased competence and willingness to collaborate with others. Cross and Villa (1992) reported that 43% of the general and special education staff in a Vermont school district attributed their increased competence to teach learners with special needs in general education classes to the collaborative processes used to develop, implement and monitor students’ programs.  Unfortunately, a collaborative ethic is not a defining characteristic of most schools, and the culture of isolation still prevails. Resource room instruction had historically consisted of individualized instruction designed to build specific goals to enhance student performance in general education class work (McKenzie, 1991). This model allowed for the education of students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment and to succeed in the regular classroom setting. Collaboration in schools is vital to successfully meeting the needs of students with disabilities. Villa, Thousand, Nevin and Malgeri (1996) cited basic elements that characterized collaboration: (a) members viewed each other, including students, as possessing needed expertise, (b) members engaged in frequent face-to-face interaction, (c) members distributed leadership responsibilities and held each accountable for agreed upon commitments, (d) members understood the importance of reciprocity, (e) members emphasized both task completion and relationship building, (f) members agreed to consciously practice and increase social interaction and task achievement skills. Collaborative processes have also helped to facilitate system-wide change. Chapple (1994) reported on the outcomes of district-wide programs for serving Ohio students with special needs in more inclusive settings. Quantitative data was gathered on such variables as achievement of IEP objectives, monthly attendance, and reading and math scores of participating students. Parent and educator interviews represented qualitative data. Results indicated that students made significant increases in the attainment of IEP academic and social objectives and in reading and math performance. The greatest gains were made by students with multiple disabilities. Analysis of interviews with teachers, parents and administrators revealed positive changes. Teachers identified staff development as critical to success, with collaboration being the central process to all successful staff development efforts. An example of the system-wide impact of collaboration at a state level occurred in Vermont. Vermont leads the nation in the inclusion of children with disabilities in general education (Vermont State Department of Education, 1995). In 1990, Vermont declared as state policy that each school district would collaborate with parents to establish a local comprehensive system of education services to ensure that, to the maximum extent possible, all students succeeded in general education classrooms. To support policy implementation, 1% of the total state special education budget was dedicated to training in strategies for effectively collaborating to support students. Each school established a collaborative team of educators to help colleagues avoid special education referrals through the team’s provision of advice and additional classroom support.  As a result, the following effects occurred: (1) from 1990 to 1995, the number of students identified as eligible for special education decreased by 18.4%, (2) every school in Vermont has some variation of an Instructional Support Team, (3) many schools have restructured to merge special education and other remedial services with general education. This has increased educators’ flexibility to collaborate through team teaching, cooperative learning, and integrated curriculum. An additional benefit was that 22,000 students at risk of school failure, but not technically eligible for special education, have access to special educational supports and expertise, and (4) every school has used state funds to expand professional development for all staff in areas such as collaboration, integrated curriculum, discipline systems that teach responsibility and crisis-prevention management (Vermont Department of Education, 1993, 1994, 1995). One of the major challenges for resource room teachers is to provide effective support to students with disabilities and assist general education teachers in meeting the accommodations identified in student IEP’s as well as identifying additional accommodations as students are promoted throughout the system.  This study is attempting to identify the most significant area for development of more collegial relationships that support resource room students’ academic achievement. Support services are crucial for creating an environment that allows disabled students to gain self-confidence and responsibility for the learning (Lee Tarver, 2005). Lee Tarver investigated the perceptions of regular education teachers on the utility of individualized education plans (IEPS). The researcher describe the IEP as a “product and a process”. As a product, the IEP is a written plan for teachers and parents to determine a student’s academic or behavioral ability. It addresses the student’s performance level and maps out objectives, goals and any additional support services needed for the student to acquire academic success. As a process, according to Lee Tarver, the IEP is collaboration amongst teachers, administrators and parents in ascertaining the desired academic targets and objectives. The researcher surveyed one-hundred twenty three regular education teachers from Alabama and Georgia and investigated the level of regular education teachers’ contribution in the development and execution of individualized education plans for children with disabilities in their classrooms. The instrument that was used was a questionnaire that consisted of 16 questions which examined the importance of Individualized Education Plans for students that were currently in their classrooms. A Likert scale was used. Over a three month period, surveys were collected. The results yielded at least five items which attempted to evaluate how general instruction and planning of regular education teachers impacted IEPS. A conclusion of the study indicated that most of the regular education teachers played more of a collaborative role in identifying the support services needed for the students. This made the process of creating and executing the IEP more of a team activity.
The need to establish a meaningful collaborative relationship with general education teachers is vital to produce success for disabled students (Idol, 2006). Idol conducted a program evaluation to observe and describe how special education services were presented in four elementary schools and four secondary schools. The main focus of the evaluation was to take an in dept look comparing and contrasting how special education services were offered along with the ways in which students with disabilities were supported in the least restrictive environment. This was a qualitative and quantitative research that included collecting from most of the teachers from the 8 schools participating in the evaluative program. The staff’s conceptions of special education services were studied by conducting personal interviews with the teachers.  There were many findings with this study including, the attitudes of all the participants toward inclusion and collaboration along with the skills of the teachers related to the inclusion of special education students. The educators that participated in the evaluation program felt that they had administrative support and reported feeling optimistic about the collaborative efforts of the district. The elementary educators rated themselves positively on how collaboratively, they worked with other adults. However, at the high school at the secondary level, there was a suggestion that principals needed to address and improve the equilibrium between being an instructional leader and being an administrative manager. It was noted that instructional leadership is coupled to faculty in making changes, especially with regard to curriculum and instruction. As a result, recommendations from the study included that principals visit classrooms and ask teachers what they realistically need to better include all students. In order to achieve collaboration, it is important that mutual planning time during the school day exists for the establishment of a collaborative system (Idol, 2006). Time working together is paramount in building a collegial approach and developing a sense of teamwork.  This working relationship should also assist general education teachers by giving them a clearer understanding of the special education process. Resource room teachers and general education teachers’ collaboration on meeting the instructional needs of students with IEP’s is paramount to resource room students’ success in their academic advancement. 

c. Data Sources




This study was conducted using a selection of 55 resource room teachers in Grades 9-12 on Long Island, New York. The 10 suburban school districts used in the study were selected as a result of their similar socio-economic demographics and ability to perform at or above standards on New York State Assessments (LaMelza 2003). The 10 districts identified similar percentages of students with disabilities in their high school populations. The data did not disaggregate for sex or ethnic origin. The selection of similarly performing and socio-economic districts will control for any moderating effects that increased diversity may have on the academic culture and performance outcomes of students with disabilities. The data were gathered via a survey mailed to each selected resource room teacher with a cover letter requesting participation. All responses were recorded as of the date of return. This study examined perceptions of resource room teachers on system wide collaboration of resource room students with IEP’s.  The data were gathered using a survey mailed to 55 resource- room teachers. Responses were recorded based on date of return. The survey (LaMelza) instrument consisted of 33 statements and used a Likert scale to rate the degree of importance for each item. Items were rated on a scale ranging from priority, very important, important, somewhat important, and not important and a scale of existence ranging from always, usually, sometimes, rarely, or never. This resulted in 66 variables for analysis. A factor analysis was performed on the 33 items for both existence and importance.  As a result of the factor analysis, 17 items were ientified (Table 2) as contributing to the factors of existence and importance.  
d. Method


Paired sample t-tests were applied to determine if there was any significance between the mean responses for the extent of importance and the extent of existence for each item. The descriptive statistics that were used for data analysis include Cronbach’s Alpha, which tested the reliability of the 17 survey questions at 91%. (Table 2).
e. Results


This study identified collaboration differences between what resource room teachers believed were important when compared to what existed in their school. The focus of the study was to survey their perceptions on system structure and the perceived support for building collegial relationships among themselves, general education teachers, and the School Based Support Team (SBST) on the instructional practices of students with IEP’s. 

	Paired Sample Statistics

	
	MI
	ME
	SDI
	SDE
	t
	p

	Pair Importance and Existence
	67.25
	58.67
	10.22
	10.86
	7.61
	.000


Table 1: Resource room Teacher’s Perceptions on System Responses to Students with IEP’s
Table 2: Resource room Teacher’s Perceptions on System Responses to Students with IEP’s
	Paired Samples Test

	
	MI
	ME
	SDI
	SDE
	t
	p

	Pair 1
	Resource room staff and classroom teachers support each other in educating resource room students
	4.41
	3.81
	.78
	.92
	4.86
	.00

	Pair 2
	Resource room staff suggest / provide materials to general education teachers for resource room students in general education classrooms
	3.80
	3.81
	.95
	.92
	-.118
	.90

	Pair 3
	Individual Education Programs (IEPs) for resource room students are reviewed with general education teachers
	4.23
	3.98
	.922
	1.20
	1.99
	.05

	Pair 4
	Techniques for improving resource room students' behavior in general education classes are shared with general education teachers
	4.05
	4.03
	.98
	.98
	.21
	.83

	Pair 5
	Adequate time is spent on remediation of resource room students' study skills
	4.03
	3.60
	.76
	.87
	4.10
	.00

	Pair 6
	There is effective communication between the resource room staff and the general education teachers
	4.45
	3.98
	.66
	.87
	4.31
	.00

	Pair 7
	There is collaborative planning between the resource room staff and the general education teachers
	4.03
	3.32
	.96
	1.13
	5.50
	.00

	Pair 8
	There is sufficient time within the school day for resource room staff to plan with general education teachers
	4.23
	2.72
	.74
	1.33
	9.99
	.00

	Pair 9
	The school district has provided adequate training to the general education staff on the provisions of IDEA 97
	4.05
	2.87
	.93
	1.20
	6.31
	.00

	Pair 10
	The school district has provided adequate training to the resource room staff on the provisions of IDEA 97
	4.20
	3.54
	.91
	1.25
	4.08
	.00

	Pair 11
	Key provisions of IDEA 97 help schools meet the needs of individual resource room students
	3.87
	3.65
	1.00
	.84
	2.27
	.02

	Pair 12
	General education teachers participate in CSE meetings for resource room students' IEPs
	2.98
	2.36
	.99
	1.14
	4.05
	.00

	Pair 13
	General education teachers participate in CSE meetings for the resource room students
	4.20
	4.00
	.91
	1.10
	1.70
	.09

	Pair 14
	Criteria have been established for selecting resource room instructional methods
	3.67
	3.36
	1.18
	1.28
	2.17
	.03

	Pair 15
	Process writing is a method of instruction used effectively in the resource room
	3.70
	3.63
	.89
	.91
	.70
	.48

	Pair 16
	Guided discovery is a method of instruction used effectively in the resource room
	3.41
	3.16
	.95
	.93
	3.06
	.00

	Pair 17
	Guided discovery is a method of instruction used effectively in the resource room
	3.87
	3.14
	.90
	1.00
	5.44
	.00



A paired-samples t test was conducted to evaluate whether resource room teachers perceptions with the importance and existence of the perceived support for building collegial relationships that focus on resource room students with IEP’s.  The results indicated that the mean of importance (MI = 67.25, SDI = 10.22) was significantly greater than the mean of existence (ME = 58.67, SDE = 10.86), t (8) = 7.61, p< .01.  The standardized effect size index, d, was 1.02, which indicates a large effect size.  The 95% confidence interval for the mean difference between the two ratings was 6.32 to 10.84 (Table 1).  Results from the paired sample t test were significant for all but four of the questions on the survey.  The four pairs that did not yield a significant difference between the existence and importance were pairs 2, 4, 13, and 15.
F. Educational importance of the study


The conclusions were derived from the analysis of  quantitative data generated by the responding high school resource room teachers who participated in the study. This study examined perceptions of resource room teachers, and their perceived support of importance and existence for building collaborative relationships toward meeting the academic needs of resource room students system wide who use Individualized Educational Plans (IEP’s). This study identified collaboration differences between what resource room teachers believed were important when compared to what existed in their school. The results of this research do not suggest that IDEA 97 has altered the instructional practices used in resource rooms. While the system-wide change has been dramatic, the impact on the components has been subtle. The resource room teachers who had responded to the survey noted that their role had changed considerably. The resource room has not become an extension of the general education classroom and the resource room teachers’ role is not that of facilitator of learning strategies and techniques.

It is recommended that the changing role of the resource room teacher received the acknowledgement of the entire school culture. The resource room teachers’ role must be understood by the general education teacher, administration and school community. Our recommendations based on the research provided is that more time needs to be provided for resource room teachers to meet with all members of the learning community that interact with resource room students.  General education teachers should regularly discuss their resource room students’ IEPs with the resource room teacher beyond transition time and be more sensitive to the resource room teachers’ schedule.  Additionally, we recommend that general education teachers take a more active role in meetings that involve resource room students.  The administrative staff can best facilitate this interaction between resource room teachers and general education teachers by providing regular times in which they can meet and discuss students with IEPs that limit the loss of instructional time, while assuring that students with IEPs are given the attention that their IEPs require.  This understanding is imperative so that the resource room teacher receives the support and cooperation needed to perform successfully. It is recommended that a collaborative, team-based approach be established.

Further research needs to be conducted to study the physical location, the type of support offered, and the quality of instruction from the matter of how teachers, parents, or students work together to accomplish goals. This approach should lead to the establishment of principles for collaborative practices and will create better educational services for the student.
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