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ABSTRACT 

Statement of the Problem 

A role analysis of two kinds of resource teachers in a south

western school district was performed: resource teachers of children 

with learning disabilities and resource teachers of children with 

educable mental retardation. The role analysis was to accomplish a 

much-needed clarification of the role of a resource teacher by describing 

various role perceptions and by drawing distinctions, when possible, 

between the two kinds of teachers. The problem was stated in terms 

of Allport's conceptual framework of four dimensions involved in a 

role: (1) the "role expected" by administrators, (2) the "role con

ceived" by the teachers themselves, (3) the "role performed" by teachers 

as reported by an observer, and (4) the "role accepted" by the teachers. 

Procedure 

There were six procedural steps in this study. 

1. An open-ended questionnaire was designed to permit self-reports 

by administrators, teachers and an observer. It covered seven 

major aspects of the role: role name, role relationships, role 

responsibilities, role functions, role skills, personal 

qualities, and environmental factors. 

2. Ten resource teachers were observed on-site to gather data for 

the "role performed" profiles. 

viil 
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3. Thirteen administrators were interviewed to gather data for 

the "role expected" profiles. 

4. The questionnaire was sent to all the LD and EMR resource 

teachers in the district to gather information for the "role 

conceived" profiles. 

5. A close-ended opinionnaire was designed from the statements 

made by the administrators, the teachers, and the observer to 

measure "role accepted." 

6. The opinionnaire was sent to all the LD and EMR resource 

teachers in the district to gather information for the 

"role accepted" profiles. 

Results 

The specific results of the study were presented in eight 

descriptive role profiles composed from responses to the questionnaire 

and opinionnaire. An analysis of the role profiles indicated the 

following results. 

1. The four-dimensional role analysis of the LD teacher role 

indicated a basic similarity across the role perceptions of 

(1) what administrators expected, (2) what LD resource teachers 

conceived, (3) what an observer saw performed, and (4) what 

the LD resource teachers accepted. 

2. The four-dimensional role analysis of the EMR teacher role 

indicated some confusion across the role perceptions of 

(1) what the administrators expected, (2) what the EMR 

resource teachers conceived, (3) what an observer saw 

performed, and (4) what the EMR resource teachers accepted. 
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3. A difference between the LD and EMR teacher roles were noted 

in "role expected" by administrators and "role accepted" by 

the resource teachers. The administrators expected the LD 

and EMR resource teachers to have different roles, 

particularly in regard to the kinds of responsibilities. 

The LD and EMR teachers had different likes and dislikes, 

particularly in regard to role names, number of students, 

and responsibilities. 

Conclusion 

The examination of role perceptions for complementarity seems 

a useful means of identifying possible problem areas in program 

implementation. While the LD resource program appeared to be running 

smoothly, the EMR resource program had introduced the EMR teachers 

to a change from another role as self-contained classroom teachers. 

The profiles presented in this study can be used to re-evaluate program 

goals, teacher training programs, and inservice programs. 



CHAPTER I 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

A popularized role in special education today is the resource 

teacher in the public schools (Hewett, 1969; Hammill and Wiederholt, 

1972). This role has been conceptualized as a flexible one in order to 

serve as direct instructors of children on a part-time basis, as diag

nosticians, as consultants to regular classroom teachers, or as a com

bination of the above. The target student population may be any of the 

categories of handicapped children (learning disability, mentally re

tarded, physically handicapped, etc.)> or a combination of categories. 

Resource teachers of two special education categories of the 

handicapped were examined in this study: resource teachers of children 

with learning disabilities and resource teachers of the educable men

tally retarded (henceforth the former will be referred to as "LD 

resource teachers" and the latter as "EMR resource teachers"). The 

main reason for the consideration of the role of LD resource teachers 

in this study was the fact that services for children with specific 

learning disabilities have used resource teachers from the outset 

(Johnson and Myklebust, 1967; McCarthy and McCarthy, 1969; Kirk, 1972). 

Furthermore, the alacrity and perhaps impetuousness with which LD 

resource teachers have been trained and hired in the public schools 

1 



2 

have concerned educators about the exact role they are to perform and 

Its ultimate effectiveness (Kass, 1970). 

Services for mentally retarded children are undergoing changes 

on a wide scale. There is a national trend to integrate these children 

into mainstream education. Originally the controversy involved the 

efficacy of special class placement versus regular class placement of 

the educable or mildly retarded (Kirk, 1964). Now the topic of dis

cussion is how to accomplish this integration by using the resource 

room concept and the role of the resource teacher (Journal of Special 

Education. 1972, pp. 335-96). There is a need to consider the respon

sibilities and skills of the resource teachers involved in this venture. 

For this reason the role of resource teachers of the educable mentally 

retarded was studied. 

Besides the need to clarify the roles of LD and EMR resource 

teachers, we are concerned with the similarities and differences between 

the two roles. The question has been asked whether the activities of 

these teachers are indeed different (Hammill and Wiederholt, 1972, p. 

16; Kass, 1970, p. 12). This study compared the two roles. 

If it is possible to analyze the basic dimensions of the role 

of LD and EMR resource teachers and to demonstrate the similarities and 

differences between the roles, the needs of different groups will be 

satisfied. 

1. Teacher trainers need to know the ramifications of the roles 

for pre-service and inservice training. 
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2. School administrators must have a working definition of the 

roles in order to integrate resource teachers into a personnel 

framework. It is to the administrator's advantage to know what 

the role is in order to avoid unrealistic demands on the 

resource teachers. 

3. Resource teachers themselves can avoid much pain and conster

nation if they know exactly the job they must perform. Any 

conflict between their conception of the role and what others 

expect of them can affect how effectively and harmoniously they 

can work with other individuals. 

4. Researchers who are examining the efficacy of resource room 

programs also need to consider the roles of the teachers 

involved in the program. 

The Need for an Approach 

On the surface it may seem a rather simple task to find out 

what resource teachers do. One simply need ask. However, the problem 

arises when one must decide (1) whom to ask, (2) what to ask them, and 

(3) how to ask them. The need for some framework with which to approach 

the question is obvious. 

1. Role analysis permits input from individuals whose perceptions 

about the role directly affect how the role is described and 

^ performed. The resource teachers, the administrators, the 

regular classroom teachers, the students, the parents, and 

others have their own ideas concerning the role. Each group 

has both its expectations for what the role should be and what 
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they In fact know it is. Needless to say, a total role analysis 

can be a very complex and exhaustive project. 

2. One must decide upon what information to seek. A role includes 

many aspects, such as the position of the role in relation to 

other roles, the main activities of the role, and factors 

which facilitate the performance of the role. Thus one must 

define the concept of a role in such a way as to allow for the 

most parsimonious, yet inclusive, collection of aspects. 

3. The manner in which one gathers information about the role is 

dictated by the state of the art. Because of the newness of 

the LD and EMR resource teacher roles, basic questions must be 

posed in an open-ended fashion. The lack of instrumentation 

also suggests the advisability of a self-report technique. 

Review of the Literature 

The literature was reviewed in search of (1) role analyses of 

resource teachers and (2) examples of role analyses of individuals in 

other positions. Besides a traditional approach to a review of the 

literature, the retrieval services of the Probe Computer Search of 

Grictapes (Educational Resources Information Center) at the School of 

Education, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana, were used. This 

computer service categorized literature in education and special educa-

i tion (textbooks, publications, research reports, journal articles, and 

unpublished material) under selected descriptors. 



ERIC Probes 

Probe one. The first probe was submitted in the following form 

using the descriptors thought to be most appropriate: 

Description of Problem 

What role analyses of resource teachers of children with learning 
disabilities and educable mental retardation have been reported in 
the literature? The role analysis that I am doing covers both 
kinds of resource teachers in special education, that is, learning 
disabilities and educable mental retardation. The role analysis 
covers four dimensions: the role expected by administrators, the 
role conceived by the teachers, the role actually performed and 
the role accepted by the teachers. 

Descriptors 

1. Resource Teacher 6. Role Theory 
2. Educable Mentally Handicapped 7. Role Conflict 
3. Learning Disabilities 8. Resource Staff Role 
4. Teacher Role 9. Job Satisfaction 
5. Role Perception 10. Teacher Responsibility 

Query 1: - 1 (resource teacher) AND 2 (educable mentally handicapped) 
AND 4 (teacher role) 
OR 5 (role perception) 
OR 6 (role theory) 
OR 7 (role conflict) 
OR 8 (resource staff role) 
OR 9 (job satisfaction) 
OR 10 (teacher responsibility) 

Query 2: - 1 (resource teacher) AND 3 (learning disabilities) 
AND 4 (teacher role) 
OR 5 (role perception) 
OR 6 (role theory) 
OR 7 (role conflict) 
OR 8 (resource staff role) 
OR 9 (job satisfaction) 
OR 10 (teacher responsibility) 

The second part of this probe concerned literature on 

methodology: 

Description of Problem 

What role perception studies of resource teachers of the educable 



mentally retarded and learning disabilities have used occupational 
surveys, questionnaires and question-answer interviews. 

Descriptors 

1. Role Perception 
2. Resource Teachers 
3. Learning Disabilities 
4. Gducable Mentally Handicapped 
5. Ocupational Surveys 
6. Questionnaires 
7. Question-Answer Interview 

Query 1: - 1 (role perception) AND 2 (resource teachers) 
AND 3 (learning disabilities) 
AND 5 (occupational surveys) 
OR 6 (questionnaires) 
OR 7 (question-answer interviews) 

Query 2: - 1 (role perception) AND 2 (resource teachers) 
AND 4 (educable mentally handicapped) 
AND 5 (occupational surveys) 
OR 6 (questionnaires) 
OR 7 (question-answer interviews) 

Probe two. When the first probe did not yield any references, 

a second probe was submitted. Additional descriptors were used with 

the previously chosen ones in new query combinations. 

Description of Problem 

What role analyses of resource teachers of children with learning 
disabilities and educable mental retardation have been reported 
in the literature? The role analysis that I am doing covers both 
kinds of resource teachers in special education, that is, learning 
disabilities and educable mental retardation. The role analysis 
covers four dimensions: the role expected by administrators, the 
role conceived by the teachers, the role actually performed and 
the role accepted by the teachers. 

Descriptors 

1. Resource Teachers 
2. Educable Mentally Handicapped 
3. Learning Disabilities 
4. Teacher Role 
5. Role Perception 
6. Role Theory 
7. Role Conflict 

8. Resource Staff Role 
9. Job Satisfaction 

10. Teacher Responsibility 
11. Itinerant Teachers 
12. Consultants • 
13. Teachers 
14. Special Education Teafchers 
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15. Exceptional Children Education 
16. Mentally Handicapped 
17. Work Attitude 
18. Learning Difficulties 

Query 1: (1 or 11, or 12) and (2 or 3 or 16 or 18) 

Query 2: (1, 11, 12, 13, 14) and (2 or 3 or 16 or 18) 

Query 3: (1, 11, 12, 13, 14) and (15) 

Query 4: (1 or 11 or 12 or 14) 

The second part of the probe concerned literature on 

methodology: 

Description of Problem 

What role perception studies of resource teachers of the educable 
mentally retarded and learning disabilities have used occupational 
surveys, questionnaires and question-answer interviews. 

Descriptors 

1. Role Perception 
2. Resource Teachers 
3. Learning Disabilities 
4. Educable Mentally Handicapped 
5. Occupational Surveys 
6. Questionnaires 
7. Question-Answer Interviews 
8. Itinerant Teachers 
9. Consultants 
10. Teachers 
11. Special Education Teachers 
12. Remedial Teachers 
13. Surveys 
14. Exceptional Children Education 

Query 1: (2 or 8 or 9 or 10 or 11 or 12) and (5 or 6 or 7 or 13) 

Query 2: (1) and (5 or 6 or 7 or 13) 

Query 3: (14) and (5 or 6 or 7 or 13) 
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The Resource Teacher 

A review of the literature revealed a rather primitive stage in 

the examination of the role of LD and EMR resource teachers. At the 

present time the role of LD and EMR resource teachers had not been 

analyzed in any fashion resembling a role analysis. In fact the liter

ature, at best, represented a series of descriptions along a continuum 

of specificity of a variety of conceptualizations of the role of a 

"resource teacher" in Special Education. Since the resource teacher 

role was identified historically more with learning disability programs 

than mental retardation programs, much of what was found in the litera

ture was stated in terms of the LD resource teacher. 

The sources of the literature were divided into the following 

categories: (1) syntheses of the role of resource teachers, (2) in

stitute reports concerning teachers in learning disabilities and 

mental retardation, (3) descriptions from local projects and state 

departments, and (4) trait and task studies of special teacher roles. 

Syntheses. Janet Lerner's description of the resource teacher 

is indicative of the short role description available in textbooks 

(Lerner, 1971, pp. 258-59). 

The current trend in the field of learning disabilities is 
toward the development of resource rooms for children with 
learning disabilities. This room is served by a highly trained 
professional who is capable of diagnosing the child, and of 

| implementing the teaching plan. The position of the resource 
teacher may include many responsibilities. In addition to 
diagnosing and teaching, the resource teacher may be a con
sultant, aiding the classroom teacher in interpreting the 
diagnostic findings and in operationalizing the diagnosis in 
terms of teaching methods, approaches, and materials. He may 
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help the classroom teacher plan the classroom instruction for 
the child with learning disabilities. Moreover, the resource 
teacher may be responsible for in-service sessions, demonstra
tion lessons, and continuous evaluation of the progress of the 
children. 

The learning disabilities resource teacher may also serve 
as a liaison between the school's various specialists, such 
as the psychologist, speech teacher, physical education teacher, 
nurse, and administrators, as well as non-school personnel, 
such as the parents, physicians, and representatives of 
community agencies. These duties require a person who not 
only is an expert in the field of learning disabilities but 
also has the capacity to work well with other professionals by 
gaining their confidence and respect. The successful re
source teacher must have that extra spark of enthusiasm and 
he must be able to transmit this enthusiasm and spirit to 
others. Dynamic human relations and an understanding of the 
entire school organization is required of the person serving 
in the role of resource teacher. 

A major effort was made by Hammill and Wiederholt (1972) to 

explain the resource room concept and the role of resource teachers. 

Their review of a number of projects led them to conclude that resource 

teachers function in one of three basic roles: (1) diagnostic and 

remedial resource teachers, (2) the teacher-consultant, and (3) the 

resource room teacher (Hammill and Wiederholt, 1972, pp. 43-46). 

The literature today describes many innovative projects 
loosely referred to as "resource teacher programs." These 
share the common quality that resource help is provided to 
the pupil either directly by the resource teacher in a re
source room or indirectly by the classroom teacher who has 
received help from the resource teacher in identifying the 
problem and selecting appropriate materials. 

In most resource programs, the teachers are reported to 
function in one of three basic roles. In some schools, the 
resource teacher will work primarily with the children. In 
this case he will be called the "diagnostic" or "remedial 
teacher," depending upon the nature of the service provided. 
In other schools, he will work exclusively with the regular 
classroom teachers and not at all, or very little, with 
children; in this case he will be the "teacher-consultant." 
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In still other situations, the resource teacher will work with 
both the children and the classroom teachers and will generally 
be called the "resource room teacher." 

1. Diagnostic and remedial resource teachers. These 
teachers work primarily with the children. Diagnostic teachers 
focus on prescriptive teaching from which educational pro
grams for specific children evolve. Their classes are located 
either in regular schools or in special diagnostic centers; 
they are rarely itinerant. These teachers evaluate children 
through formal and informal testing procedures and recommend 
developmental or remedial teaching methods. Generally the 
prescription is to be implemented by the regular classroom 
teacher, sometimes with, but often without, special support. 
The objections raised against the prescriptive approach are 
discussed in the following section on competencies. To these, 
it might be added that the diagnostic teacher usually serves 
too few children to make the role really viable. 

The remedial teacher may either be situated in one school 
or be itinerant. Usually he provides instruction in a par
ticular skill, notably reading. Remedial services are not 
commonly made available to handicapped children, especially re
tarded children attending special classes. 

While most schools have remedial reading programs, diagnostic 
teaching classes are comparatively rare. In any event, diag
nostic and remedial teachers are likely to be supplanted to a 
considerable extent by teachers in the third role mentioned 
above, i.e. resource room teachers. 

2. The teacher-consultant. The consultant attempts to 
influence indirectly the education of problem children by 
helping the regular classroom teacher understand the nature 
of the problem and attend to the pupil's instructional and 
emotional needs. Occasionally, the consultant is assigned 
to a particular school, but most often he is itinerant. 
Teacher-consultants are not widely found in the schools, and 
little information is available concerning the success of the 
model, the number of teachers usually served, the amount of 
time spent with each teacher, the kinds of pupil problems 
dealt with, the types of materials and methods recommended, 
or the costs of such programs. . . 

. . . There is a definite need for regular teachers to 
secure consultant help. Without such aid, handicapped children 
probably can never be successfully maintained in regular 
classes, remedial education services become isolated efforts, 
many children with mild to moderate problems have to be excluded 
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from regular education, and the regular teacher Is denied a 
valuable source of in-service training. We feel that the 
potential hazards of such programs can be effectively countered 
if these consultant services are provided under the auspices of 
the resource room teacher, as described next. 

3. The resource room teacher. In this situation, the re
source teacher will work with both the children and the class
room teachers. Here the skills associated with consulting, 
assessment, and teaching are merged, and the resource room 
teacher functions as a teacher of teachers as well as a teacher 
of children. We express a decided preference for this role, in 
which the teachers work mostly with children and consult with 
the classroom teachers as necessary. 

We recommend that, initially, the resource teacher work 
almost exclusively with the pupils. If this teacher is talented 
in assessment, creative in the use of materials, and successful 
in instruction, the regular teachers will seek him out and 
request his help with other pupils. His credentials to function 
as a teacher-consultant will thus be established. At no time, 
however, should he spend so much time consulting that the re
source room instructional effort suffers. For the resource 
teacher is also responsible for diagnostic teaching, though this 
is not his only responsibility. 

As mentioned in Chapter II, the goals of this particular 
type of resource role are: (1) to "mainstream" as many handi
capped children as possible, (2) to stimulate behavioral and 
educational growth in children who need remedial help, regard
less of whether they attend regular or special classes, and 
(3) to provide information to all teachers in the school who 
request help. 

In regard to the competencies necessary in these roles, Hammill 

and Wiederholt made this statement (1972, p.46): 

To perform adequately in any of these roles, the resource 
teacher must possess three particular kinds of abilities. Though 
these are to some extent expected of all teachers, they are 
essential for this particular teacher. First, he must be able 
to individualize his instruction for the children referred to 
the resource room. Second, he must be able to assess their 
specific educational and behavioral problems and needs. Third, 
he must be able to work closely and harmoniously with the other 
teachers and staff members. The most effective resource teachers 
will be those who have these basic abilities. 
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Institute Reports. Two institute reports were in the literature, 

one pertaining to the field of learning disabilities and the other to 

the field of mental retardation. 

The Advanced Institute For Leadership Personnel In Learning 

Disabilities was held in 1970 for the express purpose of discussing 

(1) the specific roles and functions of the teachers in learning dis

abilities and (2) implications for preparing such personnel (Kass, 

1970, p. 7). Seven working committees made reports of their dis

cussions. The committees consisted of university learning disability 

program directors mainly, with representatives from other groups, such 

as state directors of special education, local directors of learning 

disability programs, learning disability leaders, learning disability 

practicum supervisors, and clinicians. 

James Chalfant's committee described the functions of the 

learning disabilities specialist as a processor of information (Kass, 

1970, pp. 29-31). 

One way to describe the various functions of the learning 
disabilities specialist is to view the teacher as a processor 
or information in her interaction with children. It appears 
that the competencies shared by educational personnel in 
learning disabilities can be considered under the following 
categories: 

I. The teacher as observer: 

A. is able to identify significant behaviors 
B. is able to select and study specific behaviors 

relevant to child's problem 

II. The teacher as recorder: 

A. is able to use an observation schedule to record 
observations of normal and deviant behavior 
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B. is able to record 10-minute samplings efficiently, 
so that any student can translate findings for 
analysis 

C. is able to apply a behavior analysis technique to 
determine tentative hypotheses of developmental levels 
of child 

III. The teacher as analyzer: 

A. is able to compile a summary of behavioral and cog
nitive aspects of a child's behavior from observations 
and records (description) 

B. is able to set up a profile of these competencies 
C. is able to analyze tasks 
D. is able to analyze medium (procedures and materials 

for instruction, etc.) 

IV. The teacher as transducer: 

A. is able to participate in interdisciplinary conferences 
and interpret own findings to others 

B. is able to assimilate into own analysis information 
and observations from other disciplines 

C. is able to synthesize this feedback and amend own 
analysis 

V. The teacher as transcoder: 

A. is able to set up tentative objectives for instruction 
of child regarding short-term goals and long-term 
goals 

B. is able to describe terminal behavior desired for 
short-term components 

C. is able to make competent decisions on modes of 
Instruction to attain goals 

VI. The teacher as transmitter: 

A. is able to set up physical environment for effective 
instruction 

B. is able to communicate by appropriate verbal or 
non-verbal transaction 

C. is able to select and competently use method and 
\ medium in presentation of the concept or skill to 

be learned 
D. is able to instruct individuals, small groups (2-6) 

and large class groups 
E. is able to involve each child in instructional 

transaction 
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VII. The teacher as evaluator: 

A. is able to administer tests to refine hypotheses 
(formal and informal), group screening and indi
vidual tests 

B. is able to design informal tests for purpose of 
group or individual assessment of specific 
competencies 

C. is able to use "feedback" from all functions (I 
through VII) to recast any and all approaches 

D. is able to use media for self-study and self-
criticism (e.g., tape recorder, film, videotape 
computer assistance, etc.) 

E. is able to share successes and failures in teaching— 
learning experiences during group evaluation with 
colleagues in allied disciplines 

We have just perceived the various functions of the learning 
disabilities teacher as a processor of information. A second 
way of looking at function is to focus on the teacher competencies 
per se. After considering the scope of competencies listed be
low it is not surprising that most programs require a fifth or 
even a sixth year of teacher preparation: 

I. Fundamental background for all teachers 

A. child development 
B. learning theory 
C. existing curricula 
D. basic teaching skills 

II. Understanding of learning problems 

A. characteristics of atypical learning patterns 
B. casual factors contributing to learning failure 

III. Administrative procedures for screening and identification 

IV. Skills in assessment 

A. observation 

1. use observational tools to identify behavior 
which is inappropriate or inadequate for local 
educational environment (class, curriculum, etc.) 
and is leading or will lead to extended failure. 

2. examine patterns of performance/behavior for 
possible causes (mental retardation, emotional 
disturbance, learning disability, mismatched to 
teacher/curriculum, etc.). 
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3. apply systematic approach to examining all 
possible contributing causes. 

4. consider questions: 
a) What are likely future consequences of 

past behavior if unchanged? 
b) What would we like future behavior to 

look like? 

B. selection and administration and scoring of stan-
darized tests. 

1. actual work with tests and reading scales. 
2. actual or simulated work with real pupils 

who may have learning disabilities. 
3. observations of other students working with 

children (to compress for time factor). 

C. system of recording observations. 

D. system of analyzing and synthesizing of data. 

E. techniques for drawing conclusions. 

F. organizing conclusions for effective presentation 
and communication to others. 

V. Educational planning 

A. translate data into recommendations. 
B. organize and modify existing curricula for maximal 

learning. 
C. program new procedures and materials for individualized 

instruction. 

VI. Special teaching skills 

VII. Evaluation 

A. ability to make rapid, continuous reviews and 
Initiate changes in programming. 

B. recognize that a major reason for inappropriate 
performance of the pupil is often due to the 
failure of the school. 

VIII. Communication with both parents and professionals 

A. conferences and staffings. 
B. written reports. 
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IX. Knowledge of local, state operating rules and regulations. 
Introduction to legal provision for delivering services to 
exceptional children (administrative format, finances, 
teacher certification, housing, etc.) combined with the 
early exposure to actual observation of exceptional 
children programs. Emphasis on things as they are, not 
as they might or should be. 

Eugene Ensminger's committee reported its conclusions in this 

fashion (Kass, 1970, pp. 39-40). 

Following some discussion regarding the great diversity of the 
field of learning disabilities and the richness of background 
brought to this field of special education, we finally decided 
that we would spend our time describing roles, or more speci
fically the titles of teachers serving children with learning 
disabilities with the following listing of teacher labels: 

(1) self-contained classroom teacher 
(2) resource teacher 
(3) transitional teacher 
(4) special education generalist, or learning disability 

generalist 
(5) diagnostic teacher 
(6) itinerant teacher 
(7) psycho-educational specialist 
(8) learning disability consultant 
(9) clinical teacher 
(10) master teacher 

These titles were listed with the intent that each one would be 
discussed and that the specific functions served by that teacher 
would be delineated. It was hoped that as the functions served 
by these teachers were described, some pattern would evolve re
garding the particular practices of functions of the different 
personnel. From the functions of learning disabilities teachers, 
it was thought that the skills needed could be identified and 
thus, specific plans could be made for implementing a training 
program. As might be expected, a great disparity existed within 
the working group as to how each one viewed the role of different 
personnel described. These differences were based largely on how 
the participants perceived the role and functions of learning 
disability teachers as they are performing within the partici
pants' local communities. That is, a resource teacher might be 
for one person what an itinerant teacher or transitional teacher 
was to another. An extensive list of skills and functions were 
described and subsequently classified under four basic areas of 
competency: (1) diagnostic skills, (2) teaching techniques, 
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(3) evaluation procedures, and (4) public relations. These skills 
and functions are as follows: 

I. Diagnostic Skills 

A. Efficiently uses assessment data 
B. Uses formal and informal diagnostic observation 
C. Does case reporting 
D. Gathers educational developmental history 

II. Teaching Techniques 

A. Utilization of curricular sequence: 
1. In all basic skills 
2. Ongoing evaluation and planning 
3. Broad understanding of methods and materials 

B. Uses behavioral management 
C. Prepares specialized materials 
D. Applies psychological and psycho-educational data 

to educational planning 
E. Individualizes instruction 
F. Gains knowledge of and utilizes resources 
G. Weighs readiness factors 
H. Modifies classroom assignments to meet deficits 
I. Enlists children to help learning disability children 
J. Helps children understand their own and other's 

problems and strengths 
K. Uses teacher aides effectively 
L. Works individually with children 
M. Enhances child's self-concept and aspiration level 
N. Helps child establish realistic goals for himself 
0. Sets realistic goals for child 
P. Distinguishes between positive and aversive teacher 

behavior 
Q. Adjusts teaching strategies to child's unique pattern 

of development considering both strengths and weak
nesses 

III. Evaluation 

A. Prepares progress reports 
B. Helps child evaluate own performance realistically 

IV. Public Relations 

A. Counsels and conferences with parents 
B. Uses interdisciplinary techniques 
C. Enhances in-service public relations 
D. Participates in pre-service with student teachers 
E. Serves as liaison for articulation with other disciplines 



F. Participates in making placement decisions 
G. Builds close working relationships with special 

class teachers 
H. Disseminates information at grade level (inter- and 

intra-) 

Jeanne McRae McCarthy's group discussed the skills of the LD 

specialist in connection with a basic teaching model described in 

Figure 1 (Kass, 1970, pp. 52-54). 

These skills can be divided into those concerned with the 
analysis of the learner, and those concerned with the curricular 
or educational variables. From this analysis of the learner 
and the educational variables, the teacher needs to make specific 
decisions aimed at effecting a match between the cognitive 
style of the learner and the cognitive demands of the task. Once 
the decision has been made, the teacher needs to implement all 
aspects of the decision making process. A constant monitoring 
of the process will feed back into an on-going analysis of the 
learner and curricular variables and further decision making. 
This process relates to the first five skills listed below as 
being necessary for the learning disabilities specialist. In 
addition, the process of interaction between the teacher and 
the child needs to be communicated to others in the school or 
home environment. These needs, to relate effectively to all 
areas of the child's environment, reflect the last five skills 
delineated below. 

As a result of the discussion of models and frames of reference, 
it was possible to delineate some of the skills which were felt 
to be critical to the function of the learning disability 
teacher: 

1. The learning disability teacher must be able to see 
differences between and within individuals. 

2. The learning disability teacher must be able to collect 
and process all relevant data. 

3. The teacher must be able to conduct educational 
evaluations, screening and individual diagnosis. 

4. The learning disability teacher must be able to make 
educational decisions in regard to: 
a. Classroom procedures 
b. Curriculum 
c. Planning 
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d. Methods and materials 
e. Educational Objectives (short, intermediate and long 

term) 

5. The learning disability teacher must be able to implement 
1, 2, 3, and 4 in teaching children in a variety of 
settings. 

6. The learning disability teacher must develop the ability 
to use herself as an effective instrument. 

7. The learning disability teacher must acquire communi
cation skills with teachers, parents, children and 
other professionals. 

8. The learning disability teacher must possess an 
awareness of her role in the school system. 

9. The learning disability teacher must have the ability to 
evaluate and implement research data. 

10. The learning disability teacher must be able to foster 
and disseminate general knowledge about learning 
disabilities in children. 

It was felt that these skills would be necessary to the functioning 
of the learning disability specialist, irrespective of the specific 
roles involved. 

Robert Ridgway's committee delineated the following role(s) for 

the LD specialist (Kass, 1970, pp. 76-77). 

As discussion proceeded it became clear that it would be more 
profitable to deal with several possible roles for professionals 
and sub-professionals in the field rather than to focus on a 
single pattern of activity for an LD specialist who would be 
trained to serve in any and all roles. One useful delineation 
of roles in learning disabilities follows: 

1. Referrers - elementary teachers, school psychologists, 
nursery school teachers, pediatricians. 

i 2. Selectors (screeners) - members of a clinical team in
cluding a psychologist, a social case worker, a special 
educator and a clinically trained teacher. (It is 
recognized that in some instances the LD teacher will 
of necessity be her own selector). 



Decision 
Making Implementation 

L _ 

Analysis of Learner 

Analysis of Curricular 
Educational Variables 

II 

Teacher - Child 

— Feedback 

III IV 

Teacher / Teacher - Environment (6 - 10) 

Figure 1. Basic teaching model for special education (learning disability specialist). 
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3. Analyzers - highly trained experts in LD who can determine 
exactly what problems exist. 

A. Program developers - experts with methods and materials who 
can prescribe a program to fit a child's needs. 

5. Implementors - LD teachers, tutors, regular classroom 
teachers with a high level of proficiency, para-professionals 
with specific skills. 

The Institute for Advanced Study of Preparation of Teachers of 

the Mentally Retarded directed its attention to new concepts and devel

opments in the area of teacher preparation (Peck, 1971). The partici

pants were teacher trainers in mental retardation. Although the scope 

of discussion was broader than the aforementioned one, significant 

statements were made concerning the role and competencies of teachers 

of the retarded. 

Jerome Rothstein, discussing some critical trends in teacher 

education, noted a number of activities and skills teachers of the 

retarded needed (Peck, 1971, PP- 166-67): 

1. to handle the education of the retarded at various ages and 

various levels because of the establishment of a continuum of 

services for the mentally retarded in the public school, 

2. to use the concept of the clinical teaching approach, 

3. to use effectively the equipment and materials made available 

by research and demonstration programs and curriculum materials 

centers, 

4. to evaluate commercially prepared materials, 

5. to individualize instruction. 
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John Kidd took a consumer's look at teachers trained in the 

colleges and universities. He identified specific strengths needed by 

a teacher of the retarded (Peck',: 1971, pp. 170-71): 

1. to understand readiness and performance levels in relation to 

mental age, 

2. to keep accurate records and to use them effectively, 

3. to know how to teach phonics, 

4. to teach in a concrete style, 

5. to be aware of the cultural implications of mental retardation, 

6. to know and use theories of learning in instruction, 

7. to appreciate the multiple handicaps involved in mental re

tardation and to be prepared to operate on a general basis with 

many kinds of problems, 

8. to be able to establish and maintain a relationship with 

students, 

9. to be concerned with the student's general welfare and not only 

his academic achievement. 

Local Projects and State Departments. Local projects and local 

state departments described the activities of various kinds of re

source personnel. Under Public Law 91-230, Title VI, a number of states 

had Child Service Demonstration Programs funded through the United 

States Office of Education, Bureau of the Handicapped. These programs 

were directed toward services fori children with learning disabilities 

and some used resource personnel in various ways. 
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The New Mexico project (New Mexico State Department of 

Education, 1972) described the role of its Methods and Materials 

Consultants as having these basic responsibilities: (1) to initiate 

referrals from referring schools; (2) when appropriate, to recommend 

procedures, methods and materials; (3) when appropriate, to make re

ferrals to proper specialists; (4) to observe and demonstrate in the 

classroom; (5) to perform long range planning and follow-up; (6) to 

consult with the administration and the team as to appropriate pro

gram designs. These Methods and Materials Consultants worked in an 

itinerant role. 

The project in Georgia used LRD's (Learning Resource Developers) 

to aid effective regular classroom teachers (Georgia State Department 

of Education, 1972). The LRD's had the following functions and skills: 

1. to state behavioral excesses or deficits in observable, 

measurable terms. 

2. to collect data on preselected behaviors (academic or inter

personal) . Emphasis was to be placed on developing pupil self 

monitoring and reporting strategies to minimize demands on 

teacher time. 

3. to identify and manipulate classroom contingencies which 

increase the probability of desired behaviors. 

A. to state objectives in behavioral terms. 

5. to identify component skills composing stated objectives. 

6. to arrange tasks to develop component skills in an sequential 

order maximizing the probability of pupil success at each step. 
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7. to assess mastery of a skill through teacher-selected tasks. 

8. to select commercial materials appropriate for achieving 

selected objectives. 

9. to prepare teacher-designed materials to achieve objectives. 

10. to group students to maximize achievement. 

The LDR's were reported to have weekly acts with teachers 

to make curricular adjustments, to demonstrate diagnostic techniques, 

to select materials, to train the teachers through inservice meetings. 

The LDR's maintained an advisory and supportive relationship rather 

than a supervisory one. 

In Washington State specialists in the Coninuous Measurement 

Model devised by the State of Washington's Department of Special 

Education worked with teachers in their district (Washington State 

Department of Education, 1972). These specialists were to identify a 

child's problem and to accelerate the deficit performance to a level 

commensurate with that of his peers. They were to do the following 

tasks: 

1. use continuous measurement skills, 

2. chart the number of LD children in the district, 

3. conduct inservice workshops for teachers in Continuous 

Measurement, 

4. contact elementary schools for screening, 

5. conduct screening inventories for initial identification, 

6. instruct regular class teachers in intervention tactics, 

7. analyze data of children, 
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8. summarize all continuous data for performance gains, 

9. analyze the effectiveness of intervention tactics. 

There were individual state guidelines for the role of various 

kinds of personnel in learning disabilities. In New Jersey (New 

Jersey State Department of Education, 1961) the role of the Learning 

Disability Teacher Consultant was: 

1. to determine with other school personnel the school program 

appropriate to meet the pupil's needs, 

2. to detect special learning difficulties in terms of physical, 

environmental, academic, and psychological disabilities, 

3. to plan and put into operation appropriate methods of instruc

tion, i.e., visual, aural, kinesthetic, tactile, etc. or a 

combination of these, 

4. to assess academic achievement and mental maturity and to 

measure changes in learning behavior, and evaluate teaching 

methods, 

5. to adapt special instructional materials, and resources to 

the particular needs of the pupils, 

6. to demonstrate to teachers and administrators teaching methods 

as they relate to specific learning disabilities, 

7. to cooperate with school administrators in developing programs 

of in-service training, 

8. to organize and define evaluative criteria to measure the 

planned program for learning, 

9. to consult with parents and community agencies. 



The State Guidelines for Virginia learning disabilities pro

grams indicated these services offered by learning disabilities 

teachers (Virginia State Department of Education, 1972, pp. 33-35). 

A. Consulting and Coordinating Activities 

1. Provide definitive educational evaluation and program 
recommendations to the diagnostic team. Extracting 
implications for teaching milieu, methods, and materials. 

2. Assist central administration with choice of educational 
placements, transition of the child from one education 
placement to another, including return to regular grade. 

3. Serve as translator of team diagnostics and evaluation 
data to regular class teacher to accompany special 
services or during transition back to grade. Assist 
teachers with daily lesson planning and preparation 
of special materials as required. 

4. Assist parents in understanding school program and in 
providing corresponding complementary home management 
and training. 

B. Special Teaching Activities 

1. Implement specialized instruction on part or full time 
basis with those children whose handicapping conditions 
requires significant modification of the educational 
program from that of the regular class. 

2. Maintain adequate daily records of instructional success 
and child progress in order to: 
a. Serve as feedback agent to a variety of team diag

nosticians who may be variously involved with the 
child's total educational and treatment 

b. Assist in regular re-evaluation with Program 
Supervisor of progress and suitability of educational 
plan for children with Learning Disabilities 

3. Make recommendations for transition of children from 
grade to special services and for return to grade. 
Coordinate special and regular class programs. 

The guidelines encouraged the use of both resource teachers and 

special class teachers. 



Resource Teacher. Although a teacher and instruction 
oriented, the resource teacher is one whose duties are more 
heavily weighted toward consultative and coordinating 
activities (or indirect teaching) then to direct teaching 
activities. These services are most pertinent to the 
moderately handicapped child whose special educational needs 
can be adequately met by coordinating direct special teaching 
on a scheduled basis with a modified regular class instruc
tional program. 

Special Class Teacher. The teacher in a self-contained 
unit serves the more seriously handicapped child whose 
instructional needs temporarily require removal from the 
regular classroom with special educational programming. 
When the progress of the individual child indicates a 
return to the regular class, the special class teacher 
assists in this transition, ideally with the assistance 
of a resource teacher. 

The time of the special class teacher is more heavily 
weighted toward teaching activities. However, a portion 
of the school day must be reserved for recording, preparation, 
and coordinating activities associated with the progress 
of the children in the special class unit. 

Certain limits were set on personnel usage: 

At least 60% of total learning disabilities staff time will 
be assigned to teaching activities over a yearly average. 

Example: Thus, a system may choose to use a single resource 
teacher primarily for educational evaluation with & diagnostic 
team. However, the programs must be implemented to be of any 
value. Consequently, a 100% consultative-coordination re
source teacher for diagnostics must be balanced by resource 
teachers providing instruction. 

No more than 70% of time may be utilized for direct teaching 
activities. as the coordinating aspects of the program are 
a simultaneous commitment. 

Example: The self-contained unit cannot operate efficiently 
if the teacher is provided no time for consulting with other 
treatment team members and for coordinating home and school 
program. 

Many system patterns are possible with several positions. 
The average daily patterns for individual teachers would be: 
a. Resource 60% Consultation-Coordination 

40% Teaching 
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b. Special Class 30% Consultation-Coordination 
70% Teaching 

Example: The resource teacher whose role is to work in a 
single school effects programs for several children but the 
commitment to coordination and consultation increases 
rapidly. 

Trait and task skills. Wallace (1948) surveyed four hundred 

and six teachers of the handicapped concerning, among other things, how 

satisfied they were with their work. Eighty-one percent said that they 

would refuse a transfer to regular grades if it were offered to them; 

six percent would transfer willingly. Half the teachers replying had 

had some regular grade teaching experience. 

Lord and Kirk (1950) noted certain qualifications as particularly 

significant for teachers of special classes: (1) capacity for self-

direction, (2) patience and perserverance, (3) experimentally minded, 

(4) physical fitness, and (5) personal adjustment. Further they agreed 

that Symonds' (1947) list of personal qualifications for teachers also 

applied to special educators: (1) like teaching, (2) be personally 

secure, have self-respect, dignity, and courage, (3) identify with the 

children, (4) accept aggression of boys and girls, laziness, slowness, 

etc., (5) be free of anxiety, and not be self-centered or selfish. 

Lork and Kirk also suggested the advisability of education and ex

perience in teaching normal children for special educators, in addition 

I to specialized training in an area of the handicapped. 

Meisgeier (1965) identified and quantified characteristics which 

contributed to successful student teaching of mentally and physically 

handicapped children. Three characteristic patterns of successful 
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student teaching experiences emerged from the study. The successful 

student teachers (1). were well-adjusted, emotionally stable, and able 

to encounter difficult special class situations; (2) possessed physical 

energy, vitality, and enthusiasm necessary to meet special classroom 

demands; and (3) obtained high scores on measures of scholastic 

achievement and ability. 

Rotberg (1968, pp. 146-49) reported the results of an effort 

to observe and classify the activities of teachers of the educable 

mentally retarded. The classifications were: (1) methods for managing 

individual behavior in the classroom, (2) methods for managing group 

behavior, (3) plans for learning-activities, and (4) techniques for 

teaching subject matter. 

I. Methods for Managing Individual Behavior in the Classroom 
'» 

A. Uses Punishment 
B. Uses Techniques for Motivating Learner 

1. Provides verbal encouragement 
2. Modifies activity 
3. Promises reward for successful task performance 
4. Provides supplemental activities 
5. Gives extra attention to learner 

C. Reinforces Acceptable Behaviors 
1. Gives verbal reward 
2. Provides real reward 

D. Discusses Learners' Problems 
1. Discusses problems with learner 
2. Discusses behavior problems with the class 
3. Discusses problems with other persons 

E. Ignores Unacceptable Behavior 
F. Assigns Diverting Activity 
G. Tells Learner What to Do 
H. Uses Non-verbal Actions 

II. Methods for Managing Group Behavior 

A. Uses Punishment 
B. Promises Reward as a Technique of Motivation 
C. Reinforces Desirable Behaviors 
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1. Gives verbal praise 
2. Provides real reward 

D. Discusses Group Behavior Problems with the Class 
E. Ignores Inappropriate Behavior 
F. Provides Another Activity 
G. Tells Learners what to Do 
H. Uses Non-verbal Actions 

III. Plans for Learning Activities 

A. Plans to Meet Identified Needs of Learners 
1. Plans to use appropriate materials 
2. Plans learning activities according to appropriate 

ability level of learners 
3. Plans activities that can be completed efficiently 
4. Assigns learners to other classes when appropriate 

IV. Techniques for Teaching Subject Matter 

A. Methods of Subject Presentation 
1. Uses appropriate teaching aids including: 

a. Concrete objects 
b. Graphic representations 
c. Audiovisual aids requiring special equipment 

2. Employs variety of methods to present the same 
subject matter 

3. Presents subject matter material by lecturing 
4. Uses realistic examples which are meaningful to 

learner 
B. Uses Community Resources to Enrich Instruction 
C. Allows Learners to Assist in Class Planning 

Conclusions. The review of the literature on LD and EMR re

source teachers revealed: 

1. the absence of any examination of the role of resource teachers 

in such a fashion as to identify points of variance in role 

perception or differences between LD and EMR resource teachers; 

2. some variance in the conceptual and working definitions of the 

role of resource teachers; 

3. more descriptive information of LD specialists in resource 

roles than of EMR specialists; 
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4. some attempts to examine specific factors in the teacher role, 

e.g., personal traits and activities. 

Role Analyses 

While the literature in Special Education was lacking in regard 

to a systematic examination of the role of LD and EMR resource teachers, 

the field of social psychology supplied a rich body of information in 

role analysis of educators. 

Biddle and Thomas (1966) presented basic concepts and method

ologies available for role analysis. Applying a system of analysis 

to a school system in the mid-West, Biddle, Rosencranz, Tomick and 

Twyman(1966, pp. 302-9) gathered the most provocative statements con

cerning regular classroom teachers; in group sessions with administra

tors, teachers, parents, school board members, and students had the 

group evaluate statements about teachers according to group perceptions; 

and analyzed the reactions for group consistency and conflict in per

ception. They were able to identify shared accuracies and inaccuracies 

which different subjects (for instance, parents) attributed to a dif

ferent object position (for instance, school officials) norms for a 

third position (teachers). 

Maynard Campbell (1967) determined the intra-consistency and 

inter-consistency of perceptions held by counselors, counselor edu-

i cators, principals, and non-active counselors of the counselors in a 

southwestern state in terms of what was performed and what was desirr 

able. Additionally, personal background data were obtained on 
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counselors that related to their present positions. The author used 

a modified questionnaire that had been used in other-states. 

A study of the role concepts and functions of rehabilitation 

counselors with the deaf was conducted by Norman Tully (1970). The 

rehabilitation counselors with the deaf in a number of states were 

mailed a questionnaire designed from a review of the literature. Coun

selors were asked to indicate (1) personal background data; (2) sources 

of role conflict in respect to role expectations, preferences and 

realities; and (3) factors which inhibited~and maximized the work of 

counselors. 

George Spindler (1963, pp. 234-58) examined the role of the 

school administrator. From case studies and direct interviews, he 

and his colleagues sought the ideal role as expected by various 

audiences. He identified an approximate image of the ideal admin

istrator, in spite of the variance in expectations of superintendents, 

school principals, teachers, and other individuals. 

Summary 

This review of the literature revealed a number of factors to 

be considered in a role analysis of LD and EMR resource teachers. 

1. The information available about these roles was a confused 

combination of the role as conceptualized, expected and 

actually performed. There was no evidence of efforts to 

analyze the role by distinguishing some of the basic per

ceptions involved in the role concept. The many entreaties 

for a clearer picture of the role of resource teachers 
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could be Interpreted as a desire for such a systematic 

examination of the role from various perceptions. 

2. It was evident that the necessary conceptual framework and 

procedures were developed for role analysis. Examples of the 

application of role analysis for regular classroom teachers, 

counselors and administrators were discovered. The advanced 

stage of development of the analyses of these roles and the 

appropriate procedures suggested the need to establish a very 

basic approach for the analysis of the roles of LD and EMR 

resource teachers. The literature suggested the need to 

gather first-hand information from a selective number of 

audiences; to cover some basic dimensions of the role according 

to a conceptual framework; and to use a self-report method in 

data collection initially. 

Conceptual Framework 

In this study a theoretical framework offered by Gordon Allport 

(1961, p. 164) was chosen as the basis from which to proceed in an 

analysis of the role of LD and EMR resource teachers. Allport explained 

that there were at least four basic dimensions of a role: (1) what the 

role was expected to be; (2) what the role bearers conceived the role 

to be; (3) how the role was actually performed; and (4) how well the 

role bearers liked the role they performed. 

1. Role-Expectations. Role-expectations are located in the social 
system. They are what the culture or subculture prescribes 
for the father, the mother, the pupil, the physician. They 
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constitute the rules of the game and are what most people in 
a society come to expect of any member that occupies a certain 
position in any current social system. 

2. Role-Conception. The picture a given father or given teacher 
has of his role may or may not correspond to the role-
expectations. Of course, broadly speaking, a father or a 
teacher knows what others expect of him. But the question 
here is what does he expect of himself? He defines his 
role in his own way. One father believes that he should 
supervise his adolescent son closely, another that he should 
allow the lad latitude and freedom. One teacher conceives 
of good teaching as a matter of strict drill and severe 
punishment, another favors individual project work and 
permissive methods. 

3. Role-Acceptance. People sometimes love their roles (whether 
defined in terms of the expectation of others or in terms of 
their own conception); some people are indifferent to them; 
others hate "the station in life to which they have been 
called." There are willing mothers and unwilling mothers. 
Some college presidents and some coal miners like their jobs; 
others hate them. And some like their own conception of their 
roles but resent the expectancies that others have of them. 
Until we know the answers we cannot decide whether the role 
is warm and central (propriate) to the personality or whether 
it is merely a peripheral and disagreeable cultural prescription. 

4. Role-Performance. What the individual actually does with the 
role assignment depends on all these foregoing conditions. 
Is he vigorous or halfhearted? Is the schoolboy cooperative 
or reluctant and unruly? Role-expectations alone will not 
tell us. Schoolboys, mothers, executives, salesmen differ 
greatly among themselves in their role performance. The 
expectations are uniform and prescribed, but the variation 
that occurs through differing conceptions, degrees of 
acceptance, and all attendant features and traits of person
ality, modifies greatly the eventual role-performance. 

The problem of the role analysis of LD and EMR resource 

teachers was therefore conceptualized in a parallel fashion. Adminis-

^ trators were asked what they expected the role of these teachers to 

be. The teachers themselves explained the role. The role as performed 

was described by an observer. Finally the teachers were asked how 

well they liked their role. 



A role itself was defined as including at least seven basic 

aspects: (1) role name; (2) role relationships; (3) role respon

sibilities; (4) role functions to fulfill the responsibilities; 

(5) role skills; (6) personal qualities needed for the role; (7) factors 

helping and hindering the role. These seven aspects of a role were 

covered in interviews with administrators, in questionnaires sent to 

the LD and EMR resource teachers, and in observations of the teachers 

by this investigator. 

The Problem 

The problem here was to do a role analysis of the LD and EMR 

resource teachers by applying a specific model of role analysis. The 

answers to the following questions were sought: 

1. What role did administrators expect LD and EMR resource 

teachers to perform? 

2. Did the administrators expect different roles of LD and EMR 

resource teachers? 

3. What roles did LD and EMR resource teachers conceive they 

performed? 

4. Did LD and EMR resource teachers report different roles? 

5. What roles did an observer report performed by LD and EMR 

resource teachers? 

6. Did the observer note differences in the role performed by LD 

and EMR resource teachers? 
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7. Were there differences in the role expected by administrators, 

the role conceived by the teachers, and the role observed by 

an investigator? 

8. How well did LD and EMR resource teachers like their role? 

9. Did the LD and EMR resource teachers differ in their acceptance 

of various aspects of their role? 

10. Did the LD and EMR resource teachers indicate any preferences 

for role descriptions given by administrators, by the teachers 

themselves, or by the observer? 

Definitions 

Resource teacher was a special education teacher who used 

special methods for educationally handicapped children. Students were 

Instructed for part of the day. The children were otherwise assigned 

to a regular classroom. 

Learning disability is one or more significant deficits in 

essential learning processes requiring special education techniques 

for remediation. Children with learning disability generally demon

strate a discrepancy between expected and actual achievement in one 

or more areas, such as spoken, read, or written language, mathematics 

and spatial orientation. The learning disability is not primarily the 

result of sensory, motor, intellectual, or emotional handicap or lack 

of opportunity to learn (Kass and Myklebust, 1969). 

Educable mental retardation is a condition by which a child, 

because of subnormal mental development, is unable to profit from the 

program of the regular elementary school, but who is considered to 
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have potentialities for development in three areas: (1) educability 

in academic subjects of the school at a minimum level, (2) educability 

in social adjustment to a point where he can get along independently 

in the community, and (3) minimal occupational adequacies to such a 

degree that he can later support himself partially or totally at the 

adult level (Kirk, 1972). 

Role Analysis is an examination of a role across four dimensions: 

(1) the role expected by administrators, (2) the role conceived by the 

teachers being studied, (3) the role performed as observed by an 

investigator, and (4) the role accepted by the teachers being studied. 

Role is the position held by the teachers in this study. It 

is functionally defined as consisting of seven aspects: 

1. role name: what the teacher's position is called; 

2. role relationships: (a) whom the teacher works with; (b) the 

nature of the relationship (colleague, superior, or sub

ordinate) , and (c) the reasons for contacts; 

3. role responsibilities: the major categories for role activities; 

4. role functions: the specific activities for each role 

responsibility; 

5. role skills: the abilities needed to perform the role; 

6. personal qualities; the teacher personality variables 

required by the role; 

7. environmental factors: physical and psychological variables 

which hindered and assisted role performance. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

Methodology 

The methodology of this study was an inductive process. This 

inductive process was evident in the six steps of the research design 

and the procedures of each step. See Figure 2. It was used in three 

regards: (1) the self-reports by administrators for "role expected," 

by teachers for "role conceived," and by an observer for "role 

performed"; (2) the compression of statements from the three sources 

of information to compose profiles of the three dimensions (RE, RC and 

RP) for LD and EMR resource teachers separately; and (3) the construc

tion of an opinionnaire from the profiles to create a measure of "role 

accepted" by the teachers. 

Procedures 

Step 1, Construction of Questionnaire: 

Three factors were instrumental in the construction of the 

questionnaire: (1) the questionnaire accommodated an open-ended 

response in a descriptive fashion; (2) the questionnaire was usable in 

teacher observations, administrator interviews, and teacher written 

responses; and (3) the questionnaire included a broad base of seven 

major aspects of a role. The seven aspects of a role were: 
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Step 6. Construction of 
opinionnaire 

Step 1. Construction of 
questionnaire 

Step 6. Administration of 
opinionnaire to teachers 
for "role accepted" (RA) 

Step 3. Administrator 
interviews for 
"role expected1 

(RE) 

Step 4. Administration 
of questionnaire 
to teachers for 
"role conceived" 
(RC) 

Step 2. Observation of 
teachers for "role 
performed" 
(RP) 

Figure 2. Research Steps. 
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1. role name; 

2. role relationships: 

a. whom the role bearer worked with, 

b. the nature of the relationship (superior, colleague, or 

subordinate), 

c. the reasons for contacts; 

3. role responsibilities; 

4. role functions included within role responsibilities; 

5. role skills; 

6. personal qualities needed for the role; 

7. environmental factors (physical and psychological) which 

helped and hindered role performance. 

See Appendix A for the questionnaire as used for administrator response 

and Appendix B as used for teacher response. 

Step 2, Teacher Observations: 

A series of observations of LD and EMR resource teachers were 

performed on-site by this investigator. The objective of the obser

vations was to gather information about the role performed by these 

teachers. The investigator used the questionnaire as a source of 

reference. Role observations were made before the administration of 

the questionnaire to administrators (Step 3) and to teachers (Step 4) 

to avoid observer bias. 

Five LD resource teachers and five EMR resource teachers were 

randomly chosen from the total population of 45 teachers available in 

a southwestern school district: 17 LD resource teachers and 28 EMR 
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resource teachers. Each teacher was observed on-site for five hours 

during a working week, one hour a day at a different time each day. 

The observer wrote a log during each observation period 

covering the areas of concern, such as, teachers activities, environ

mental factors, and the personnel with other roles entering the scene. 

The scope of an observation period included verbal and non-verbal 

environment and any comments directed voluntarily by the teacher to 

the observer. See Appendix C for an example of a log for a one hour 

period of observation. 

The five-hour log for each teacher was coded for major 

categories of activities and information pertinent to the various areas 

of the questionnaire was extracted. See Appendix C for an example of 

a coded log. 

At the end of the observations of five LD and five EMR resource 

teachers, a common profile of LD and EMR resource teacher role as 

performed was composed by this inductive process. The resultant 

profiles are reported descriptively in the Chapter III under Observed 

Role Performance. 

Step 3, Administrator Interviews: 

Thirteen administrators were interviewed by the investigator 

to identify the role expectations for LD and EMR resource teachers. 

Ten building principals were chosen randomly from the 44 principals 

having resource teachers in their buildings: five rpincipals of LD 

resource teachers and five principals of EMR resource teachers. The 

three Special Education administrators of the LD and EMR programs in 
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a southwestern school district were also interviewed: the Director of 

Special Education, the Program Assistant to the LD teachers and the 

Program Assistant to the EMR teachers. 

The interviewees were supplied with a modified form of the 

questionnaire, plus a personal data sheet for sample description. See 

Appendix A. This investigator directed the questioning and the 

administrators referred to their form when necessary. The interviews 

usually took 30 minutes. The sessions were tape-recorded if the 

administrator agreed. After each interview the tapes were transcribed 

in written form and then erased in order to protect confidentiality. 

Then responses of the administrators were collated and combined into 

a descriptive profile of the LD resource teacher and the EMR resource 

teacher. These profiles are presented in Chapter III under Administrator 

Role Expectation. 

Step 4, Questionnaire to Teachers: 

Concurrent with the administrator interviews, the questionnaires 

were distributed to all the LD and EMR resource teachers in order to 

obtain a role description as conceived by the teachers themselves. 

See Appendix B for the questionnaire given the teachers, the cover 

letters, and the personal data sheet for sample description. After 

two weeks a request for returns was mailed to teachers who had not 

responded. 

In tabulation and analysis of teacher responses the statements 

of the teachers were combined into a broad profile of the respective 
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roles as conceived by the two groups of teachers. The profiles were 

presented in Chapter III under Teacher Role Conception. 

Step 5, Construction of Opinionnaire: 

General Objective. The general objective of the opinionnaire 

was to produce a profile of "role accepted" by LD and EMR resource 

teachers. The opinionnaire was constructed from the information 

reported by administrators, teachers and an observer in the earlier 

steps of the study. The items chosen for the opinionnaire were from 

the profiles of "role expected" by administrators, "role conceived" 

by the teachers, and "role performed" as reported by an observer. The 

opinionnaire consisted of two parts. See Appendix D. 

Part I. The objective of Part I of the opinionnaire was 

(1) to determine how accepting were the LD and EMR resource teachers 

of the role of a resource teacher and (2) to determine differences 

between the acceptance of LD and EMR resource teachers. Part I con

sisted of items derived directly from the statements in the profiles 

of "role expected" (Step 3), "role conceived" (Step 4), and "role 

performed" (Step 2) for LD and EMR resource teachers. The items were 

chosen on the basis of three criteria: (1) that statements occurred 

in the profiles, (2) that statements occurred frequently in the pro

files, and (3) that statements were apparently distinctive. 

Part I of the opinionnaire, with its 17 categories and 140 

items, was designed to represent the role of a resource teacher. It 

was considered applicable to both LD and EMR resource teachers. Thus, 
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the scores on Fart I of the opinionnaire would indicate teacher accep

tance of the role of a resource teacher. 

The teachers indicated their degree of acceptance on a scale 

of one to five, one being the lowest degree of acceptance and five 

being the highest degree of acceptance. The scale represented a 

continuum of acceptance from lowest to highest. Semantic meaning 

was attached to the numbers in the scale in order to assist the teachers. 

The scale and its meaning, in addition to other information, was pre

sented to the teachers on the front page of the opinionnaire with the 

following instructions (see Appendix D): 

The design of the opinionnaire is a series of statements with 
a number of sentence completions. Please respond to each of 
the possible sentence completions by circling the number 
indicating the degree to which you like the sentence completion 
about the teacher role. Keep in mind the meaning of the five 
possible numbers: 

1 = Dislike very much 
2 = Dislike somewhat 
3 - Neither like nor dislike 
4 = Like somewhat 
5 • Like very much 

It was anticipated that some of the statements might not be 

considered specifically relevant by an individual teacher. In such a 

case, the teacher was encouraged to imagine the statement was relevant 

and to score it accordingly. 

Part II. The objective of Part II of the opinionnaire was 

(1) to determine how accepting the LD and EMR resource teachers were 

of various role perceptions and of the LD and EMR roles and (2) to 

determine differences in their acceptance. Part II consisted of 
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six role descriptions: three LD role descriptions and three EMR role 

descriptions. The role descriptions were abstracted from the respec

tive role profiles written in Steps 2, 3 and 4. The role descriptions 

represented the role perceptions of administrators, the teachers 

themselves and an observer. They were written in such a way as to 

reflect the major similarities and differences apparent in the role 

profiles. The purpose and use of the role descriptions were the 

following: 

1. Role description RE:LD (item 141) represented the LD role 

perception of administrators. It was what administrators 

expected the LD role to be. The scores of the LD teachers 

on this role description would indicate their acceptance of 

the "role expected" by administrators. 

2. Role description RC:LD (item 145) represented the LD role 

perception of the LD resource teachers themselves. It was 

what the teachers conceived the LD role to be. The scores of 

the LD teachers on this role description would indicate their 

acceptance of the "role conceived" by themselves. 

3. Role description RP:LD (item 144) represented the LD role 

perception of an observer. It was what an observer reported 

the LD role to be. The scores of the LD resource teachers 

on this role description would indicate their acceptance of 

the performed" by the LD resource teachers. 

4. Role description RE:EMR (item 143) represented the EMR role 

perception of administrators. It was what the administrators 
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expected the EMR role to be. The scores of the EMR resource 

teachers on this role description would indicate their 

acceptance of the "role expected" by administrators. 

5. Role description RC:EMR (item 142) represented the EMR role 

perception of the EMR resource teachers themselves. It was 

what the teachers conceived the EMR role to be. The scores 

of the EMR resource teachers on this role description would 

indicate their acceptance of the "role conceived" by 

themselves. 

6. Role description RP:EMR (item 146) represented the EMR role 

perception of an observer. It was what an observer reported 

the role to be. The scores of the EMR resource teachers on 

this role description would indicate their acceptance of the 

"role performed" by the EMR resource teachers. 

7. Role descriptions RE:LD, RC:LD and RP:LD represented the 

total LD role. The LD role was considered a combination of 

the LD role perceptions of administrators, teachers and an 

observer. The combined score of the LD resource teachers on 

these three LD role descriptions would indicate their accep

tance of the LD role. 

8. Role descriptions RE:EMR, RC:EMR and RP:EMR represented the 

total EMR role. The EMR role was considered a combination of 

1 
the EMR role perceptions of administrators, teachers and an 

observer. The combined score of the EMR resource teachers on 
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the three role descriptions would indicate their acceptance 

of the EMR role. 

The sources for the role descriptions in Part II were not 

indicated in the opinionnaire. The teachers did not know whose role 

perception they were accepting. The role descriptions were also 

arranged in a random order. The role descriptions were labeled 

according to LD or EMR role. Thus the scores of the teachers in

dicated their acceptance of certain role perceptions and their 

acceptance of the LD and EMR roles. 

The same scale of one to five was used in Part II to indicate 

acceptance along a continuum. The instructions for Part II were: 

Imagine you are offered six jobs. The personnel director asks 
you to read each job description separately and to mark each 
one in order to indicate how well you like it. Do not compare 
them. 

Step 6, Administration of Opinionnaire: 

The opinionnaire with a cover letter (see Appendix D) was 

mailed to all the LD and EMR resource teachers in the district. After 

three weeks a telephone request was made for returns. The data from 

the two parts of the opinionnaire were analyzed separately. 

The responses of the items of Part I of the opinionnaire were 

analyzed to produce profiles of the "role accepted" by the LD and 

EMR resource teachers. A comparison was made between the signifi

cantly different acceptances of the LD and EMR resource teachers. 
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The following questions concerning acceptance of role per

ceptions and acceptance of the LD and EMR teacher roles were asked 

about Fart II of the opinionnaire: 

1. Did the LD resource teachers accept the three LD role descrip

tions (RE:LD, RC:LD and RP:LD) differently? 

2. Did the EMR resource teachers accept the three EMR role 

descriptions (RE:EMR, RC:EMR and RP:EMR) differently? 

3. Did the LD resource teachers accept their LD role more than 

they accepted the EMR role? 

4. Did the EMR resource teachers accept their EMR role more than 

they accepted the LD role? 

5. Did the LD resource teachers accept their LD role more than the 

EMR resource teachers accepted their EMR role? 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

This section contains the results of the four-dimensional 

analysis of the roles of LD resource teachers and EMR resource teachers. 

Specifically the results of the analysis of "role expected," "role 

conceived," "role performed," and "role accepted" contain (1) a role 

profile of LD resource teachers, (2) a role profile of EMR resource 

teachers, and (3) a comparison of the two roles. A role profile includes 

seven basic aspects: (1) role name, (2) role relationships, (3) role 

responsibilities, (4) role functions, (5) role skills, (6) personal 

qualities, and (7) environmental factors. 

Administrator Role Expectation 

Administrators interviewed supplied the information for the 

following profiles of "role expected." Ten principals and three special 

education administrators were interviewed. The principals interviewed 

had been principals from one to 17 years, for an average of 10 years; 

had been coordinating special education services from two to 10 years, 

for an average of seven years; had been coordinating resource teachers 

from one to three years, for an average of one year; had school 

populations from 300 to 600 pupils, with an average of 470 pupils; had 

schools in all socio-economic levels; and had certificates in 

elementary education and administration. The special education 

49 
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administrators interviewed had been in their positions from one to two 

years, had been coordinating special education services from one to 

two years, had been coordinating resource teachers from one to three 

years, and had certificates in regular and special education. 

Profile of LD Resource Teachers 

Role Name. The administrators referred to the LD resource 

teachers as "Learning Disability Teachers." Another role name used was 

"PAR teacher" (Pupil Appraisal Room). The administrators indicated 

certain dimensions of the teaching load of the LD resource teachers 

in connection with the role name. 

1. The teachers taught 20 to 30 students. 

2. The teacher-student ratio was either 1:1 or 1:3, but sometimes 

larger. 

3. The teachers worked with students who were mainly in the 

primary grades. In some cases the student caseload was on 

the intermediate level or half primary and half intermediate. 

Role Relationships. The administrators reported that the LD 

resource teachers work with (1) administrative personnel (principals, 

the Director of Special Education, Program Assistants, and Area 

Coordinators), (2) regular classroom teachers, (3) ancillary personnel 

(school psychologist, social workers, nurse, and case staffers), 

(A) other school personnel (librarian, secretary and janitor), 

(5) students, and (6) parents. 

V 
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The administrators expected that LD resource teachers were 

colleagues to most of the personnel above, with the following exceptions: 

1. the principals were sometimes reported to be superiors, 

2. the Director of Special Education was reported to be a 

superior, 

3. the students were reported to be subordinates. 

The administrators expected that the LD resource teachers con

tacted principals concerning administrative matters (school policy, 

schedules, and program support) and procedural matters (referrals and 

placement of students). Regular classroom teachers were contacted 

concerning referrals and test interpretation, coordination of curriculum 

and instruction, management of behavior problems, and follow-up. 

Role Responsibilities. The LD resource teachers were expected 

to have a number of major responsibilities: (1) instruction, (2) diag

nosis, and (3) consultation. The responsibilities were spoken of in a 

slightly different fashion by each of the administrators interviewed. 

The instructional responsibility was particularly of a remedia

tion nature according to the administrators. However, academic instruc

tion (particularly in reading) was emphasized. 

The diagnostic responsibility was strongly emphasized by the 

administrators. They made it clear that the LD resource teachers 

had either a half or full day weekly to perform this responsibility, 

as needed. 
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The consultant responsibility was reported as either "constant" 

or ".as needed." There was some indication of a desire for more 

responsibility in this area. 

Role Functions. The administrators expected certain functions 

or activities to be performed for each responsibility. The functions 

for the Instructional and/or remediation responsibility were fairly 

well divided between academic emphasis and remediation of learning dis

abilities. Reading instruction was mentioned as a primary thrust for 

LD resource teachers. Other academic areas taught were arithmetic, 

spelling, handwriting and oral language. The administrators expected 

these subjects to be taught in connection with remediation of a reading 

disability or according to the concerns of the referring classroom 

teacher. 

The methods, materials and equipment were expected to be 

different from what students would experience in the regular classroom. 

The administrators explicitly mentioned the following ones: 

1. Distar Reading I and II (Engelmann and Bruner, 1969), 

2. Sullivan Remedial Reading Program (Buchanan, 1966), 

3. Peabody Rebus Reading Program (Woodcock and Clark, 1969), 

4. Gillingham and Stillman method (Gillingham and Stillman, 1966), 

5. Let's Read (Bloomfield and Barnhart, 1963), 

6. precision teaching (Alper and White, 1971), 

7. Peabody Language Development Kits (Dunn and Smith, 1966). 

I 
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In regard to specific learning disabilities, the LD resource 

teachers were expected to work on major learning deficits, including 

memory, motor perception, and other perceptual areas. These disabilities 

were considered major stumbling blocks to learning any academic subject 

and the LD resource teachers were expected to help the child overcome 

them. 

The work the LD resource teachers did with the children was not 

expected to be a substitution for academic instruction in the regular 

classroom. Rather the instruction was considered supplementary and 

remedial in nature geared toward overcoming the learning disability. 

The point was made by the administrators that the LD resource teachers 

were expected to initially use remedial approaches to overcome the 

learning disability and then to provide some remedial program to begin 

instruction in a particular academic area like reading. 

The diagnostic functions expected of the LD resource teachers 

involved (1) initial screening, (2) psychoeducational diagnosis for 

placement and instructional planning, and (3) evaluation of progress. 

They were expected to administer and interpret the following: 

1. all or most of the psychoeducational tests, such as the 

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (Kirk, McCarthy, 

and Kirk, 1968) and the Detroit Tests of Learning Aptitude 

(Baker and Leland, 1959), 

2. standardized group intelligence tests and achievement tests 

on an individual basis, 

3. academic diagnostic tests, 
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4. task analysis and informal inventories. 

In addition to testing in their assigned schools, the LD resource 

teachers were expected to test in other schools. This itinerant 

teaching was done on the half day or full day available each week for 

diagnosis and planning. 

Role Skills. The skills that the LD resource teachers were 

expected to have naturally clustered around the functions of instruction, 

diagnosis and consultation. In general the LD resource teachers were 

expected to have skills beyond those expected of the regular classroom 

teachers. Experience or at least some kind of background in regular 

education was expected. The LD teachers were to have a thorough knowl

edge of learning disabilities and the technical skills involved in 

supplying services. 

For instruction the LD resource teachers were expected to be 

1. conversant with remedial techniques for academics and learning 

disabilities, 

2. aware of, able to evaluate, and able to modify materials and 

learning machines, 

3. particularly adept in reading diagnosis and remediation. 

For diagnosis the LD resource teachers were expected 

1. to administer individual standardized tests, such as the 

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (Kirk, McCarthy, 

and Kirk, 1968), the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn, 

1959), and Wide Range Achievement Test (Jastak and Bijou, 

1965), 
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2. to administer Informal Inventories and academic diagnostics, 

3. to make decisions concerning placement and educational pro

gramming, 

4. to evaluate progress, 

5. to interpret the meaning of tests to others. 

For consultation the LD resource teachers were expected 

1. to be able to modify regular classroom curriculum, 

2. to be able to talk the teacher's language and avoid jargon, 

3. to be tactful and subtle, 

4. to be a good listener, 

5. to relate to students, staff and parents, 

6. to be able to verbalize well, 

7. to be able to inspire confidence, 

8. to be able to communicate with parents in a non-threatening 

fashion. 

These skills in consultation were considered equally important as those 

expected for diagnosis and instruction. 

Personal Qualities. Certain personality variables were expected 

of the LD resource teachers in addition to those expected of any 

teacher. The ones mentioned particularly by the administrators were 

an outgoing personality, friendly, accessible, modest, patient, 

imaginative and creative, realistic in their expectations, flexible, 

a well-rounded person, calm, and very responsible. 
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Environmental Factors. The administrators expected that the 

LD resource teachers had certain physical and psychological factors in 

the role which helped or hindered the work. It was expected that they 

had the following physical factors helping them: good personal health 

and good attendance, good equipment and materials, adequate and quiet 

space, a caseload which was well-screened and a reasonable size, and 

adequate preparation time. The physical factors that were expected to 

hinder the role performance were of course the opposites of the above 

and also: (1) a high demand for services in the school and (2) scheduling 

problems. 

The LD resource teachers were also expected to have certain 

psychological factors helping and hindering them. The administrators 

expected that they had 

1. a supportive principal and staff, 

2. support and reinforcement from the Special Education staff, 

3. good rapport among the LD teachers, 

4. a professional and responsible attitude, 

5. experience in the building as a teacher, 

6. freedom of movement and judgement, 

7. identity as a member of the teaching staff in the building, 

8. acceptance of LD students by other students and teachers, 

9. a clear definition of the role and responsibilities in the 

building, 

10. confidence and respect from others. 
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The psychological factors which the administrators expected 

would adversely affect the role of LD resource teachers were of course 

the opposites of the above and also heavy and unrealistic demands for 

services, conflicts in policy between the Special Education staff and 

building principals, isolation from other special education teachers, 

heavy paper work, and resentment and annoyance from regular classroom 

teachers over scheduling and suggestions. 

Discussion. The learning disabilities teachers described by 

the administrators seemed to be serving a relatively small number of 

students on a small teacher-student ratio. The provisions maximized 

the potential effectiveness of the intervention for the students. The 

emphasis on students in the primary grades indicated an effort toward 

prevention of learning difficulties before they developed into major 

problems. 

The array of personnel with whom the teachers worked indicated 

the complexity involved in the fulfillment of the three role respon

sibilities: instruction, diagnosis and consultation. The LD resource 

teachers seemed to be the central figures in channeling the variety of 

services required by the students into a coordinated, unified program 

of intervention. 

Profile of EMR Resource Teachers 

Role Name. The administrators generally referred to the EMR 

resource teachers as "Resource Teachers." Another role name used 

was "Reading Resource Teacher." The administrators indicated certain 
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dimensions of the teaching load of the EMR resource teachers in 

connection with the role name. 

1. The teachers taught 10 to 20 children. 

2. The teacher student ratio was 1:1 or 1:3. 

3. The students were mainly in the intermediate grades or were 

from both primary and intermediate grades. 

Role Relationships. The administrators expected that the EMR 

resource teachers worked with administrative personnel (principals, 

the Director of Special Education, Program Assistants, and Area Co

ordinators), (2) regular classroom teachers, (3) ancillary personnel 

(school psychologist, social worker, speech therapist, nurse, language 

art specialists, and other special teachers), (4) other school per

sonnel (teacher aides and secretaries), and (5) parents. The EMR 

resource teachers were expected to be a colleague to all these indi

viduals with the exceptions that principals and the Program Assistant 

were regarded as superiors and that teacher aides were regarded as 

subordinates. 

The administrators expected the EMR resource teachers to con

tact the above individuals for various reasons. 

1. Principals were contacted by the EMR resource teachers 

concerning referrals, placement decisions, the class roll, 

discipline problems and general communication. 

2. Regular classroom teachers were contacted to keep the teachers 

aware of the programs and materials being used in the resource 

room, to supply work for the students while they were in the 
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regular classroom, to make classroom observations and to 

diagnose referrals from the regular classroom, to make 

suggestions on curriculum modifications, to plan a total 

educational program for the students, and to follow-up on 

student behavior in the regular classroom. 

3. The school psychologist was contacted to perform most of the 

diagnosis for placement and educational programming, to make 

periodic evaluations of student progress, and to design behavior 

modification programs. How much the EMR resource teachers 

relied upon the school psychologist depended on the need for a 

full psychological examination and the resource teacher's 

training in diagnosis. 

4. The Director of Special Education and particularly the Program 

Assistant supplied support for diagnosis of students, purchase 

of materials, referral and placement decisions, evaluation of 

students, roll maintenance, and communication with building 

principals concerning program planning. 

The administrators expected that the EMR resource teachers would con

tact the other personnel to share insights about student problems and 

to share technical knowledge. Parents were contacted to discuss 

student placement, to interpret test results, and to explain student 

progress. 

k 

Role Responsibilities. The administrators expected that the 

major responsibility of the EMR resource teachers was the academic 

instruction of the fifteen mildly retarded students on their roll. The 
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main responsibility was instruction in all basic academic subjects 

(reading, arithmetic, language, writing and spelling). Since the 

regular classroom teachers could not be expected to have the time, 

materials, or expertise to provide for these students, the EMR re

source teachers were expected to provide the basic program while the 

students were in the resource room and in the regular classroom. The 

EMR resource teachers were expected to take leadership in extending the 

academic program into the regular classroom by providing assignments 

for students when they returned to their regular classroom. The major 

objective was to provide for an integrated educational experience. 

The EMR resource teachers were expected to directly instruct 

the students once or twice a day and to assist the regular classroom 

teachers in developing academic and socialization programs for the 

students while in the regular classroom. The educational program was 

not expected to be remedial in the true sense of the word, since it 

stressed yet unlearned skills and was not geared explicitly to over

come learning deficits. 

The administrators did not expect the EMR resource teachers to 

have a heavy diagnostic responsibility. It was expected that the 

school psychologist and the Program Assistant would offer support in 

this area. The diagnostic responsibility of this role was generally 

described as "intermittent," "as needed" and "informal." 

The consulting responsibility was expected to be of a specific 

nature, that is, directed toward the regular classroom teachers of the 

fifteen mildly retarded students on the roll. The consulting efforts 
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of the EMR resource teachers were expected to concern these students 

and to be directed toward supplying the actual work and materials for 

that period of time the students spent in the regular classroom. Where 

time, school conditions, and teacher expertise permitted, the EMR 

resource teachers might be expected to instruct low groups in the 

regular classroom, to instruct students who needed remedial or review 

help, and to make suggestions to regular classroom teachers concerning 

some slow learners. 

Role Functions. The administrators expected EMR resource 

teachers to perform certain functions or activities in fulfilling the 

various responsibilities mentioned. The instructional functions were 

expected to involve the basic academic subjects: reading, arithmetic, 

spelling, writing and language. Because of the particularly low 

achievement level of the mildly retarded students, the administrators 

did not expect emphasis on subjects like social studies which demanded 

the aforementioned skills. In fact, it was implied that more than 

half of their instructional time would be spent in developing reading 

skills. 

The general nature of the instructional functions was described 

as developmental. The program for students was to be individually pro

grammed. Methods, materials and equipment were to be chosen on this 

individual basis and were to reflect the best remedial techniques 

available. Those techniques mentioned were the Visual-Auditory-

Kinesthetic-Tactile Approach (Harris, 1970), precision teaching (Alper 

and White, 1971), and others. The materials that were mentioned were 
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Distar Reading I and II (Engelmann and Bruner, 1969), Sullivan 

Remedial Reading Program (Buchanan, 1966), Peabody Language Development 

Kits (Dunn and Smith, 1966), and others. Language masters, cassettes, 

tape-recorders and other audio-visual equipment were expected to be in 

use. While the educational program itself was expected to be heavily 

academic, these remedial approaches were expected to be used to aid in 

individualization of instruction and to differentiate the resource 

room program for the regular classroom program. 

Another instructional function of the EMR resource teachers was 

to supply the exercises that students would do while in the regular 

classroom. The administrators expected that the EMR resource teachers 

would be in close contact with the regular classroom teachers in this 

regard, particularly in maintaining student motivation and incentive 

to work. 

A particularly important instructional function of the EMR re

source teachers was expected to be in the vein of counseling. These 

teachers were expected to motivate students to work, to strengthen 

their self-image, and to instill in them a sense of responsibility. For 

this purpose praise, reward systems and other incentives were to be 

used. 

Some administrators expected the EMR resource teachers to in

struct low groups in the regular classroom, particularly on phonic 

skills available in a popular program in the district. The EMR 

resource teachers were expected to use teacher aides and teacher 

volunteers in order to serve more students. 
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Some of the consulting functions of the EMR resource teachers 

were mentioned above under instructional functions. How many consulting 

functions were expected depended often upon the attitude of principals 

and teachers. Generally the EMR resource teachers were expected to 

supply the total academic course work and materials necessary for the 

students while they were in the regular classroom. Consequently the 

consulting functions were expected to involve maintaining constant 

communication, helping particularly in the area of social adjustment 

while the students were in the regular classroom, and managing the 

students when a behavior crisis arose. 

The diagnostic functions expected of the EMR resource teachers 

were generally less emphasized by the administrators than the instruc

tional and consulting ones. These functions were described as informal 

observation and informal testing in academic subjects. All standardized 

psychological tests and most standardized psychoeducational tests were 

to be administered by other personnel, notably the school psychologist 

and Program Assistant. Most of the EMR resource teachers were re

ported able to administer the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn, 

1959), the Informal Reading Inventory (Johnson and Kress, 1965), and 

Detroit Tests of Learning Aptitude (Baker and Leland, 1959); about half 

of them could give the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities 

(Kirk, McCarthy and Kirk, 1968) and the Marianne Frostig Developmental 

Test of Visual Perception (Frostig, Lefever and Whittlesey, 1964). The 

major diagnostic expectation of the EMR resource teachers was the 

administration of informal academic tests. 
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The purposes of diagnostic activities were reported to be for 

educational programming, evaluation, and grouping of students. The 

amount of time allowed for these activities was reported in the 

following fashion: "as needed" or "told to take a half day or full 

day to test and program instructional materials, if conditions permitted. 

Role Skills. The skills that the administrators expected of 

the EMR resource teachers clustered around the major functions of the 

role. In general, the administrators expected a good background in 

education and particularly in the area of mental retardation. Instruc

tional activities required a knowledge of the learning and social prob

lems of the mildly retarded student. The ability to understand the 

student population, relate to them, and establish realistic expectations 

was stressed. 

For instructional activities the following skills were expected 

of the EMR resource teachers: 

1. considerable teaching ability of basic academic subjects, 

2. use of various approaches to reading instruction, 

3. expertise in teaching traditional mathematics, without the 

"why's" and "wherefore's," 

4. knowledge about language development for readiness and bi

lingual problems and the use of such programs as Distar 

Language I and II (Engelmann, 1969), the Peabody Language 

Development Kits (Dunn and Smith, 1966), and the Fitzgerald 

Key (Fitzgerald, 1966), 
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5. the ability to use teacher aides effectively. 

For consulting functions, the administrators expected the EMR 

resource teachers to have the skills necessary for observation of stu

dents, interpretation of test results to regular classroom teachers 

and parents, demonstration of specific teaching techniques, understanding 

teacher and student difficulties, and interpersonal relations with 

staff and parents. For diagnostic functions, the following skills were 

expected of the EMR resource teachers, administration and interpretation 

of informal and formal tests, ability to supply diagnostic documen

tation for educational programs-and the ability to move from testing 

to remediation. 

Personal Qualities. Certain personality variables were ex

pected of the EMR resource teachers in addition to those expected of 

any teacher. The ones mentioned particularly by the administrators 

wer flexibility, self-motivation, self-educated, involved, ability 

to establish rapport with staff, parents and students, creativity, 

insightfulness in preventing problems from arising, willingness to be 

challenged, concern for children, problem-solving, patience, love 

and kindness, empathy, a sense of humor, firmness, positiveness, optimism, 

and realism. 

I 

Environme:-al Factors. The administrators expected that certain 

physical and psychological factors would help or hinder the EMR resource 

teachers in fulfilling role responsibilities. 
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The following physical factors were considered helpful to the 

EMR resource teachers: 

1. a conference-size classroom rather than a standard-size one so 

that demands for a larger caseload could be prevented and so 

that learning and social behavior could be better coordinated; 

2. a pleasant and respectable physical setting for instruction, 

storage of materials, and parent conferences; 

3. assistance from other specialists and teacher aides to keep 

the caseload down to a reasonable size; 

4. plenty of materials; 

5. support from the local university faculty. 

The physical factors that were expected to hinder some of the 

EMR resource teachers were of course the opposites of the above and 

also: 

1. working in exposed, temporary, and noisy conditions, 

2. lack of materials, 

3. lack of diagnostic support, 

4. working in quarters either too small or too large, 

5. expansion of the basic roll of fifteen mildly retarded students, 

6. large number of students beyond the core roll, 

7. scheduling problems, 

8. sharing a teaching portable with other teachers. 

The administrators expected certain psychological factors to 

be helping or hindering the EMR resource teachers. The following 

factors were expected to be helpful: 
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1. a clear definition to the building staff of the role of the 

resource teachers, that is, their major responsibility for 

the integration program of the EMR into the regular classroom; 

2. involvement of the resource teachers in general school 

activities, particularly when absences of scheduled students 

left free time; 

3. support from the Program Assistant, Director of Special 

Education, and principals for solving problems, securing 

materials, etc.; 

4. acceptance by most regular classroom teachers of the program; 

5. a school atmosphere of individualized instruction and team 

work which was particularly conducive to the program; 

6. knowledge of the particular school and experience teaching in 

it; 

7. a school which had a tradition of resource room programs and 

other special education services; 

8. freedom of movement and decision; 

9. a professional and responsible attitude on the part of the 

resource teacher; 

10. a sense that the principal and staff appreciated the role of 

the resource teacher and accepted the students in the program. 

The administrators expected that certain psychological factors 

would hinder the EMR resource teachers, including the opposites of the 

above ones. Those factors mentioned were: 
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1. the tendency to regard the resource teacher as a disciplinarian 

or crisis teacher, 

2. impatience or discouragement of the resource teacher over the 

slow progress of students, 

3. regular classroom teachers who were upset by the integration of 

mildly retarded students into their classes, 

4. an identity crisis on the part of the EMR resource teacher, 

5. a sense of isolation from the school staff, 

6. a staff which did not appreciate the value of the resource 

teacher's smaller student body or the value of the consulting 

dimensions of the role. 

Discussion. The EMR resource teacher role described by the 

administrators had undergone major changes from the former role in 

self-contained classrooms for the educable mentally retarded. While 

maintaining the major responsibility for the core group of educable 

mentally retarded, they now created an academic and behavioral program 

which extended from the resource room into the regular classroom. The 

number and nature of personnel contacts had increased significantly, 

and with them the kinds of skills needed. While having assistance in 

diagnostic areas, the EMR resource teachers had assumed new relation

ships with regular classroom teachers as consultants. The role as 

described by the administrators had precipitated new environmental 

factors, particularly those stemming from the experimental and contro

versial nature of the integration programs. 
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Comparison of Profiles 

Differences. A comparison of the profiles of LD and EMR 

resource teachers revealed both differences and similarities. The 

differences were found in the following aspects of the roles: (1) role 

name, (2) reasons for contact with other personnel, (3) role respon

sibilities, (4) role functions, (5) role skills and (6) environmental 

factors. 

The administrators referred to the LD resource teachers as 

"Learning Disability Teachers" and to the EMR resource teachers as 

"Resource Teachers." The LD resource teachers were expected to serve 

a larger caseload on the primary grade level, whereas the EMR resource 

teachers served mainly intermediate grade students. 

The reasons for contact with certain personnel was another 

aspect of the roles which differentiated the LD and EMR resource 

teachers. The EMR resource teachers were expected to rely more heavily 

upon the school psychologist and the Program Assistant for support in 

diagnosis. 

With respect to role responsibilities, the LD resource teachers 

were expected to be teacher, diagnostician and consultant for children 

with learning disabilities. The EMR resource teachers were expected to 

be totally responsible for the academic and socialization program of 

i children with mild mental retardation and consultants to regular class

room teachers for the purpose of integration into the regular classroom. 

The instructional activities of the LD resource teachers were 

expected to be directed toward remediation of specific learning 
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disabilities, whereas the program of the EMR resource teachers was to 

be developmental in nature and directed toward instruction in basic 

academic skills. The LD program was to be supplementary to the regular 

classroom program, whereas the EMR program was to be the core educa

tional experience. The LD resource teachers were expected to work with 

children once a day for thirty minutes, whereas the EMR resource 

teachers were expected to teach children twice a day for at least 

thirty minutes each session. 

The LD resource teachers were expected to perform a wide range 

of diagnostic activities within their own schools and other schools; 

they were given one day a week to do so. The EMR resource teachers 

were expected to limit their diagnostic activities to informal tests 

for their target student population. The LD teachers were expected to 

have more diagnostic skills than the EMR teachers. 

The LD resource teachers were expected to be general consultants 

to all teachers in the building. The consultant activities of the EMR 

resource teachers were limited to helping specific classroom teachers 

toward integrating the target student population of mildly retarded 

students into the regular classroom program. 

Finally the EMR resource teachers were expected to be under a 

degree of psychological stress because of the need to convince the 

school staff of the value of integrating mildly retarded students into 

the regular classroom. The administrators expected that the EMR 

resource teachers would encounter some resistance from the staff 

because of the experimental nature of the program. 
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Similarities. The similarities between the role profiles of 

LD and EMR resource teachers revolved around the following aspects: 

(1) teacher-student ratio, (2) number and nature of relationships, 

(3) role functions, (4) personal qualities and (5) environmental 

factors. 

Both kinds of teachers were expected by administrators to be 

working on a teacher-student ratio of no larger than 1:3. These 

teachers were in contact with a similar group of personnel and had 

similar kinds of relationships with them, usually a colleague relation

ship. 

There was a similar emphasis upon reading problems and a similar 

use of a wide range of remedial techniques in their instructional 

activities. Finally the LD and EMR resource teachers were expected to 

have similar personal qualities and similar environmental factors with 

which to work. 

Teacher Role Conception 

Eleven LD resource teachers and fourteen EMR resource teachers 

responded to the questionnaire concerning "role conceived." This was 

a return of slightly over fifty percent. 

The LD resource teachers had been resource teachers one to four 

years, an average of two. Prior teaching posts immediately preceding 

^ this were either in special or regular education. Other teaching ex

periences were in special and/or regular education. All had training 

in special education either on the undergraduate or graduate level. All 

were certified to teach learning disability children. 
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The EMR resource teachers had been resource teachers from one 

to three years, for an average of one year. Prior teaching posts 

immediately preceding this one were mainly in special education. Other 

teaching experiences were in special education and/or regular education. 

All had training in special education, regular education, and allied 

fields on the undergraduate or graduate levels. All were certified 

to teach handicapped children. 

Profile of LD Resource Teachers 

Role Name. The LD resource teachers used the role name of 

"Learning Disability Teacher" to refer to themselves. They indicated 

certain features of their teaching load in connection with the role 

name. 

1. The special education category name of their student population 

was '.'learning disabilities." 

2. They taught a total caseload of 20 to 30 students. 

3. The average teacher-student ratio was 1:3. 

4. The average length of a class session was a half hour. 

5. Students in the primary grades were emphasized. 

Role Relationships. The LD resource teachers reported that 

they worked with (1) administrative personnel (principals, Director 

of Special Education, Area Coordinators, and Program Assistant), 

(2) regular classroom teachers, (3) ancillary personnel (school 

psychologist, social worker, remedial reading teacher, school 
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counselors, speech therapist, psychiatrist, neurologist, other 

special teachers, and university faculty and students), (4) other 

school personnel (volunteers, secretaries and custodians), and 

(5) parents. The LD resource teachers reported that they had a colleague 

relationship with all the above-mentioned individuals with the following 

exceptions: (1) principals, the Director of Special Education, and 

Area Coordinators were their superiors; (2) the Program Assistant was 

usually considered a superior; and (3) student teachers and volunteers 

were their subordinates. 

The LD resource teachers reported certain reasons for their 

contact with these individuals. 

1. Principals were contacted concerning program approval and 

assistance, scheduling, referrals and placement decisions, 

ordering of materials, progress reports, staffings and 

communication. 

2. The Director of Special Education was involved in program 

approval and assistance, definition of the LD teacher's role, 

screening and placement procedures, and general consultation. 

Meetings were held with this individual three or four times a 

year. 

3. The LD resource teachers contacted two kinds of Special 

Education field workers in their role. The Area Coordinator 

was involved in program approval and assistance, staffings of 

referrals, requests for testing, and liaison work between the 

LD teachers and other personnel. The Program Assistant obtained 
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materials, administered tests, supervised, did inservice 

training and kept the teachers abreast of developments in 

program procedures and in the field of learning disabilities. 

4. The LD resource teachers reported that their contacts with the 

school psychologist concerned the exchange of diagnostic and 

other information, support in screening, testing and evaluation, 

and staffings. 

5. The social worker, speech therapist, counselor, psychiatrist, 

neurologist, nurse, and remedial reading teacher supplied 

valuable information concerning students, were involved in 

staffings, and performed activities in their area of expertise 

with the LD students. 

6. The LD resource teachers contacted parents to obtain needed 

information and support, to give progress reports, and to 

offer suggestions. 

7. The LD resource teachers supervised student teachers and aides 

and coordinated their tutorial work with students. 

Role Responsibilities. The LD resource teachers conceived of 

their role as consisting of nine responsibilities: (1) remediation, 

(2) academic instruction, (3) behavior management, (4) diagnosis, 

(5) consultation, (6) supervision, (7) clerical, (8) school building 

| activities, and (9) contribution to research. 

Role Functions. The LD resource teachers conceived of the 

remediation functions of their role to be the design and implementation 



75 

of a training program to alleviate specific learning disabilities. In 

so doing they took into account the channel (visual, auditory and motor) 

and levels (perception, memory and comprehension) of the involvement. 

The remediation programs were based on diagnostic information. Often 

the remediation emphasis was combined with work on academic subjects 

which also needed remediation. 

Specifically the LD resource teachers reported that they 

remediated auditory discrimination, memory, following directions, 

sound blending, visual discrimination and memory, and motor problems. 

The approaches used were techniques of Frostig and Home (1966), 

Fernald (1943), Barsch (1965), and Kephart (1960). Materials used 

were Developmental Learning Materials, Continental Press, Michigan 

Successive Discrimination Program from Ann Arbor Press, and teacher-

made materials. 

The LD resource teachers also performed many activities for 

instruction in academic subjects: reading, arithmetic, handwriting, 

spelling, language and social studies. Using diagnostic information 

and remedial techniques called for by the specific learning disabilities 

of the student, the LD resource teachers reported that they taught some 

basic elements in reading: phonics, sight vocabulary, comprehension, 

word families, and the alphabet. The programs used were Pistar Reading 

I and II (Engelmann and Bruner, 1969), developmental basal readers, 

the Sullivan readers (Buchanan, 1966), Barnell-Loft Specific Skill 

series, Let's Read (Bloomfield and Barnhart, 1963), Remedial Reading 

Drills (Hegge, Kirk and Kirk, 1940), Merrill Linguistic Readers, 
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Dolch word lists (Dolch, 1953), and language experience (Lee and Allen, 

1963). The techniques used were: choral reading of high-interest and 

low-vocabulary books, the neurological impress method, visual tracking, 

crossword puzzles and dictionary work. Materials used were the 

language master and flash cards. 

The LD resource teachers reported that they taught some basic 

skills in arithmetic: counting, number facts, concepts, computation and 

problem-solving. Drill was often called for and the regular classroom 

text was modified for individual needs. Flashcards, number wheels, 

special worksheets, and teacher-made materials were used. 

Manuscript and cursive handwriting were reported taught, often 

combined with reading and spelling instruction. Tracing and the 

Fernald method (Fernald, 1943) were used. Spelling instruction often 

drew upon the Dolch word lists (Dolch, 1953) and classroom spellers 

for words. Since memory problems occurred often, the LD resource 

teachers reported that they used phonic or visual sequencing approaches 

in spelling instruction. 

The LD resource teachers also conceived of oral and written 

language instruction as part of their role. They taught skills such 

as vocabulary, generalization, categorization, association, sequencing 

and grammar. Science Research Associates materials and the Peabody 

Language Development Kits (Dunn and Smith, 1966) were reported used. 

Language arts were often taught in connection with reading instruction. 

The diagnostic functions which the LD resource teachers reported 

were test administration and report writing, observation, processing 
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referral information, interpretation of test results, and staffings 

and conference with parents. The teachers reported that they ad

ministered individual academic tests, the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic 

Abilities (Kirk, McCarthy and Kirk, 1968), the Detroit Tests of Learning 

Aptitude (Baker and Leland, 1959), and informal tests. 

The LD resource teachers reported that consulting activities 

were a major part of their role. The consultation work involved: 

(1) work with teachers and parents, (2) staffings, (3) general public 

relations work, and (4) cooperation in research projects. 

The LD resource teachers reported supervisory activities which 

involved student teachers and teacher volunteers. 

Clerical activities figured heavily in the role conceived by 

these teachers. They were involved in, if not totally responsible for, 

referral processing, diagnostic report writing, record keeping, lesson 

planning, periodic evaluation reports, and making of materials. 

The LD resource teachers reported various kinds of conferences 

and meetings they attended. These meetings included staffings, in-

service training sessions, school building teacher meetings, and 

professional conferences. 

Finally these teachers conceived of their own school building 

activities as part of their role, such as playground duty. 

Role Skills. The LD resource teachers considered certain skills 

particularly essential to their role. For remediation and academic 

instruction, they mentioned extensive knowledge learning disabilities 

theory and remedial techniques, ability to plan a program based on 



78 

diagnostic information, knowledge of materials, familiarity with regular 

classroom curriculum, and ability in teaching academic subjects in a 

remedial and programmed fashion. For diagnostic functions the LD 

resource teachers reported the need to be able to administer and 

interpret psychoeducational and academic tests, to collate various kinds 

of information in a report, to evaluate progress, and to construct and 

use informal tests. Consulting skills reported were: (1) the ability 

to explain LD problems and remedial procedures; (2) the understanding 

of student, teacher and parent perspectives; (3) communication skills; 

and (4) tact, timing and judgment. Clerical skills that were useful 

were typing, filing and record keeping, scheduling, operation of equip

ment, and design of materials. 

Personal Qualities. The LD resource teachers considered certain 

personality variables figuring significantly in their role. They 

mentioned warmth, sensitivity, patience, a sense of responsibility, 

acceptance and understanding of student problems, cooperativeness, 

objectivity, and a good personal-relations (PR) individual. 

Environmental Factors. The LD resource teachers conceived of 

certain physical and psychological factors at work in their role which 

helped and hindered them. 

The physical factors which helped them in their role were the 

following ones: a small private room, adequate for teaching and storage 

of files and material; plenty of materials and equipment; good lighting 

and ventilation; student aides and competent, dependable volunteers; 
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and cooperation and sharing of materials among the staff. In addition 

to the opposites of the above, the LD resource teachers reported the 

following physical hindrances to their role: outside noise, frequent 

absences, large caseload, and demands for itinerant services. 

The psychological factors which were part of the LD resource 

teachers' conception of their role were reported as helpful or hindering 

in some fashion. The helpful ones were: (1) teachers who wanted help 

for their students and who were willing to take suggestions; (2) sup

portive administrators, staff and parents; (3) freedom to make decisions 

concerning schedule and instruction; (4) a good attitude on the part of 

students; and (5) good rapport with staff and students. The hindering 

ones were: (1) unrealistic expectations on the part of regular class

room teachers who referred excessive numbers of children; (2) a hectic 

schedule; (3) a poorly screened student group; (4) too much paper work; 

(5) peer disapproval of LD students; (6) students with severe emotional 

problems; (7) regular classroom teachers who did not follow through 

with students; and (8) the lack of a comprehensive LD program through

out all levels of education in the district. 

Discussion. The LD resource teachers perceived their role in 

a similar fashion to how the administrators had perceived it. There 

was one notable difference, i.e., the number of responsibilities. The 

administrators conceptualized the LD teacher role as involving three 

basic responsibilities: instruction, diagnosis and consulting. The 

LD resource teachers' conception fragmented these three responsibilities 

into eight areas: remediation, academic instruction, behavior 
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management, diagnosis, consultation, supervision, clerical, school 

building activities, and contribution to research. This larger list 

' of responsibilities by the teachers did not seem to represent a con

tradiction of the administrator list since the eight entries could be 

conceptualized under the administrator categories. At most, this 

disparity indicated that the administrators might not appreciate the 

effort and time-consumption of the teacher activities as much as the 

teachers did. 

Profile of EMR Resource Teachers 

Role Name. Most of the EMR resource teachers used the role 

name of "Resource Teacher" to refer to their role. The others expanded 

upon this title to the extent of mentioning the grade levels they 

worked with, e.g., "Junior High Resource Teacher." The EMR resource 

teachers reported the following dimensions being involved in their 

teaching load: (1) a wide range and combination of special education 

category names to describe their students (EMR, LD, Educationally 

Handicapped, Physically Handicapped, Slow Learners, and Culturally 

Deprived); (2) students from basically low or middle socioeconomic 

status backgrounds; (3) a total caseload of 20 to 30 students; (4) an 

average length of a class session of 30 to 60 minutes; (5) an average 

teacher - student ratio of as much as 1:10; (6) an emphasis on students 

in the intermediate grades or half primary and half intermediate grade 

students. 
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Role Relationships, the EMR resource teachers conceived of 

their role as involving many other individuals: (1) administrative 

personnel (principal, Director of Special Education, Area Coordinators, 

and Program Assistant), (2) regular classroom teachers, (3) ancillary 

personnel (school psychologist, counselor, reading teacher, social 

worker, physician, and nurse), (4) other school personnel (student 

teachers, para-professionals, secretaries and custodians), (5) parents, 

and (6) students. 

The EMR resource teachers considered all these individuals 

colleagues, with the following exceptions: (1) principals and the 

Director of Special Education were superiors; (2) the Area Coordinators 

and the Program Assistant were sometimes regarded as superiors; 

(3) students and student teachers were often regarded as subordinates. 

The reasons for contact with principals concerned approval and 

support for the program; assistance with discipline problems and 

community relations; and decisions on placement, scheduling and 

finances. The Director of Special Education and Area Coordinators were 

involved in program direction and approvals, staffings and general 

assistance. The Program Assistant offered assistance with procedures 

involving referrals, testing, securing materials, test interpretation, 

and general information. 

The EMR resource teachers reported that they contacted regular 

i 
classroom teachers to process referrals and report test conclusions; 

to schedule and coordinate teaching activities for students in the 

program; to exchange information and give feedback concerning student 
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progress; to provide help by way of materials and suggestions for aca

demic and behavioral problems of the target, student group; and to 

evaluate the students. 

The school psychologist offered much assistance In the areas 

of testing for placement, educational planning and evaluation. Coun

selors, social workers, physicians, and nurses exchanged information 

and offered assistance in their area of expertise. 

The EMR resource teachers reported that it was a part of their 

role to maintain a cooperative relationship with parents by keeping 

them informed of student progress and exchanging information. Finally, 

student teachers and para-professionals needed supervision and support 

in their teaching and other activities. 

Role Responsibilities. The EMR resource teachers conceived of 

their role as consisting of eight major responsibilities: (1) academic 

instruction and remediation; (2) testing, diagnosis and evaluation; 

(3) consultation; (4) staffings and attendance at other meetings; 

(5) supervision of para-professionals; (6) clerical; (7) socialization; 

and (8) general school activities. The definitions of these respon

sibilities were reported by way of describing the component functions 

of each responsibility, which follows. 

Role Functions. The EMR resource teachers reported that the 

instructional and remedial functions of the role emphasized the following 

academic subjects: reading, arithmetic, spelling, language, geography, 
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and typewriting. Perceptual skills, like visual perception, were also 

taught. The basic elements of each academic subject were taught in a 

programmed, remedial fashion. 

In reading instruction the EMR resource teachers reported that 

they taught phonics, sight vocabulary, comprehension", perception, 

reading - study skills, word attack skills, interpretation and appre

ciation, rate, oral reading, alphabet, and readiness. The remedial 

approaches they used were the Fernald method (Fernald, 1943), the 

visual - haptic whole word method, and language experience (Lee and 

Allen, 1963). The EMR resource teachers reported that they used the 

following programs and materials: 

1. Sullivan reading series (Buchanan, 1966), 

2. reading series by Scott, Foresman and Company, Ginn and Company, 

Allyn and Bacon, 

3. language experience (Lee and Allen, 1963), 

4. Hegge, Kirk and Kirk's remedial reading drills (1940), 

5. Miami Linguistic Series, 

6. Barnell-Loft Specific Skill series, 

7. Let's Read (Bloomfield and Barnhart, 1963), 

8. Merrill Linguistic Readers, 

9. Distar I and II (Engelmann and Bruner, 1969), 

10. high-interest and low-vocabulary material. 

They needed to design various materials and games to facilitate and 

encourage drill activities. Incentives, charts of progress, and crafts 

were used to motivate students. 
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Arithmetic activities emphasized computation skills, using 

modified forms of regular classroom curriculum and games. The Peabody 

Language Program (Dunn and Smith, 1966), poetry and the language 

experience approach were used for language instruction. The EMR 

resource teachers stressed certain skills in geography: reading maps, 

drawings, geographic vocabulary, and names of places. 

Testing, diagnosis and evaluation were done upon request and at 

certain periods during the school year; some activities of this kind 

were done weekly. The EMR resource teachers reported that this respon

sibility involved test administration and interpretation, processing 

referrals, year-end evaluations, and diagnostic-prescriptive activities. 

The tests that they gave were the Informal Reading Inventory (Johnson 

and Kress, 1965), Wide Range Achievement Test (Jastak and Bijou, 1965), 

the Detroit Tests of Learning Aptitude (Baker and Leland, 1959), che 

Goodenough-Harris Drawing Test (Goodenough and Harris, 1963), the 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn, 1959), the Illinois Test of 

Psycholinguistic Abilities (Kirk, McCarthy and Kirk, 1968), and the 

Frostig Developmental Test of Visual Perception (Frostig et al., 1964). 

Consulting, staffings and conferences demanded the following 

activities: knowledge of materials, resource personnel, and regular 

classroom curriculum; making suggestions to the teachers for instruc

tion, exchanging ideas and reporting test results; arrangement of 

schedules and educational programs with teachers; giving input at 

regular meetings of the staff; and keeping parents informed of student 

progress. 



85 

Clerical activities were reported by the EMR resource teachers 

as a significant part of the role. Referrals, placements and evaluations 

required much paper work. Lesson plans, materials and worksheets for 

the regular classroom periods had to be designed. The class register 

and material inventory were kept. Logs were written during daily 

instruction to direct modifications and testing. 

The EMR resource teachers reported that they acted as super

visors of student teachers and aides. This function involved supplying 

materials and directions for tutoring. 

A substantial aspect of the role was attendance at school and 

special education meetings and inservice workshops. They learned 

teaching techniques, shared ideas, and cooperated in research projects. 

Finally, school building functions included playground duty, 

preparing children for school plays, etc. 

Role Skills. The EMR resource teachers conceived of the role 

as demanding certain essential skills for the activities they engaged 

in. Special skill was called for by reading instruction including: 

(1) knowledge of diagnosis, reading series, and reading approaches; 

(2) confidence and experience in certain programs; (3) the use of 

teaching machines, such as Language Masters (Bell and Howell) and 

Systems 80 (Borg-Warner); and (4) the ability to change approaches, to 

group students with similar needs, to motivate students, and to make 

interesting materials and games. 
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Diagnostic activities required the ability to ascertain achieve

ment and ability levels of students, administer tests, and communicate 

the results in an effective fashion. 

The EMR resource teachers reported the obvious clerical skills 

needed, as well as creativity and the ability to get the most use out 

of one material. 

As consultants and staffers these teachers needed the abilities 

of interpersonal relations; communication skills; tact; and knowledge 

of ethnic differences, child growth and development and group dynamics. 

Finally, management of behavior problems called for knowledge 

of behavior modification and perceptual psychology. 

Personal Qualities. The EMR resource teachers considered that 

the role required certain personality variables. The ones mentioned 

were patience and self-control, understanding, respect for others, good 

rapport, love, flexibility, enjoyment of the role, acceptance of others, 

enthusiasm, realism, and sense of humor. 

Environmental Factors. The EMR resource teachers considered 

certain physical and psychological variables as helping and hindering 

the role. The physical factors that were helping them were a large 

classroom, furniture and good storage space, time to prepare materials, 

teacher aides, adequate supply of materials and teaching aids, assis

tance from the Program Assistant and other specialists, and a small 

class. The opposite conditions of course hindered the role of these 

teachers, in addition to the following ones: teaching responsibilities 
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in addition to the resource program, the red tape needed for placement 

processing, conflicts in schedules, and mandatory use of texts and 

materials. 

The EMR resource teachers reported certain environmental 

factors which supplied psychological support to the role. Support 

from the building staff and principal and the staff of the Special 

Education Division made the role easier to perform. Job security, 

supportive parents, responsive and successful students, and staffings 

to discuss student problems prevented much stress in the opinion of 

the EMR resource teachers. 

However, there were many factors which placed stress on the EMR 

resource teachers. The students often lacked self-confidence, moti

vation and security; discipline problems were many and often could not 

be corrected by behavior management techniques. The regular classroom 

teachers were a cause of concern when they did not place adequate demands 

on students to learn, when they referred mainly behavior problems, when 

they expected the EMR resource teachers to take any child, when they 

make excuses for not implementing suggestions, when they failed to 

supervise a student's work to be done in the regular classroom, when 

they envied the small caseload of the EMR resource teacher, and when 

they failed to consider the EMR resource teacher as part of the teaching 

staff. 

Principals sometimes failed to give positive reinforcement and 

constructive criticism according to the EMR resource teachers. Home 

problems of the students complicated the educational and socialization 
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efforts of these teachers. Finally, schedule conflicts, too many 

extracurricular demands, and too little time and assistance served to 

compromise the role as the EMR resource teachers conceived it. 

Discussion. The EMR resource teachers seemed to conceive their 

role differently than the administrators did. The teachers reported a 

larger caseload of children and conceptualized a greater number of 

responsibilities. Diagnostic and consultant responsibilities, in 

particular, were given a more prominent place in the role perception of 

the teachers. The teachers also indicated that they were offering a 

broader array of services than the administrators expected. Their 

role in the schools was touching more students than the target group of 

educable mentally retarded. In general, the teacher perception of the 

role seemed to indicate a broader goal than what the administrators 

had in mind. 

Comparison of Profiles 

The roles conceived by the LD resource teachers and EMR resource 

teachers were basically similar. There were only a few aspects of the 

roles which indicated differences. The LD resourch teachers called 

themselves "Learning Disability Teachers" and the EMR resource teachers 

called themselves "Resource Teachers." The LD resource teachers referred 

to their student population as learning disabilities. The EMR resource 

teachers referred to their student population as a combination of 

handicaps: educable mentally retarded, learning disabilities, educa

tionally handicapped, physically handicapped, slow learner and culturally 
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deprived. The LD resource teachers taught students for a half hour 

daily. The EMR resource teachers taught students for 30 to 60 minutes 

a day. The LD resource teachers taught on a teacher-student ratio of 

1:3. The EMR resource teachers taught on a teacher-student ratio of 

as much as 1:10. The student population of the LD resource teachers 

was mostly in the primary grades (1, 2 and 3). The student population 

of the EMR resource teachers was mostly in the intermediate grades (4, 

5 and 6) or was a combination of primary and intermediate grade children. 

In reporting their role responsibilities the LD and EMR resource 

teachers differed in one regard. The LD resource teachers conceived 

remediation of specific learning disabilities as a separate responsibility 

from instruction of academic subjects. The EMR resource teachers con

ceived academic instruction and remediation as a dual responsibility; 

their conception of this responsibility did not indicate the same 

amount or kind of emphasis on remediation as did the conception of the 

LD resource teachers. 

Observed Role Performance 

This investigator observed a sample of LD resource teachers and 

EMR resource teachers for a period of 50 hours. The role profiles in 

this section resulted from seeking the answers to the same questions 

addressed to the administrators and teachers. The significance of this 

report was that the information was gained by direct observation. The 

investigator recorded data including the verbal and non-verbal environ

ment and information offered by the teachers. 
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Profile of LD Resource Teachers 

Role Name. The observer referred to the LD resource teachers 

by the role name "LD resource teacher." This title was appropriate 

because: (1) the children they taught were identified as having 

"learning disabilities"; (2) the major portion of the role observed 

involved direct instruction of students for half hour sessions. This 

investigator observed the following dimensions of the teaching load of 

LD resource teachers: (1) an average total number of students of 

20 to 30, (2) an average teacher-student ratio of 1:3, and (3) a 

caseload of students from either the primary grades or half primary 

and half intermediate grades. 

Role Relationships. The LD resource teachers were observed to 

contact the following individuals: principals, the Area Coordinator, 

the school psychologist, other teaching specialists, the speech therapist, 

regular classroom teachers, the social worker, physicians, a community 

liaison, parents, students, student teachers and parent aides. The 

relationship of the LD resource teachers with these individuals was on 

a colleague basis, with the following exceptions: (1) principals and 

the Area Coordinator were superiors who gave directives and who were 

recipients of information and (2) teacher aides and students were 

subordinates. 
l 

The Area Coordinator was seeking referral information and a 

case report. The school psychologist conferred with the LD resource 

teacher concerning diagnostic information. The LD resource teacher 
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contacted parents concerning medication, learning problems, discipline 

problems, and permission for school activities. The regular classroom 

teachers were concerned with scheduling and student progress. Other 

personnel cooperated in staffings. 

Role Responsibilities. This investigator observed the LD 

resource teachers fulfilling eight responsibilities: (1) academic 

instruction, (2) para-academic instruction, (3) diagnosis, (4) consul

tation-liaison, (5) individualized instructional techniques, (6) inter

action management, (7) clerical, and (8) extra-curricular. The definitions 

of these responsibilities follow in the section for role functions. 

Role Functions. The investigator observed the LD resource 

teachers teaching the academic subjects of reading, arithmetic, hand

writing, spelling, and composition. The materials and programs used 

indicated a marked departure from regular classroom curriculum. The 

materials and techniques observed being used were similar to those 

reported in the other sections referring to LD resource teachers in 

Chapter III under Administrator Role Expectation and Teacher Role 

Conception. 

Instruction in para-academics was observed to be an integral 

but tangential activity of the LD resource teachers. These teachers 

were working on skills derived from prevalent models of readiness, 

development and functioning. These skills included perceptual abilities, 

work skills, and process abilities. Emphasis on these para-academic 

abilities was done in conjunction with the instruction of academic 
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subjects of concern. Training in perceptual abilities included 

exercises in visual perception, listening comprehension, auditory 

discrimination for spelling words, motor perception, and auditory 

blending. The process abilities were association, thinking, and memory 

of material such as the alphabet or reading material. The work skills 

emphasized were attention, neatness and order, initiation and completion, 

independence, speed, and use of rules such as phonic and grammar rules. 

The main diagnostic activities of the LD resource teachers were 

observed one day a week. During this period they processed referrals, 

established diagnostic basis of instruction, and traveled to other 

schools to administer tests. The tests administered were similar to 

the ones reported in other sections referring to the LD resource 

teachers in Chapter III under Administrator Role Expectation and Teacher 

Role Conception. During the course of the other four days of direct 

instruction to children, these teachers administered informal probes 

and kept precision measurement data. Case reports were composed after 

initial diagnosis of children and kept in classroom files for ready 

reference. 

This investigator observed only a few consultant-liaison 

activities of the LD resource teachers. These activities included 

staffings, cooperation with regular classroom teachers, and other 

contacts concerning the children. Compared to the number of activities 

involving direct instruction of students and diagnosis, the activities 

in this responsibility area were not observable. 
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While related to instructional functions, many activities 

involving the manipulation of strategies of individualized instruction 

reflecting the learning demands of the students caused this investigator 

to conceive a distinct category of responsibility for the LD resource 

teachers. While observing these teachers in the activities of instruc

tion, this investigator witnessed countless examples of very specific 

techniques being used to accommodate individual learning problems. The 

strategies were used during three phases of instruction: pre-task, 

peri-task, and post-task. The pre-task strategies were individual 

programming, giving explicit directions, reading material with the 

student before he proceeded, using student experiences for material, 

drilling recognition skills, using pictures to arouse interest, reviewing, 

and warning students of pitfalls in a task. The peri-task strategies 

were directing a student through a task (e.g, with a marker), directing 

the student's attention to details (e.g.,details of a word), labeling 

elements, shifting the task regularly, pointing, following the student 

by reading in a teacher manual, modeling, timing, giving answers, 

anticipating student mistakes and difficulties, offering cues, asking 

leading questions, reminding students to use rules and learned material, 

repeating, supplying models for imitation, stopping a student in the 

act of making a mistake, and supplying charts and cards for students 

to refer to. The post-task strategies were rehearsing material, 

awarding incentives, sending daily progress notes to regular classroom 

teachers after reading them to students, arranging tasks to assist error 

detection, encouraging transfer, and charting individual performance. 
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Another category of functions quite observable was interaction 

management. The LD resource teachers made considerable effort to 

control and manipulate the membership, content and nature of interactions 

in the resource room. They arranged the members of interaction including 

Individual student, small groups of students, student teachers, 

teacher aides and themselves. The content of interactions involved 

academic matters and social behavior. The nature of interactions in

cluded various kinds of teacher behaviors. 

1. The teachers gave explicit instructions, dictated material, 

and reminded students of rules to use. They meet individual 

requests for directions, discussed questions before asking for 

answers, and kept a group of independent learners working 

simultaneously. 

2. The teachers reacted to misbehavior with behavior modification 

techniques, by ignoring it, by separating students, e.g., with 

a screen, and by reminding students that they were wasting time. 

3. Teachers handled student failure in academic tasks by anticipating 

mistakes and frustration, praising strengths in the face of a 

mistake, attacking an error with a series of questions to guide 

student error detection, and showing the mistake to a student. 

4. Teachers motivated students by grouping' students wisely and 

using group involvement to create an exciting session, providing 

incentives, and making drill an exciting exercise. 

5. Teachers were attuned to the moods of the students and assisted 

students in dealing with them. 
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6. Teachers maintained attention and order by having work 

assignments prepared in individual folders, by starting a 

student on a task as soon as he arrived, and by keeping students 

on task and moving forward. Provisions were made to minimize 

distractions. 

7. Teachers established a tone for the interactions by maintaining 

a brisk but realistic pace, creating a cheerful atmosphere, 

being frank with students about their problems, allowing 

student to choose the task for that day, being generally 

encouraging and complimentary, keeping students physically 

close, and saying "hello" and "good-bye" to students. 

8. Teachers supplied immediate feedback to students by checking 

work assignments and answering questions immediately. They 

monitored students even while the students were using learning 

machines. 

9. Teachers frequently corrected students in academic tasks ver

bally, e.g., by asking "Is that how we hold our pencil?" Tasks 

were restructured as part of the correction process. 

The investigator observed the performance and results of many 

clerical activities. Logs were kept daily; files for instruction pur

poses were available for each student; diagnostic case reports were 

I available for reference; case reports and evaluation were written; and 

materials were made. 
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Finally, these teachers engaged in extra-curricular activities. 

They contributed to school bulletin boards, took students on field trips, 

etc. 

Role Skills. This investigator observed functions performed by 

LD resource teachers which demanded certain skills. In general, a 

thorough knowledge and training in learning disabilities, with its 

diagnostic and remedial implications, were called for. Specifically 

the following functions demanded certain abilities: 

1. diagnosis: administration and interpretation of tests, use 

of the findings for instruction, and report writing. 

2. academic instruction: techniques to teach basic academic 

subjects in a programmed and individualized fashion and know

ledge of materials and programs. 

3. para-academic instruction: ability to accommodate learning 

problems in academic instruction and ability to remediate 

learning disabilities in processing information. 

4. consultant-liaison: ability to relate to others in a profes

sional, effective manner. 

5. interaction management: knowledge of group dynamics, behavior 

modification, and materials. 

Environmental Factors. This investigator observed certain 

physical and psychological factors which were assisting or hindering 

the role performance of the LD resource teachers. 
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The physical factors which were facilitating the work of 

these teachers were: 

1. a classroom which accommodated three or four students at one 

time, permitted storage of materials and files, offered freedom 

of movement and accessibility to materials; 

2. various size desks, file drawers, a blackboard and bulletin 

.board space; 

3. a variety of reading material, kits, programs, and learning 

machines; 

4. volunteers and aides; 

5. a reasonable schedule allowing for a break period; 

6. punctual students. 

This investigator also observed some physical factors hindering 

the LD resource teachers, including the opposites of the above-mentioned 

ones. These teachers encountered such situations as: 

1. differences between regular classroom and resource room 

curriculum, 

2. students working with learning machines who often wasted time 

and did not work independently, 

3. a student in an "open school" environment had to contend with 

many distractions, 

4. demands for diagnostic services from outside the school which 

placed demands on the teacher's time, 

5. an insecure environment in which thefts of materials and 

personal effects occurred, 
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6. heavy demands on the skills of the teacher. 

Many psychological factors were observed to be affecting the 

role performance of the LD resource teachers. To assist them in 

their work were an open understanding between teacher and student about 

the problems that they were working on, a cheerful school atmosphere, 

few behavior problems among students, and good rapport with other 

special teachers sharing a facility. Working to the LD resource 

teacher's disadvantage were the following factors: 

1. conflicts among students with whom the teacher was trying to 

work, 

2. a school of high middle class socio-economic status which 

encouraged competition and high parental expectations for 

success, 

3. coordinating a group of students each of whom was working on 

individual tasks, particularly when the teacher was supplying 

a stimulus for one of them, e.g., dictating spelling words, 

4. being answerable to demands from many superiors, 

5. conflicts with other personnel, e.g.,the school psychologist 

in staffing decisions. 

Discussion. The observer perception of the role performed by 

the LD resource teachers was basically similar to that of the adminis

trators and teachers. The observer conceptualized the role responsibilities 

in a slightly different fashion. Teacher activities involving the 

specific perceptual and process disabilities seemed to be so intimately 



99 

connected with academic instruction that they were referred to as 

"para-academic." The consultation-liaison activities were not as 

observable as the other activities. It seemed that a specific block 

of time was not available for these consultant activities as it was in 

the case of instructional and diagnostic activities. The teachers 

were probably making their necessary contacts whenever they got a 

break. 

The observer perceived two aspects of the resource teacher role 

that were particularly unique to the concept, that is, individualized 

instructional techniques and interaction management. The resource 

teachers, with the provisions for smaller teacher-students ratios and 

a diagnostic-based approach, were indeed specialists in using in

dividualized instructional techniques. This aspect of the role dis

tinguished them from the regular classroom teacher who usually lacked 

the time and training to implement individualization on such a broad 

scale. The LD resource teacher role also seemed to be characterized 

by a concentrated effort to manage the membership, content and nature 

of interactions in the resource room. While the administrators and 

teachers both perceived behavioral management as a role responsibility, 

the observer sensed a much broader group of activities concerning the 

affective domain of instruction. In view of the frequent emotional 

problems of LD students, the LD resource teachers had to provide for 

the total atmosphere in which instruction took place. 
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Profile of EMR Resource Teachers 

Role Name. The observer referred to the EMR resource teachers 

by the role name "EMR resource teachers." This title was appropriate 

because: (1) the major portion of the student population were 

identified as "educable mentally retarded"; (2) the major portion of 

their role observed involved direct instruction of students for a 

period of the school day. This investigator observed the following 

dimensions of the caseload of EMR resource teachers: (1) an average 

total number of students of 20 to 30, (2) an average teacher-student 

ratio of 1:5, and (3) a caseload of students from the intermediate 

grades or from half primary and half intermediate grades. 

Role Relationships. The EMR resource teachers were observed 

to contact the following individuals: principals, the Program Assistant, 

the school psychologist, the caseworker, regular classroom teachers, 

student teachers, teacher aides, parents and students. The relation

ship of the EMR resource teachers with these individuals was on a colleague 

basis, with the following exceptions: (1) principals were superiors 

who gave directives and supplied support and (2) student teachers and 

teacher aides were subordinates who were given assignments and 

instructions. 

The reasons for the contacts between the EMR resource teachers 

and these personnel varied. The program assistant offered teaching 

suggestions and assisted in diagnosis. The school psychologist was 

involved in the referral procedures and in diagnosis. The principal 
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gave new assignments to the EMR resource teachers and advised them on 

meetings and visitors. The EMR resource teachers contacted regular 

classroom teachers by instructing slow groups, by instructing regular 

classes in a particular skill, by discussing common students, by 

coordinating curriculum, by discussing referrals and arranging schedules, 

and by cooperating at parent meetings. Parents were contacted to 

discuss student problems and to keep parents abreast of progress at 

parent conferences. Student teachers and aides were given directions 

and materials, counseled on student behavior management, and supervised. 

Role Responsibilities. This investigator observed the EMR 

resource teachers fulfilling eight responsibilities which were: 

(1) academic instruction, (2) para-academic, (3) diagnosis, 

(4) consultation-liaison, (5) individualized instructional techniques, 

(6) interaction management, (7) clerical, and (8) extra-curricular. The 

definitions of these responsibilities follow in the sections for role 

functions. 

Role Functions. The investigator observed the EMR resource 

teachers giving instruction in the academic subjects of reading, 

arithmetic, spelling, oral and written language and handwriting. The 

techniques and materials used were similar to those reported in the 

other sections referring to EMR resource teachers in Chapter III under 

Administrator Role Expectation and Teacher Role Conception. 

The EMR resource teachers also devoted some time to para-academic 

instruction of skills related to academic subject matter including 
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perceptual skills, process abilities and work habits. Perceptual 

skills taught were visual-motor perception, directionality, tracking, 

auditory discrimination, and attention to detail. Process abilities 

emphasized were following directions, understanding of basic concepts 

like "front," "beside" and "behind," memory for words learned in reading, 

and comprehension. Work habits stressed were speed, self-correction, 

keeping one's place, use of concrete objects in computation and reading, 

checking, use of personal work folders and use of learning machines. 

Diagnostic activities were not observed although student folders 

with diagnostic information for instructional purposes were present in 

the resource rooms. Only one teacher took a day to prepare instructional 

materials or to test when necessary. 

This investigator observed only a few consultation-liaison 

activities compared to instructional activities which consumed almost 

the total school day. These consulting functions were reported under 

the section dealing with role relationships. 

While related to instructional responsibilities, many activities 

involving the manipulation of strategies for individualized instruction 

were observed. These activities provided the maximum accommodation for 

individual learning needs. They were used during three phases of 

instruction: pre-task, peri-task and post-task. During the pre-task 

phase the teachers programmed materials, prepared behavioral objectives, 

arranged the physical environment, and made provisions for teaching the 

same thing in many ways, overlearning, use of multi-level material, and 

use of a total approach (e.g., hear, read, write, and say). They also 
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reviewed materials with students, made realistic demands, and gave 

explicit directions. 

The peri-task strategies were attention control, pointing, 

the use of cues, pacing, precision teaching and measurement, use of 

concrete aides, shifting tasks regularly, tracing, anticipating mistakes, 

use of the blackboard and flash cards, use of motor acts to supplement 

an exercise, use of association, masking, and teaching rules (e.g., 

phonics) and referring students to them. The post-task strategies 

were supplying immediate feedback, use of incentives, graph plotting, 

checking completed exercises, and aiding students in self-correction 

and error detection. 

The EMR resource teachers were observed to perform many activities 

involving the management of interactions in the resource room. They 

managed the membership, content and nature of interactions. The member

ship of interactions involved who worked with whom: the EMR resource 

teacher, the student teacher, teacher aides and students. Interactions 

were on a one-to-one basis or a group basis. The content of the 

interactions included academic matters and social behavior. The nature 

of the interactions included various kinds of teacher behaviors. 

1. Teachers gave directions and answered questions. The instruc

tions were directed to individuals and the group. Students 

were often directed to consult rules already learned or were 

given directions; then the students were left to themselves to 

encourage independence. The EMR resource teachers used ques

tioning in an artful fashion by asking leading questions or 
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answering a student question with a question. 

Teachers reacted to misbehavior in various ways: ignoring it, 

giving verbal rebukes, arbitrating feuds, telling a student what 

to do, telling a student how disappointing his behavior was, 

and reminding a student of previous agreements. 

Teachers handled student failure in academic tasks by asking 

leading questions, giving cues, making note of problems for 

future reference, helping the student rework the task correctly, 

teaching the student self-correction skills, telling the student 

an answer, directing the student in error detection, giving the 

student another chance, and giving the student a break when 

frustration mounted. 

The teachers motivated students by: 

a. using craft work, tangible rewards, and graph plotting as 

incentives, 

b. using exciting group work, seeking group consensus on 

- projects, and by allowing students to encourage and help 

one another, 

c. using verbal reinforcers, e.g., "good listener," 

d. offering fair rewards, 

e. making realistic demands on students, 

f. reminding students of contracts agreed upon. 

Teachers were receptive to student needs to develop in affective 

areas. They listened to stories about extra-curricular 

activities, chatted with students and generally permitted some 
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time for little asides. 

6. Teachers maintained attention and order by calling students 

back to the task at hand with a touch and rise of the voice. 

If students were working busily, they ignored chatting between 

them. Arranging exciting tasks maintained involvement. 

7. The teachers established a tone for the interactions by their 

insistence and firmness, by avoiding over-correction, by 

seating students close to them, by avoiding recriminating com

ments, by realistic demands, by encouraging independence, by 

talking students out of their moods, and by being tolerant of 

student movement. 

8. Teachers supplied immediate feedback by being readily accessible, 

by awarding compliments freely, and by correcting work 

assignments quickly. 

9. Teachers corrected students in academic tasks and other areas 

(e.g., personal appearance), in a gentle manner, and in a 

constructive fashion. 

The investigator observed the performance and results of many 

clerical activities. Logs were kept daily; files for instructional 

purposes were available for each student; diagnostic case reports were 

available for reference; evaluations were performed daily; and instruc

tional materials were prepared. 
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Role Skills. This investigator observed activities performed 

by the EMR resource teachers which demanded certain skills: 

1. knowledge of the education of the educable mentally retarded 

and slow learner, 

2. ability to use diagnostic information for instruction, 

3. knowledge of techniques and materials for instruction of 

academic and related skills in an individualized fashion, 

4. ability to relate with others on a professional level, 

5. ability to order and schedule many activities. 

Personal Qualities. This investigator observed the EMR resource 

teachers to be: friendly, organized, creative, receptive, flexible, 

patient, controlled, independent, realistically demanding, animated, 

good with children, and confident. 

Environmental Factors. This investigator observed certain 

physical and psychological factors which were assisting or hindering 

the role performed by EMR resource teachers. 

The physical factors which were facilitating the work of these 

teachers were: 

1. large classrooms with many desks and chairs, 

2. many reading series on different ability levels and with high 

interest-low vocabulary material, 

3. many learning materials (e.g., cuisenaire rods, phonovisual charts) 

and equipment (e.g., tape-recorders, "talking pages," language 

master), 
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4. kits and programs, e.g.,Distar, 

5. teacher aides, 

6. low noise level. 

This investigator also observed some physical factors hindering 

the EMR resource teachers, including the opposites of the above-

mentioned ones. These teachers encountered situations such as: 

1. teaching in classrooms so large that student management was 

difficult, 

2. teaching in an exposed area and high noise level, 

3. few materials on hand, 

4. the use of equipment with which students were not familiar, • 

5. problems scheduling students, 

6. difficulty coordinating resource room curriculum with regular 

classroom curriculum, 

7. heavy student loads and demands for service, 

8. the referral procedures which left teachers with incomplete 

information, ambiguous criteria for judging borderline cases, 

or no information because lines of communication broke down, 

9. diagnostic information was useless for planning instruction, 

10. lack of services on the Junior High School level left little 

provision for follow-up, 

11. scheduling of sessions was too tight and hectic. 
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Many psychological factors were observed to be affecting the 

role performance of the EMR resource teachers. To assist them in their 

work were supportive principals and good staff relationships, teacher 

flexibility and adaptation when teaching in an exposed area, a morning 

break, a pleasant setting, a good pace in the classroom and a well-

coordinated operation, and experience as a teacher in the school and 

familiarity with teacher and student problems. Working to the EMR 

resource teacher's disadvantage were the following factors: 

1. unruly students, 

2. a hectic pace, 

3. coordination of many independent workers at one time, 

4. pressure to increase the caseload to meet school demands and 

needs, 

5. insecurity over lack of training, 

6.. need for summer training to meet new certification requirements, 

7. the experimental nature of the role which caused confusion, 

insecurity and defensiveness, 

8. difficulty in encouraging students to the limit of their ability 

and yet maintaining realistic expectations for them. 

Discussion. The observer seemed to perceive the EMR teacher 

role much as the teachers did and differently from the administrators. 

The observer and teachers agreed upon the fact that the role involved 

a larger caseload, a larger teacher-student ratio and more respon

sibilities than the administrators indicated. On this base there 
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seemed to be a confusion about the EMR teacher role. In fact an 

Increased caseload and array of responsibilities might compromise the 

amount of time available to instruct the core group of educable mentally 

retarded. 

Comparison of Profiles 

An examination of the two role profiles (LD and EMR) for "role 

performed" revealed a basic similarity in the roles of LD and EMR 

resource teachers. The only areas of distinction were: (1) EMR re

source teachers taught on a greater teacher-student ratio and (2) LD 

resource teachers performed diagnostic activities more often and on a 

broader scale than the EMR resource teachers. 

Teacher Role Acceptance 

The instrument used to measure "role accepted" (RA) was an 

opinionnaire mailed to all LD and EMR resource teachers in a south

western school district. Forty-four teachers returned the opinionnaire: 

20 LD resource teachers and 24 EMR resource teachers. See Appendix E 

for the raw scores of the teachers on the opinionnaire. The meaning 

and use of the opinionnaire was explained in detail in Chapter II under 

Step 5: Construction of Opinionnaire and Step 6: Administration of 

Opinionnaire. 

I Resource Teacher Role 

Introduction. The mean scores of the LD resource teachers and 

EMR resource teachers were computed for each of the 140 items of Part I 
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of the opinionnaire. They were analyzed descriptively and statistically 

to identify the likes and dislikes of the resource teachers. 

A descriptive form of analysis was used to produce profiles of 

role acceptance by the LD and EMR resource teachers. Three ranges 

were established to analyze the scores: 

Rejection = 1 to 2.4 

Neutrality = 2.5 to 3.4 

Acceptance = 3.5 to 5 

The scores were arranged according to these ranges to facilitate analysis 

in Table 1 for the LD resource teachers and in Table 2 for the EMR 

resource teachers. Particular attention was given to scores of items 

which fell into the acceptance and rejection ranges since they indicated 

strong likes and dislikes of the teachers. 

T tests were performed between the scores of the LD and EMR 

resource teachers for each of the items. They were arranged in Table 3 

to indicate the specific differences in the acceptance of the LD and 

EMR resource teachers. 

LD Resource Teachers. The LD resource teachers indicated a 

pronounced preference for role names that mentioned learning dis

abilities (LD teacher, LD specialist, and LD resource teacher). See 

Table 1. Role names associated with the EMR resource teachers were 

| disliked by the LD teachers (MR resource teacher, Resource teacher by 

grade levels, etc.). 

The smaller the teacher-student ratio (1:1 to 1:3), the better 

the LD resource teachers liked it. They indicated the same preference 



Table 1. Acceptance of role by LD resource teachers. 

Items Range 

Rej ectlon Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

1-140 (Part I) 3.82 .22 

1-10 (Role Name) 2.77 .58 

1 LD teacher 3.70 1.34 
2 PAR teacher 2.65 1.35 
3 MR resource teacher 1.60 .82 
4 Resource teacher 2.65 1.31 
5 LD teacher 2.85 1.04 

in resource room 
6 Resource teachers 2.30 .92 

by grade level 
7 LD specialist 4.25 1.02 
8 LD resource teacher 3.50 1.10 
9 MR resource teacher, 1.95 1.15 

engineered classroom 
10 Tutor of basic skills 2.20 1.40 

11-14 (Teacher-student ratio) 2.53 .42 

11 1-1 to 1-3 4.85 .67 
12 1-5 to 1-7 2.65 1.14 
13 1-10 to 1-20 1.60 1.05 
14 higher 1.00 .00 



Table 1. Acceptance of role by LD resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rejection 
(1- 2.4) 

X SD 

Neutrality 
(2.5 - 3.4) 

~ SD X 

Acceptance 
(3.5 - 5) 

X SD 

15-19 (Total number of students) 

15 15 on register 
16 15-20 
17 20-30 
18 30-40 
19 more than 15 

if teacher aide 

20-21 (Setting) 

20 Resource room 
21 Self-contained 

classroom 

22-26 (Grade levels) 

22 primary 
23 intermediate 
24 half and half 
25 secondary 
26 all 

2.96 .62 

1.85 
1.05 

.88 

.22 

3.40 1.39 

2.65 

2.60 
2.80 

1.39 

1.43 
1.51 

4.45 1.05 

4.05 

3.53 

4.40 

3.79 

4.85 
4.35 
4.35 

.95 

1.06 

1.14 

.66 

.49 

.59 

.59 



Table 1. Acceptance of role by LD resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rejection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

27-37 (Contacts) 

27 Director 
28 Coordinators 
29 Assistants 
30 Principals 
31 Regular teachers 
32 Psychologist 
33 Social worker 
34 Nurse 
35 Students 
36 Parents 
37 Other specialists 

38-44 (Relationships) 

38 Colleague to all 
39 Subord. to Director 

and coordinators 
40 Subord. to principal 
41 Subord. to Assistants 
42 Superior to students 
43 Superior to aides 
44 Superior to student teachers 

4.65 .31 

3.45 .76 

4.90 
4.50 
4.30 
4.85 
4.70 
4.65 
4.60 
4.55 
5.00 
4.70 
4.45 

.31 

.76 

.98 

.37 

.47 

.75 
.68 
.89 
.00 
.66  
.83 

4.55 
3.50 

1.00 
1.15 

3.05 
3.15 
3.00 
3.15 

1.00 
1.14 
1.12 
1.09 

3.75 1.02 

r 



Table 1. Acceptance of role by LD resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rejection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

45-59 (Responsibilities) 4.07 .35 

45 Screening 
46 Diagnosis 
47 Report writing 
48 Academic instruction 
49 Remediation 
50 Evaluation 
51 Staffings 
52 Consulting teachers 
53 Consulting specialists 
54 Consulting parents 
55 Supervising aides 
56 Clerical 
57 Attending meetings 
58 School activities 
59 Behavior management 

3.30 1.13 

2.35 

2.15 

.88 

.88 

4.30 
4.60 

4.50 
4.95 
4.45 
4.25 
4.65 
4.65 
4.80 
4.25 

3.80 

4.00 

1.17 
.82 

.83 
.22 
.76 
.91 
.49 
.59 
.41 
.85 

.77 

.80 



Table 1. Acceptance of role by LD resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rejection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

60-70 (Instructional functions) 3.90 .55 

60 Reading mostly 4.15 .81 
61 Using modified remedial tech. 4.40 .82 
62 Math, spelling, and writing 4.35 .75 
63 Using programs 3.75 1.16 
64 Using modified classroom work 3.25 1.37 
65 Using teaching machines 3.60 .88 
66 Perceptual exercises 3.60 1.10 
67 Language dev. 4.35 .75 
68 Tutoring skills 3.70 1.22 
69 Supplementary teaching 3.55 1.28 
70 Socialization, etc. 4.15 .93 

71-81 (Diagnostic functions) 4.22 .45 

71 Observe 4.55 .69 
72 Screen 4.30 .92 
73 Test, etc. 4.45 .83 
74 Gather information 4.25 .91 
75 Case reports 3.40 .94 
76 Plan 4.75 .44 
77 Itinerant 3.50 1.24 
78 Solicit help in testing 3.80 1.06 
79 Give ITPA, etc. 4.45 .76 
80 Informal diagnosis 4.70 .47 
81 Staffings 4.30 .87 



Table 1. Acceptance of role by LD resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rej ection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

82-86 (Consultant functions) 4.15 .55 

82 Interpret tests 
83 Supply materials 
84 Design curriculum 
85 Manage behavior 
86 Available to teachers 

87-91 (Clerical functions) 3.48 .67 

87 Correct papers 3.05 1.15 
88 Keep folders 
89 Schedule 3.35 1.23 

Make materials 
Reports 

92-102 (Personal Qualities) 

90 
91 

92 Patient 
93 Flexible 
94 Humorous 
95 Loving 
96 Cooperative 
97 Experimentable 
98 Challenged 
99 Faith in students 
100 Confident 
101 Optimistic 
102 Able to relate 

4.85 
3.90 
3.70 
3.70 
4.60 

3.70 

3.90 
3.40 

4.78 

4.65 
4.85 
4.80 
4.65 
4.70 
4.65 
4.90 
4.85 
4.80 
4.90 
4.85 

.37 
1.12 
1.17 
1.03 

.60 

.98 

1.12 
1.19 

.33 

.59 

.49 

.52 

.67 

.57 

.59 

.31 

.37 

.41 

.31 

.37 



Table 1. Acceptance of role by LD resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rej ection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

103-112 (Physical Assistance) 4.28 .40 

103 Standard room 4.05 1.10 
104 Small room 3.95 1.19 
105 Variety of reading series 4.10 1.21 
106 Programs and kits 4.25 1.07 
107 Reasonable caseload 4.90 .31 
108 Time to prepare 5.00 .00 
109 Well-screened population 4.20 1.01 
110 Teacher aides 4.30 .80 
111 Teaching machines 3.80 .95 
112 Distar, etc. 4.20 1.01 

113-121 (Physical Hindrance) 2.89 .50 

113 Loosely screened population 3.20 1.15 
114 No definite room 1.70 .92 
115 Many requests to take students 3.20 .83 
116 Many requests for help 3.55 1.15 
117 Scheduling problems 3.25 .97 
118 Exposed teaching area 1.95 1.05 
119 Little diagnostic help 3.00 1.08 
120 Integration 4.05 1.00 
121 Lack of materials 2.10 1.02 



Table 1. Acceptance of role by LD resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rejection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

122-130 (Psychological Assistance) 4.67 .26  

122 Supportive principal 
123 Supportive Director 
124 Rapport 
125 Freedom 
126 Teacher confidence 
127 Experience 
128 Familiarity 
129 Supportive parents 
130 Few behavior problems 

131-140 (Psychological hindrance) 

5.00 
4.95 
4.90 
5.00 

4.85 

4.15 
4.50 
4.80 
3.85 

.00 

.22 
.31 
.00 
.49 
1.09 
.61 
.41 
.81 

2.86 .56 

131 Disagreements with school 
psychologists 

132 Negative teacher attitudes 
133 Policy conflicts 
134 Teacher resentment 
135 Frustrated students 
136 Insecure environs 
137 Coordination of many students 
138 Total responsibility 
139 Staff conflicts 
140 Hectic schedule 

2.35 
2.20 

.75 

.95 

3.25 

2.65 

2.70 

2.95 
2.70 
2.75 

.85 

.88 

1.03 

1.10 
1.13 
1.16 

3.50 1.00 

3.80 .83 



Table 1. Acceptance of role by LD resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rejection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

141 RE: LD 4.15 .99 

142 RC: EMR 3.15 1.46 

143 RE: EMR 3.00 1.59 

144 RP: LD 3.90 1.37 

145 RC: LD 4.65 .93 

146 RP: EMR 2.35 1.31 
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for small caseloads, disliking caseloads of 20 or more students. In 

regard to grade levels of students, the teachers liked to teach 

children in grades one through six. The resource room setting was 

preferred more than the self-contained classroom. 

The LD resource teachers enjoyed their contacts with the many 

personnel connected with their role. Preferring a colleague with 

everyone, they still were accepting of the fact that their Director 

and principals were superiors. 

The only role responsibilities that the LD teachers disliked 

were clerical and school building activities (e.g., playground duty), 

while report writing was disliked somewhat. Nearly all of the specific 

instructional, diagnostic, and consultant functions were accepted. The 

LD teachers had mixed feelings about clerical activities such as 

correcting papers and scheduling students. They had no trouble in 

maintaining the personal qualities needed for the role. 

The LD teachers indicated that they liked all the physical 

and psychological assistances mentioned. They identified only a few 

hindrances which they found difficult to tolerate: (1) physical 

restrictions concerning teaching space and materials and (2) psychological 

restrictions stemming from negative teacher attitudes and policy 

conflicts. Numerous requests for help, integrating students into the 

regular classroom, managing frustrated students, and coordinating many 

students simultaneously seemed to come easily for the teachers. 

In general, the LD resource teachers seemed to like the role of 

a resource teacher. 
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EMR Resource Teachers. The EMR resource teachers indicated a 

pronounced preference for one role name, that is, "resource teacher" 

(the name used for them in the district). See Table 2. They were 

willing to work on as large a teacher-student ratio as 1:7, but no 

larger. Twenty students was the ceiling on the caseload size they 

liked, unless they had teacher aides. They preferred children in grades 

one through six. Both the resource room setting and the self-contained 

classroom were acceptable to them. 

The EMR resource teachers enjoyed the array of personnel with 

whom they worked, preferring a colleague relationship with them. Al

though they liked most of their responsibilities, they were ambivalent 

about report writing, attending meetings, and school activities (e.g., 

playground duty). Clerical duties were disliked. Among the specific 

functions of their role, a few were neither liked nor disliked: 

(1) using modified regular classroom material and teaching machines, 

(2) writing case reports and doing itinerant testing, (3) managing 

behavior problems, and (4) correcting papers, keeping work folders, 

scheduling and making out reports. The EMR teachers found no difficulty 

in maintaining the personal qualities needed for the role. 

These teachers definitely liked having the physical and 

psychological supports mentioned. Although many requests for help and 

student integration posed no major problem for them, they strongly dis

liked physical restrictions involving space and materials and psychological 

factors involving staff problems and school conditions. Otherwise 

they were ambivalent about the environmental factors hindering the role. 



Table 2. Acceptance of role by EMR resource teachers. 

Items Range 

Rejection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

1-140 (Part I) 

1-10 (Role Name) 

3.67 .26 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

7 
8 
9 

10 

LD teacher 
PAR teacher 
MR resource teacher 
Resource teacher 
LD teacher 
in resource room 
Resource teachers 
by grade level 
LD specialist 
LD resource teacher 
MR resource teacher, 
engineered classroom 
Tutor of basic skills 

2.17 .96 

11-14 (Teacher-student ratio) 

11 1-1 to 1-3 
12 1-5 to 1-7 
13 1-10 to 1-20 
14 higher 

2.04 
1.29 

1.16 
.69 

2.97 

3.21 
2.71 
2.67 

3.21 

3.17 

3.08 
3.08 

2.54 

3.00 

.37 

.93 
1.08 
1.13 

.88 

.92 

1.18 
1.02 

1.50 

.49 

3.83 1.13 

4.83 
3.83 

.38 
.82 



Table 2. Acceptance of role by EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rejection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

15-19 (Total number of students) 3.21 .53 

15 15 on register 4.21 1.14 
16 15-20 3.92 .88 
17 20-30 2.63 1.35 
18 30-40 1.42 .72 
19 more than 15 3.88 1.04 

if teacher aide 

20-21 (Setting) 4.23 .68 

20 Resource room 4.71 .55 
21 Self-contained 3.75 1.39 

classroom 

22-26 (Grade level) 3.55 .85 

22 primary 4.13 1.33 
23 intermediate 3.96 1.20 
24 half and half 3.67 1.37 
25 secondary 2.96 1.52 
26 all 3.04 1.52 



Table 2. Acceptance of role by EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rej ection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

27-37 (Contacts) 4.39 .50 

27 Director 4.46 .78 
28 Coordinators 4.46 .93 
29 Assistants 4.08 1.06 
30 Principals 4.67 .64 
31 Regular teachers 4.67 .57 
32 Psychologist 4.04 1.04 
33 Social worker 3.96 1.08 
34 Nurse 4.21 .78 
35 Students 4.88 .45 
36 Parents 4.58 .65 
37 Other specialists 4.33 .82 

38-44 (Relationships) 2.76 .89 

38 Colleague to all 
39 Subord. to Director 

and coordinators 
2.79 1.25 

40 Subord. to principal 2.75 1.15 
41 Subord. to Assistants 2.33 1.09 
42 Superior to students 2.50 1.50 

43 Superior to aides 2.33 1.27 
44 Superior to student teachers 2.38 1.31 

4.25 1.11 



Table 2. Acceptance of role by EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rej ection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

45-59 (Responsibilities) 3.86 .38 

45 Screening 
46 Diagnosis 
47 Report writing 
48 Academic instruction 
49 Remediation 
50 Evaluation 
51 Staffings 
52 Consulting teachers 
53 Consulting specialists 
54 Consulting parents 
55 Supervising aides 
56 Clerical 
57 Attending meetings 
58 School activities 
59 Behavior management 

2.63 1.06 

2.25 .94 
2.96 
2.71 

1.16 
1.04 

4.04 
4.29 

4.75 
4.96 
4.25 
4.08 
4.54 
4.71 
4.58 
3.71 

3.50 

.69 

.81 

.61 
.20 

1.11 
.97 
.66 
.55 
.72 
1.16 

.98 



Table 2. Acceptance of role by EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rej ectlon Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

60-70 (Instructional functions) 

60 Reading mostly 
61 Using modified remedial tech. 
62 Math, spelling, and writing 
63 Using programs 
64 Using modified classroom work 
65 Using teaching machines 
66 Perceptual exercises 
67 Language dev. 
68 Tutoring skills 
69 Supplementary teaching 
70 Socialization, etc. 

71-81 (Diagnostic functions) 

71 Observe 
72 Screen 
73 Test, etc. 
74 Gather information 
75 Case reports 
76 Plan 
77 Itinerant 
78 Solicit help in testing 
79 Give ITPA, etc. 
80 Informal diagnosis 
81 Staffings 

3.92 .42 

3.04 
3.29 

1.20 
1.08 

2.92 

2.96 

1.02 

1.00 

4.29 
3.96 
4.08 
3.79 

3.67 
4.50 
4.25 
3.71 
4.54 

3.84 

3.88 
3.88 
3.88 
4.21 

4.08 

3.54 
4.00 
4.71 
4.17 

1.00 
1.04 
.78 
1.06 

1.01 
.72 
.99 
1.08 
.72 

.46 

.99 
.80 
.99 
.78 

.88 

1.10 
.98 
.55 
.92 



Table 2. Acceptance of role by EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rejection Neutrality Acceptance 

<1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 " 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

82-86 (Consultant functions) 3.85 .55 

82 Interpret tests 4.08 .78 
83 Supply materials 3.75 .99 
84 Design curriculum 3.75 1.26 
85 Manage behavior 3.29 1.00 
86 Available to teachers 4.38 .77 

87-91 (Clerical functions) 3.37 .64 

87 Correct papers 3.21 1.14 
88 Keep folders 3.42 1.18 
89 Schedule 3.33 .76 
90 Make materials 3.71 1.12 
91 Reports 3.17 1.17 

92-102 (Personal Qualities) 4.58 .40 

92 Patient 4.04 1.00 
93 Flexible 4.54 .88 
94 Humorous 4.54 .66 
95 Loving 4.63 .65 
96 Cooperative 4.71 .46 
97 Experimentable 4.50 .83 
98 Challenged 4.67 .64 
99 Faith in students 4.75 .53 
100 Confident 4.63 .58 
101 Optimistic 4.71 .55 
102 Able to relate 4.71 .55 



Table 2. Acceptance of role by EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rejection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

103-112 (Physical Assistance) 4.18 .50 

103 Standard room 
104 Small room 
105 Variety of reading series 
106 Programs and kits 
107 Reasonable caseload 
108 Time to prepare 
109 Well-screened population 
110 Teacher aides 
111 Teaching machines 
112 Distar, etc. 

113-121 (Physical Hindrance) 

3.29 

2.71 

1.16 

.63 

3.88 
3.58 
4.67 
4.42 
4.79 
4.88 
4.29 
4.00 

1.19 
1.47 
.57 
1.02 
.51 
.34 
.96 
.83 

3.96 1.08 

113 Loosely screened population 3.13 1.26 
114 No definite room 1.58 .97 
115 Many requests to take students 3.04 . 1.23 
116 Many requests for help 
117 .Scheduling problems 2.96 .96 
118 Exposed teaching area 2.21 1.22 
119 Little diagnostic help 2.54 1.06 
120 Integration 
121 Lack of materials 1.75 .94 

3.67 .92 

3.54 1.02 



Table 2. Acceptance of role by EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items \ Range 

Rejection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

122-•130 (Psychological Assistance) 4.67 .41 

122 Supportive principal 4.92 .28 
123 Supportive Director 4.88 .34 
124 Rapport 4.75 .53 
125 Freedom 4.96 .20 
126 Teacher confidence 4.83 .38 
127 Experience 4.38 1.06 
128 Familiarity 4.71 .62 
129 Supportive parents 4.54 .98 
130 Few behavior problems 4.08 .83 

131-•140 (Psychological hindrance) 2.45 .65 

131 Disagreements with school 2.96 1.08 
psychologists 

132 Negative teacher attitudes 2.04 1.00 
133 Policy conflicts 1.67 .87 
134 Teacher resentment 2.17 .92 
135 Frustrated students 3.00 1.22 
136 Insecure environs 2.13 1.30 
137 Coordination of many students 3.21 1.10 
138 Total responsibility 2.79 1.18 
139 Staff conflicts 2.04 1.04 
140 Hectic schedule 2.50 1.18 



Table 2. Acceptance of role by EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items Range 

Rejection Neutrality Acceptance 
(1- 2.4) (2.5 - 3.4) (3.5 - 5) 

X SD X SD X SD 

141 RE: LD 3.58 1.14 

142 RC: EMR 3.21 1.35 

143 RE: EMR 4.38 .92 

144 RP: LD 4.08 1.10 

145 RC: LD 3.83 1.09 

146 RP: EMR 3.46 1.29 
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In general, the EMR resource teachers seemed to like the 

role of a resource teacher. 

Comparison of Profiles. The LD and EMR resource teachers 

differed in their acceptance of certain aspects of the role. See 

Table 3. The teachers preferred role names associated with their 

specialty: "LD specialist" for the LD teachers and "MR resource 

teacher," "Resource teacher," "Resource teacher by grade level" for 

the EMR teachers. The EMR resource teachers were more accepting of 

larger teacher-student ratios (1:5 to 1:7) and larger caseloads (20 to 

40 students). They also liked the self-contained classroom setting 

more than the LD resource teachers. The LD resource teachers were 

more accepting of a primary grade student body or a combination of 

primary and intermediate grade students. 

The EMR resource teachers did not enjoy their contacts with 

certain personnel (their Director, the school psychologist, and social 

worker) as much as the LD resource teachers. They also liked being 

subordinates to principals and Program Assistants and superiors to 

students teachers less than the LD resource teachers. 

In regard to role responsibilities, the LD and EMR resource 

teachers differed in acceptance of only two duties; the LD resource 

teachers liked report writing and attending meet in;; > nvre. Also it 

was the LD teachers who were more accepting of a number of activities 

connected with diagnosis: observation, test administration, planning 

an educational program based upon diagnostic results, and interpreting 

test results to others. 



Table 3. Comparison of role acceptance by LD and EMR resource teachers. 

Items LD MR 

SD X SD 

1-140 (Part I) 3.82 .22 3.67 .26 2.01 .05* 

1-10 (Role Name) 2.77 .58 2.97 .37 -1.36 .19 

1 LD teacher 3.70 1.34 3.21 .93 1.43 .16 
2 PAR teacher 2.65 1.35 2.71 1.08 - .16 .87 
3 MR resource teacher 1.60 .82 2.67 1.13 -3.52 .001*** 
4 Resource teacher 2.65 1.31 3.83 1.13 -3.22 .002** 
5 LD teacher 2.85 1.04 3.21 .88 -1.24 .22 

in resource room 
6 Resource teachers 2.30 .92 3.17 .92 -3.11 .003** 

by grade level 
7 LD specialist 4.25 1.02 3.08 1.18 3.48 .001*** 
8 LD resource teacher 3.50 1.10 3.08 1.02 1.30 .20 
9 MR resource teacher, 1.95 1.15 2.17 .96 - .68 .50 

engineered classroom 
10 Tutor of basic skills 2.20 1.40 2.54 1.50 - .77 .44 

11-14 (Teacher-student ratio) 2.53 .42 3.00 .49 -3.42 .001*** 

11 1-1 to 1-3 4.85 .67 4.83 .38 .10 .92 
12 1-5 to 1-7 2.65 1.14 3.83 .82 -4.01 .000*** 
13 1-10 to 1-20 1.60 1.05 2.04 1.16 -1.31 .20 
14 higher 1.00 .00 1.29 .69 -1.89 .07 



Table 3. Comparison of role acceptance by LD and EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items LD MR 

SD X SD 

15-19 (Total number of students) 2.96 .62 3.21 .53 -1.44 .16 

15 15 on register 4.45 1.05 4.21 1.14 .73 .47 
16 15-20 3.40 1.39 3.92 .88 -1.44 .16 
17 20-30 1.85 .88 2.63 1.35 -2.21 .03* 
18 30-40 1.05 .22 1.42 .72 -2.37 .03* 
19 more than 15 4.05 .95 3.88 1.04 .58 .56 

if teacher aide 

20-21 (Setting) 3.53 1.06 4.23 .68 -2.57 .02* 

20 Resource room 4.40 1.14 4.71 .55 -1.10 .28 
21 Self-contained 2.65 1.39 3.75 1.39 -2.62 .01** 

classroom 

22-26 (Grade levels) 3.79 .66 3.55 .85 1.04 .31 

22 primary 4.85 .49 4.13 1.33 2.48 .02* 
23 intermediate 4.35 .59 3.96 1.20 1.41 .17 
24 half and half 4.35 .59 3.67 1.37 2.21 .03* 
25 secondary 2.60 1.43 2.96 1.52 - .80 .43 
26 all 2.80 1.51 3.04 1.52 - .53 .60 



Table 3. Comparison of role acceptance by LD and EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items LD MR 

SD X SD 

27-37 (Contacts) 4.65 .31 4.39 .50 2.12 .04* 

27 Director 4.90 .31 4.46 .78 2.55 .02* 
28 Coordinators 4.50 .76 4.46 .93 .16 .87 
29 Assistants 4.30 .98 4.08 1.06 .70 .49 
30 Principals 4.85 .37 4.67 .64 1.19 .24 
31 Regular teachers 4.70 .47 4.67 .57 .21 .84 
32 Psychologist 4.65 .75 4.04 1.04 2.19 .04* 
33 Social worker 4.60 .68 3.96 1.08 2.39 .02* 
34 Nurse 4.55 .89 4.21 .78 1.36 .18 
35 Students 5.00 .00 4.88 .45 1.24 .22 
36 Parents 4.70 .66 4.58 .65 .59 .56 
37 Other specialists 4.45 .83 4.33 .82 .47 .64 

38-44 (Relationships) 3.45 .76 2.76 .89 2.74 .009** 

38 Colleague to all 4.55 1.00 4.25 1.11 .93 .36 
39 Subord. to Director 3.50 1.15 2.79 1.25 1.94 .06 

and coordinators 
40 Subord. to principal 3.75 1.02 2.75 1.15 3.02 .004** 
41 Subord. to Assistants 3.05 1.00 2.33 1.09 2.25 .03** 
42 Superior to students 3.15 1.14 2.50 1.50 1.59 .12 
43 Superior to aides 3.00 1.12 2.33 1.27 1.82 .08 
44 Superior to student teachers 3.15 1.09 2.38 1.31 2.10 .04* 



Table 3. Comparison of role acceptance by LD and EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items LD MR 

SD X SD 

45-59 (Responsibilities) 4.07 .35 3.86 

00 CO 

• 1.82 .08 

45 Screening 4.30 1.17 4.04 .69 .87 .39 
46 Diagnosis 4.60 .82 4.29 .81 1.25 .22 
47 Report writing 3.30 1.13 2.63 1.06 2.05 .05* 
48 Academic instruction 4.50 .83 4.75 .61 -1.15 .26 
49 Remediation 4.95 .22 4.96 .20 - .13 .90 
50 Evaluation 4.45 .76 4.25 1.11 .68 .50 
51 Staffings 4.25 .91 4.08 .97 .58 .56 
52 Consulting teachers 4.65 .49 4.54 .66 .61 .55 
53 Consulting specialists 4.65 .59 4.71 .55 - .34 .74 
54 Consulting parents 4.80 .41 4.58 .72 1.25 .22 
55 Supervising aides 4.25 .85 3.71 1.16 1.73 .09 
56 Clerical 2.35 .88 2.25 .94 .36 .72 
57 Attending meetings 3.80 .77 2.96 1.16 2.77 .008** 
58 School activities 2.15 .88 2.71 1.04 -1.09 .06 
59 Behavior management 4.00 .80 3.50 .98 1.84 .07 



Table 3. Comparison of role acceptance by LD and EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items LD MR 

X SD X SD 

60-70 (Instructional functions) 3.90 , .55 3.92 .42 - .17 .87 

60 Reading mostly 4.15 • .81 4.29 1.00 - .51 .61 
61 Using modified remedial tech. 4.40 .82 3.96 1.04 1.54 .13 
62 Math, spelling, and writing 4.35 .75 4.08 .78 1.16 .25 
63 Using programs 3.75 1.16 3.79 1.06 - .12 .90 
64 Using modified classroom work 3.25 1.37 3.04 1.20 .54 .59 
65 Using teaching machines 3.60 .88 3.29 1.08 1.02 .31 
66 Perceptual exercises 3.60 1.10 3.67 1.01 - .21 .84 
67 Language dev. 4.35 .75 4.50 .72 - .68 .50 
68 Tutoring skills 3.70 1.22 4.25 .99 -1.65 .11 
69 Supplementary teaching 3.55 1.28 3.71 1.08 - .45 .66 
70 Socialization, etc. 4.15 .93 4.54 .72 -1.57 .12 

71-81 (Diagnostic functions) 4.22 .45 3.84 .46 2.77 .008** 

71 Observe 4.55 .69 3.88 .99 2.57 .01** 
72 Screen 4.30 .92 3.88 .80 1.64 .11 
73 Test, etc. 4.45 .83 3.88 .99 2.06 .05* 
74 Gather information 4.25 .91 4.21 .78 .16 .87 
75 Case reports 3.40 .94 2.92 1.02 1.62 .11 
76 Plan 4.75 .44 4.08 .88 3.25 .003** 
77 Itinerant 3.50 1.24 2.96 1.00 1.61 .12 
78 Solicit help in testing 3.80 1.06 3.54 1.10 .79 .44 
79 Give ITPA, etc. 4.45 .76 4.00 .98 1.68 .10 
80 Informal diagnosis 4.70 .47 4.71 .55 - .05 .96 
81 Staffings 4.30 .87 4.17 .92 .49 .63 



Table 3. Comparison of role acceptance by LO and EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items LD MR 

SD X SD 

82-86 (Consultant functions) 4.15 .55 3.85 .55 1.81 .08 

82 Interpret tests 4.85 .37 4.08 .78 4.30 .000*** 
83 Supply materials 3.90 1.12 3.75 .99 .47 .64 
84 Design curriculum 3.70 1.17 3.75 1.26 - .14 .89 
85 Manage behavior 3.70 1.03 3.29 1.00 1.33 .19 
86 Available to teachers 4.60 .60 4.38 .77 1.07 .29 

87-91 (Clerical functions) 3.48 .67 3.37 .64 .57 .57 

87 Correct papers 3.05 1.15 3.21 1.14 - .46 .65 
88 Keep folders 3.70 .98 3.42 1.18 .86 .40 
89 Schedule 3.35 1.23 3.33 .76 .05 .96 
90 Make materials 3.90 1.12 3.71 1.12 .56 .58 
91 Reports 3.40 1.19 3.17 1.17 .66 .52 

92-102 (Personal Qualities) 4.78 .33 4.58 .40 1.77 .08 

92 Patient 4.65 .59 4.04 1.00 2.51 .02* 
93 Flexible 4.85 .49 4.54 .88 1.46 .15 
94 Humorous 4.80 .52 4.54 .66 1.42 .16 
95 Loving 4.65 .67 4.63 .65 .13 .90 
96 Cooperative 4.70 .57 4.71 .46 - .05 .96 
97 Experimentable 4.65 .59 4.50 .83 .68 .50 
98 Challenged 4.90 .31 4.67 .64 1.59 .12 
99 Faith in students 4.85 .37 4.75 .53 .71 .48 
100 Confident 4.80 .41 4.63 .58 1.14 .26 
101 Optimistic 4.90 .31 4.71 .55 1.46 .15 
102 Able to relate 4.85 .37 4.71 .55 .98 .33 



Table 3. Comparison of role acceptance by LD and EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items LD MR 

X SD X SD 

103-•112 (Physical Assistance) 4.28 .40 4.18 .50 .73 .47 

103 Standard room 4.05 1.10 3.88 1.19 .50 .62 
104 Small room 3.95 1.19 3.58 1.47 .90 .38 
105 Variety of reading series 4.10 1.21 4.67 .57 -1.93 .07 
106 Programs and kits 4.25 1.07 4.42 1.02 - .53 .60 
107 Reasonable caseload 4.90 .31 4.79 .51 .87 .39 
108 Time to prepare 5.00 .00 4.88 .34 1.65 .11 
109 Well-screened population 4.20 1.01 4.29 .96 - .31 .76 
110 Teacher aides 4.30 .80 4.00 .83 1.21 .23 
111 Teaching machines 3.80 .95 3.29 1.16 1.57 .12 
112 Distar, etc. 4.20 1.01 3.96 1.08 .76 .45 

113-•121 (Physical Hindrance) 2.89 .50 2.71 .63 1.02 .32 

113 Loosely screened population 3.20 1.15 3.13 1.26 .20 .84 
114 No definite room 1.70 .92 1.58 .97 .40 .69 
115 Many requests to take students3.20 .83 3.04 1.23 .49 .63 
116 Many requests for help 3.55 1.15 3.67 .92 - .38 .71 
117 Scheduling problems 3.25 .97 2.96 .96 1.00 .32 
118 Exposed teaching area 1.95 1.05 2.21 1.22 - .75 .46 
119 Little diagnostic help 3.00 1.08 2.54 1.06 1.42 .16 
120 Integration 4.05 1.00 3.54 1.02 1.66 .10 
121 Lack of materials 2.10 1.02 1.75 .94 1.18 .25 



Table 3. Comparison of role acceptance by LD and EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items LD MR 

SD X SD 

122-•130 (Psychological Assistance) 4.67 .26 4.67 .41 - .04 .97 

122 Supportive principal 5.00 .00 4.92 .28 1.32 .20 
123 Supportive Director 4.95 .22 4.88 .34 .85 .40 
124 Rapport 4.90 .31 4.75 .53 1.17 .25 
125 Freedom 5.00 .00 4.96 .20 .91 .37 
126 Teacher confidence 4.85 .49 4.83 .38 .13 .90 
127 Experience 4.15 1.09 4.38 1.06 - .69 .49 
128 Familiarity 4.50 .61 4.71 .62 -1.12 .27 
129 Supportive parents 4.80 .41 4.54 .98 1.18 .25 
130 Few behavior problems 3.85 .81 4.08 .83 - .94 .35 

131-•140 (Psychological hindrance) 2.89 .56 2.45 .65 2.34 .02* 

131 Disagreements with school 3.25 .85 2.96 1.08 .98 .33 
psychologists 

132 Negative teacher attitudes 2.35 .75 2.04 1.00 1.14 .26 
133 Policy conflicts 2.20 .95 1.67 .87 1.94 .06 
134 Teacher resentment 2.65 .88 2.17 .92 1.78 .08 
135 Frustrated students 3.50 1.00 3.00 1.22 1.47 .15 
136 Insecure environs 2.70 1.03 2.13 1.30 1.60 .12 
137 Coordination of many students 3.80 .83 3.21 1.10 1.97 .06 
138 Total responsibility 2.95 1.10 2.79 1.18 .46 .65 
139 Staff conflicts 2.70 1.13 2.04 1.04 2.01 .05* 
140 Hectic schedule 2.75 1.16 2.50 1.18 .70 .49 



Table 3< Comparison of role acceptance by LD and EMR resource teachers—Continued 

Items LD MR 

X SD X SD t p 

141 RE: LD 4.15 .99 3.58 1.14 1.74 .09 

142 RC: EMR 3.15 1.46 3.21 1.35 - .14 .89 

143 RE: EMR 3.00 1.59 4.38 .92 -3.42 .002** 

144 RP: LD 3.90 1.37 4.08 1.10 - .49 .63 

145 RC: LD 4.65 .93 3.83 1.09 2.64 .01** 

146 RP: EMR 2.35 1.31 3.46 1.29 -2.83 .007** 

* < .05 
** < .01 
*** <.001 
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The LD resource teachers were more accepting of the role as it 

required patience and as it was compromised by staff conflicts. 

Discussion. What the LD resource teachers accepted or liked 

basically agreed with the LD role perceptions of the administrators, the 

LD teachers, and the observer. They liked a distinctive role name, a 

small teacher-student ratio and caseload, younger age students, and 

the array of responsibilities involved in the role. Their lack of 

acceptance of a few environmental factors was in keeping with the other 

role perceptions too. 

What the EMR resource teachers accepted or liked agreed more 

with the role perceptions of the EMR teachers and the observer than 

with the administrator role perception. They liked to teach as many as 

20 students, but no more than 30 students. They could accept a 

teacher-student ratio as large as 1:7. Similarly they accepted the 

broader range of responsibilities reported by themselves and the -

observer. 

The differences between the LD teacher role and EMR teacher role 

that emerged from the responses to the opinionnaire indicated for the 

second time (the administrator expectations had) that these teachers 

might have different roles. However the differences noted could be 

better understood as an indication that the EMR resource teachers had 

come from one kind of role, the self-contained classroom teacher, and 

were getting used to another, the resource teacher role. For instance, 

they were more accepting of large teacher-student ratios, a condition 

of the previous role. Secondly, they liked the self-contained 
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classroom setting more than the LD teachers did. Thirdly, they did 

not enjoy all the contacts and complexity of role relationships as 

much as the LD teachers; again, their former role did not require the 

same intensity of contacts. Finally, the difficulty in accepting the 

many activities connected with diagnosis was understandable since they 

were still being trained in a skill not demanded before. 

Therefore it seemed more reasonable to explain these differences 

on the basis of role change for the EMR resource teachers than on the 

basis of a difference between the LD and EMR teacher roles. If such 

was the case, only the administrators seemed to perceive a difference 

between the LD and EMR teacher roles. 

Role Perception and Preferences 

Introduction. The mean scores of the LD resource teachers and 

the mean scores of the EMR resource teachers were computed for their 

respective role descriptions and for their respective combined role 

descriptions. A statistical form of analysis was used to analyze the 

data: 

1. To answer questions 1 and 2, an analysis of variance was per

formed to determine the presence of differences among means at 

the .05 level. In the event of a significant analysis of 

variance, the Tukey post-hoc test was performed to determine 

where the differences were at the .05 level. 

2. To answer questions 3 through 5, t tests were performed to 

determine differences between means at the .05 level. 
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Role Perceptions—questions 1 and 2. Tables 4 and 5 show the 

results of an analysis of variance of acceptance scores for LD and EMR 

role perceptions. 

Question 1 asked, "Did the LD resource teachers accept the three 

LD role descriptions (RE:LD, RC:LD, and RP:LD) differently?" The mean 

scores were 4.15, 4.65, and 3.90 respectively (taken from Table 3). As 

shown in Table 4, an analysis of variance indicated no significant 

difference among the means at the .05 level. Therefore, the answer to 

question 1 was that the LD resource teachers did not accept the three 

LD role descriptions differently. 

Table 4. Acceptance of LD role perceptions by LD resource teachers. 

Analysis of Variance 

Source D.F. Sum of Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob. 
Squares 

Between Groups 2 5.83 2.92 2.35 .11 

Within Groups 57 70.90 1.24 

Total 59 76.73 

These results suggested that the LD resource teachers did not 

sense any major difference among the three perceptions of the LD role: 

that of the administrators, the LD teachers, and an observer. Since 

the LD resource teachers liked the LD role perceptions in a similar 

fashion, there did not seem to be any confusion concerning the LD role. 
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Question 2 asked, "Did the EMR resource teachers accept the 

three EMR role descriptions (RE:EMR, RCsEMR and RPtEMR) differently?" 

The mean scores of the EMR resource teachers for each of the 

three EMR role descriptions (RE:EMR, RC: EMR and RP: EMR) were 4.38, 

3.21, and 3.46 respectively (taken from Table 3). As shown in Table 5, 

an analysis of variance for difference among the means indicated a 

significant difference at less than the .01 level. Since there was a 

significant difference, the Tukey post-hoc test was performed to determine 

where the difference was at the .05 level. The results of the Tukey 

post-hoc test were: (1) that the mean for the EMR role description by 

administrators (RE:EMR) was significantly different from the other two 

means, and (2) that the mean for the EMR role description by adminis

trators (RE:EMR) was the highest mean. Therefore, the answer to question 

2 was that the EMR resource teachers accepted the EMR role description 

by their administrators (RE:EMR) more than the other two descriptions. 

Table 5. Acceptance of EMR role perceptions by EMR resource teachers. 

Analysis of Variance 

Source D.F. Sum of Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob. 
Squares 

Between Group 2 18.11 9.06 6.28 .003 

Within Group 69 99.54 1.44 

Total 71 117.65 
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These results suggested that the EMR resource teachers sensed 

a major difference between the three role perceptions of the EMR role. 

They liked what the administrators expected them to do more than what 

they conceived they did and what they were observed to do by an 

observer. Since the EMR resource teachers liked the EMR role perceptions 

in a different fashion, there seemed to be some confusion concerning the 

EMR role. 

Role Preferences—questions 3 through 5. Table 6 shows the 

results of a comparison of LD and EMR role preferences. 

Table 6. Role preferences. 

Teachers LD Role EMR Role 

X SD X SD t df P 

LD 4.23 

C
M
 00 •
 2.83 1.22 5.61 19 < .001 

EMR 3.83 .17 3.68 .16 .74 23 .47 

Comparison 

LD 

EMR 

4.20 .83 

3.65 .81 
2.21 42 .03 

Question 3 asked, "Did the LD resource teachers accept their 

k 
LD role more than they accepted the EMR role?" 

As shown in Table 6, the mean score of the LD resource teachers 

for the three LD role descriptions and the mean score of the LD resource 
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teachers for the three EMR role descriptions were 4.23 and 2.83 respec

tively. A t test for differences between means indicated a significant 

difference at less than the .001 level. Therefore, the answer to 

question 3 was that the LD resource teachers accepted the LD role 

significantly more than they accepted the EMR role. 

The results suggest that the LD resource teachers like being 

LD resource teachers more than they would like to be EMR resource 

teachers. 

Question 4 asked, "Did the EMR resource teachers accept their 

EMR role more than they accepted the LD role?" 

As shown in Table 6, the mean score of the EMR resource teachers 

for the three LD role descriptions and the mean score of the EMR re

source teachers for the three EMR role descriptions were 3.83 and 3.68 

respectively. A t test for differences between means indicated non-

significance. Therefore, the answer to question 4 was that the EMR 

resource teachers did not accept their EMR role any more than they 

accepted the LD role. 

These results suggested that the EMR resource teachers did not 

like being EMR resource teachers more than they would like to be LD 

resource teachers. 

Question 5 asked, "Did the LD resource teachers accept their LD 

role more than the EMR resource teachers accepted their EMR role?" 

As shown in Table 6, the mean score of the LD resource teachers 

for the three LD role descriptions and the mean score of the EMR 

resource teachers for the three EMR role descriptions were 4.20 and 3.65 
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respectively. A t test for differences between means indicated a 

significant difference at the .03 level. The answer to question 5 

was that the LD resource teachers were significantly more accepting 

of their LD role than the EMR resource teachers were of their EMR role. 

These results suggested that the LD resource teachers liked 

being LD resource teachers more than the EMR resource teachers liked 

being EMR resource teachers. 

I 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Statement of the Problem 

A role analysis of two kinds of resource teachers in a south

western school district was performed: resource teachers of children 

with learning disabilities and resource teachers of children with 

educable mental retardation. The role analysis was to accomplish a 

much-needed clarification of the role of a resource teacher by describing 

various role perceptions and by drawing distinctions, when possible, 

between the two kinds of resource teachers. The problem was stated in 

terms of Allport's conceptual framework of four dimensions involved in 

a role: (1) the "role expected" by administrators, (2) the "role con

ceived" by the teachers themselves, (3) the "role performed" by teachers 

as reported by an observer, and (4) the "role accepted" by the teachers. 

Methodology 

The methodology of the study was an inductive process evident 

in the six steps of the research design and the procedures of each step. 

Self-reports were made by administrators, the resource teachers and an 

observer; their statements were compressed into profiles for "role 

expected," "role conceived," and "role performed" respectively; an 

opinionnaire was constructed from the profiles to measure "role accepted" 

by the resource teachers. 

148 
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Procedures 

Six procedural steps were performed in the collection of the 

data for this study. 

Step 1, Construction of Questionnaire: 

An open-ended questionnaire was constructed to permit self-

reports by administrators, teachers and an observer. It covered seven 

major aspects of a role: (1) role name, (2) role relationships, 

(3) role responsibilities, (4) role functions included in role respon

sibilities, (5) role skills, (6) personal qualities for the role, and 

(7) environmental factors (physical and psychological) which helped 

and hindered role performance. 

Step 2, Teacher Observations: 

Ten resource teachers were observed to gather data for the 

"role performed" profiles. Five LD and five EMR resource teachers 

were chosen randomly from all the LD and EMR resource teachers avail

able in the district. Each teacher was observed on-site for five 

hours during a working week, one hour a day at a different time each 

day. The investigator kept a log during each observation period, using 

the questionnaire as a source of reference for entries. At the end of 

the observations, profiles of LD and EMR "role performed" were composed 

from the logs. 

Step '3, Administrator Interviews 

Thirteen administrators were interviewed to gather data for 

the "role expected" profiles: (1) three special education administrators 

and (2) 10 building principals (five having LD resource teachers and 



150 

five having EMR resource teachers). The questionnaire was used by the 

investigator to direct the interview. Profiles for "role expected" of 

LD and EMR resource teachers were composed from the statements of the 

administrators. 

Step 4, Questionnaire to Teachers 

The questionnaire was sent to all the LD and EMR resource teachers 

in the district to gather data for the "role conceived" profiles. Twenty-

five teachers responded: 11 LD resource teachers and 14 EMR resource 

teachers. Profiles for "role conceived" by the LD and EMR resource 

teachers were composed from the statements of the teachers. 

Step 5, Construction of Opinionnaire 

A close-ended opinionnaire was constructed to measure the "role 

accepted" by the teachers. It consisted of two parts. Part I of the 

opinionnaire contained 140 items, arranged in 17 categories. Part I 

represented the general role of a resource teacher. The scores of the 

teachers would indicate their acceptance of the role of a resource 

teacher. 

Part II of the opinionnaire consisted of six role descriptions 

abstracted from the role profiles composed in Steps 2, 3 and 4. The 

role descriptions represented the role perceptions of the administrators, 

the teachers, and an observer of the respective teacher roles (LD or EMR). 

The scores of the teachers would indicate their acceptance of role per

ceptions and preferences for the LD or EMR teacher role. 

The teachers indicated their degree of acceptance on a scale of 

one to five, one being the lowest degree of acceptance and five being 
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the highest degree of acceptance. The scale represented a continuum of 

acceptance from lowest to highest. The scores of the teachers would 

indicate how much they accepted or.' liked the item. 

Step 6, Administration of Opinionnaire 

The opinionnaire was sent to all the LD and EMR resource teachers 

in the district to gather data for the "role accepted" profiles. Forty-

four teachers responded: 20 LD resource teachers and 24 EMR resource 

teachers. ^ 

The data from the two parts of the opinionnaire were analyzed 

separately. Descriptive profiles for "role accepted" were composed 

from responses to Fart I of the opinionnaire. Comparisons were made 

between the LD and EMR resource teachers on the basis of significantly 

different responses identified by t tests. A statistical form of 

analysis was used to answer five questions about Part II of the opinion

naire. Depending upon the nature of the question, these statistical 

tests were used: (1) the t test, (2) the analysis of variance, and 

(3) the Tukey post-hoc test. 

Results 

Administrator Role Expectation 

LD Resource Teachers. The profile of "role expected" represented 

the specific results of the administrator interviews. Basically, the 

administrators expected the LD resource teachers to: 

1. instruct between 20 and 30 primary grade children on a teacher-

student ratio of about 1:3, 
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2. fulfill three responsibilities: instruction, diagnosis and 

consulting. 

EMR Resource Teachers. The profile of "role expected" 

represented the specific results of the administrator interviews. 

Basically, the administrators expected the EMR resource teachers to: 

1. instruct between 10 and 20 intermediate grade children on a 

teacher-student ratio of about 1:3, 

2. provide a full academic program for the students while they 

were in the resource°room and in the regular classroom, 

3. assist the regular classroom teachers to integrate these 

students into the regular classroom. 

Comparison. A comparison of the LD profile and EMR profile 

indicated some major differences between the LD role and EMR role. The 

differences were apparent in the following aspects of the roles: (1) role 

name, (2) reasons for contacts with other personnel, (3) role respon

sibilities, (4) role functions, (5) role skills and (6) environmental 

factors. 

Teacher Role Conception 

LD Resource Teachers. The profile of "role conceived" represented 

the specific results of the teacher self-reports. Basically, the LD 

resource teachers reported that they: 

1. taught 20 to 30 students from the primary grades on a teacher-

student ratio of 1:3, 
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2. had nine responsibilities: remediation, academic instruction, 

behavior management, diagnosis, consultation, supervision, 

clerical, school building activities, and contribution to 

research. 

EMR Resource Teachers. The profiles of "role conceived" 

represented the specific results of the teacher self-reports. Basically, 

the EMR resource teachers reported that they: 

1. taught 20 to 30 students with a variety of handicaps, from the 

intermediate grades, on a teacher-student ratio of as much as 

1:10, 

2. had eight responsibilities; academic instruction and remediation, 

testing, diagnosis and evaluation, consultation, staffings and 

attendance at other meetings, supervision, clerical, sociali

zation, and general school activities. 

Comparison. A comparison of the LD profile and EMR profile 

indicated only minor differences between the LD and EMR roles. 

Observed Role Performance 

LD Resource Teachers. The profile of "role performed" represented 

the specific results of the teacher observations. Basically, an observer 

reported that the LD resource teachers: 

1. taught 20 to 30 students on a teacher-student ratio of 1:3; 

2. had eight responsibilities: academic instruction, para-academic 

instruction, diagnosis, consultation-liaison, individualized 
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instructional techniques, interaction management, clerical, 

and extra-curricular. 

EMR Resource Teachers. The profile of "role performed" 

represented the specific results of the teacher observations. Basically, 

an observer reported that the EMR resource teachers: 

1. taught 20 to 30 students on a teacher-student ratio of 1:5, 

2. had eight responsibilities: academic instruction, para-academic 

instruction, diagnosis, consultation-liaison, individualized 

instructional techniques, interaction management, clerical 

and extra-curricular. 

Comparison. A comparison of the LD and EMR profiles indicated 

only minor differences concerning teacher-student ratio and diagnostic 

activities. 

Teacher Role Acceptance 

LD Resource Teachers. The results of a descriptive analysis 

of Part I of the opinionnaire suggested that the LD resource teachers 

liked being resource teachers. They definitely disliked role names 

identified with EMR resource teacher?, teaching on large teacher-student 

ratios (e.g., 1:10), teaching more than 20 students, clerical respon

sibilities and school activities, physical restrictions concerning 

teaching space and materials, and psychological stress from negative 

attitudes of regular classroom teachers and from policy conflicts 

among superiors. 
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EMR Resource Teachers. The results of a descriptive analysis 

of Part I of the opinionnaire suggested that the EMR resource teachers 

liked being resource teachers. They definitely disliked the role name 

of "MR resource teacher in an engineered classroom," teaching students 

on a teacher-student ratio of 1:10 or more, teaching more than 30 

students, being a subordinate to Program Assistants and a superior to 

aides and student teachers, clerical responsibilities, physical restric

tions concerning teaching space and equipment, and psychological stress 

from negative attitudes of regular classroom teachers, policy conflicts 

among superiors, and staff conflict. 

Comparison. The results of a statistical analysis of responses 

to Part 1 of the opinionnaire suggested certain distinctions between 

LD and EMR resource teachers. 

1. The LD resource teachers liked the following specific areas of 

the role more than the EMR resource teachers: the role name 

of "LD specialist", teaching students from the primary grades 

(1, 2 and 3) and from both the primary grades (1, 2 and 3) and 

Intermediate grades (4, 5 and 6); contacts with the Director 

of Special Education, the social worker, and the school 

psychologist; being a subordinate to the principal and Program 

Assistants and a superior to student teachers; the role 

responsibilities involving report writing and attendance at 

meetings; the diagnostic functions of observation, test 

administration and interpretation, and educational planning 

based on test results; the consultant function of 
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interpreting test results; maintaining patience during the 

school day; and the psychological stress from conflicts with 

staff members. 

2. The EMR resource teachers liked the following aspects of the 

role more than the LD resource teachers: the role names of 

"MR resource teacher," "Resource teacher," and "Resource 

teacher for certain-grade levels"; the teacher-student ratio of 

from 1:5 to 1:7; the total number of students of 20 to 30 and 

30 to 40; and teaching in a self-contained classroom setting. 

Role Perceptions. The results of a statistical analysis of 

questions 1 and 2 suggested teacher preferences for role perceptions. 

1. The LD resource teachers did not sense any major differences 

among the LD role perceptions of administrators, themselves, 

and an observer. Since the LD resource teachers liked the LD 

role perceptions in a similar fashion, there did not seem to 

be any confusion concerning the LD role. 

2. The EMR resource teachers sensed a major difference among the 

EMR role perceptions. They liked the role perception of 

administrators more than they liked their own role perception 

and that of an observer. Since the EMR resource teachers 

liked the EMR role perceptions in. a different fashion, there 

seemed to be some confusion about the EMR role. 

Role Preferences. The results of a statistical analysis of 

questions 3 through 5 suggested that: 
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• 1. the LD resource teachers liked being LD resource teachers more 

than they would like to be EMR resource teachers, 

2. the EMR resource teachers did not like being EMR resource 

teachers more than they would like to be LD resource teachers, 

3. the LD resource teachers liked being LD resource teachers more 

than the EMR resource teachers like being EMR resource teachers. 

Conclusions 

LD Role Analysis 

1. The four-dimensional role analysis of the LD teacher role 

indicated a basic similarity across the role perceptions of 

(1) what administrators expected, (2) what LD resource teachers 

conceived, (3) what an observer saw performed, and (4) what 

the LD resource teachers accepted. 

2. The complementarity among the LD role perceptions was demon

strated in the LD resource teacher dislikes for large teacher-

student ratios, large numbers of students, and environmental 

restrictions. 

3. The complementarity was also demonstrated in the LD resource 

teacher acceptance of the three LD role perceptions. 

EMR Role Analysis 

i 1. The four-dimensional role analysis of the EMR teacher role 

indicated some confusion across the role perceptions of (1) what 

the administrators expected, (2) what the EMR resource teachers 

conceived, (3) what an observer saw performed, and (4) what 
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the EMR resource teachers accepted. 

2. The EMR role perception of the administrators was different 

from the role perceptions of the teachers themselves and of 

an observer. The administrators expected the EMR resource 

teachers to be (1) teaching less students, (2) teaching on a 

smaller teacher-student ratio, and (3) having less responsibilities. 

3. This confusion among role perceptions was demonstrated in the 

dislikes of the EMR resource teachers for large teacher-

student ratios and large numbers of students. 

4. This confusion was further demonstrated by greater teacher 

acceptance of the administrator role expectation than of teacher 

role conception and observed role performance. 

Comparison of LD and EMR Role 

1. The role analyses of the LD and EMR teacher roles indicated 

a contrast between the roles in regard to the complementarity 

of role perceptions. The EMR teacher role analysis suggested 

a confusion among role perceptions which was absent in the LD 

teacher role analysis. 

2. Two role perceptions, "role expected" by administrators and 

"role accepted" by the resource teachers, indicated a difference 

between the LD and EMR teacher roles. The administrators 

expected the LD and EMR resource teachers to have different 

roles, particularly in regard to the kinds of responsibilities. 

The LD and EMR had distinctive likes and dislikes, particularly 

in regard to role names, number of students, and responsibilities. 
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However, the degree to which these differences on "role accepted" 

indicated a distinction between the LD and EMR teacher roles 

might be qualified by the consideration that the EMR resource 

teachers were in the process of a change from another role 

as self-contained classroom teachers. 

3. The preference of the LD resource teachers for the LD teacher 

role suggested that the LD resource teachers sensed a difference 

between the LD and EMR teacher roles. 

Discussion and Future Research 

The examination of role perceptions for complementarity seems 

a useful means of identifying possible problem areas in program im

plementation. The complementarity among the LD role perceptions dis

covered makes one presume that the LD program is running smoothly. 

The confusion among the EMR role perceptions makes one presume that 

the EMR program may be suffering from some problems. An area for 

future research is to examine the actual situation and compare the lack 

of complementarity with the presence of problems. Perhaps the differences 

among role perceptions will prove to be an indication of role change 

rather than actual problems. For instance, the EMR program may be 

moving in another direction than intended. Finally an examination of 

the perceptions of other role agents, such as regular classroom teachers, 

students, and parents, may indicate some unrealized dimensions in 

program development. 

The striking similarities between the LD teacher role and the 

EMR teacher role seems to indicate an unnecessary duplication of services. 
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On the basis of teacher role conceptions, role observations, and teacher 

acceptances, one can conclude that the LD and EMR resource teachers 

seem to have a similar role. The administrative goals for the programs 

may have been altered in the process of implementation. An area for 

further research that is suggested is an examination of the "real" 

and "preferred" role according to the different agents. 

This analysis of the role perceptions seems to have many 

potential uses. Areas for needed change can be identified. An 

examination of the role perceptions, separately or together, makes one 

appreciate the complexity of the resource teacher role and may 

indicate the need for inservice training and better provisions for 

role performance. If a comparison of supposedly different teacher 

roles reveals basic similarities, perhaps preservice training programs 

need to be examined. The different role perceptions are also interesting 

examples of how the major agents in a role differ even ever so subtly. 

Perhaps the perceptions of regular classroom teachers, students, 

and parents may prove even more enlightening about the resource teacher 

role. The profiles presented here certainly indicate their usefulness 

in re-evaluating program goals. Finally a role analysis may offer 

some needed insights for judging the effectiveness of programs. 



APPENDIX A 

ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to identify the elements 
of the role expected by the administrators of the resource programs. 

1. What is the name of the role(s) that you expect this person to 
perform. 

2. (a) What are the role names of the other people with whom they 
work? 

(b) What is the nature of the relationship? Superior? Colleague? 
Subordinate? 

(c) What are the purposes of the contacts? 

3. What are the responsibilities (major assignments) of this 
individual? 

4. What are the functions (specific activities) this person performs 
to fulfill each responsibility mentioned above? 

5. What skills do you expect this person to have to perform these 
functions? 

6. What personal qualities do you expect this person to have to 
perform her role? 

7. What environmental factors (physical and psychological) help and 
hinder her role performance? 

1 
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ADMINISTRATOR PERSONAL DATA SHEET 

Age? 

Sex? 

Size of School? 

SES level of school? (Circle One) L M H 

Years holding this office? 

Certificate(s) held? 

Years having special education services to coordinate? 

Years having resource teachers to coordinate? 



APPENDIX B 

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 

May 4, 1973 

Dear 

I am doing a role analysis of Learning Disability and EMR resource 
teachers for my doctoral dissertation. I want to produce a descrip
tive profile of the major features of the role you perform. The 
questions that are on the attached questionnaire cover these major 
dimensions. 

I have deliberately made the questions open-ended so that you can use 
your own words to describe your role as you conceive of it. Thus, the 
profile will reflect a teacher's view of her role. 

I am sure you will wonder how specific to be in your responses. Be 
as specific as you can, but an hour should be a sufficient amount of 
time to fill out the form. 

In the early Fall, I will be sending you a 15-minute opinionnaire. 
All you need to do on it is circle numbers. I wanted you to know 
ahead of time about it. 

Thank you for helping me. Your speedy response will allow me to move 
into later steps of my project and hopefully move me closer to the 
illustrious heights to which I aspire. 

Gratefully, 

James A. McLoughlin 
Doctoral Candidate 

k 
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May 4, 1973 

Dear : 

Mr. McLoughlin is performing a much needed project in our field of 
special education. We are sorely in need of a good profile of the 
role resource teachers play. 1 am sure you will also agree that the 
teachers themselves should have an opportunity to describe their role 
as they see it. Lastly our school district will benefit from this 
information in its efforts to improve programs. 

Consequently I encourage you to respond as specifically and as quickly 
as possible to the questionnaire. I know that you have many respon
sibilities, but I feel that you can appreciate the import of this 
proj ect. 

Sincerely, 

Supervisor 
Department of Special Education 

I 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please answer these questions from your position as a resource teacher. 
Be as specific as possible. The purpose of this survey is to produce 
a profile of the role of resource teachers as you conceive of it. You 
have been chosen as a respondent because of your present position as 
an LD teacher in a resource room or as a resource teacher of the educa
tionally handicapped and/or educable mentally retarded. 

In filling out the questionnaire, perhaps it would help to think in 
terms of what you do over an average week, particularly in regard to 
questions 3, 4, and 5. Then add on other responsibilities, functions 
and skills that might be involved at particular times during the 
school year. For example, giving a reading quiz may be a weekly occur
rence, but screening referrals may occur mainly in the Fall. 

Examples are given throughout the questionnaire of some responses a 
second grade teacher might give to describe her role. 

1. What is the name(s) of the role you perform? (e.g., second grade 
teacher) 

2. (a) What are the names of the roles that other people have with 
whom you work in your role? 

(b) What is the nature of the relationship? 

(c) What are the purposes of your contact with them? 

(These columns are provided for your convenience.) 

(a) Names of roles (b) Nature of the (c) Purpose of 
of other people Relationship; contact 

superior, colleague 
or subordinate 

e.g., principal superior approval 
of lesson 
plans 
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The next three questions are related. They concern your respon
sibilities, functions and skills. Responsibilities are general 
assignments which compose a role; they are categories which subsume 
specific functions. Functions are the activities enacted to fulfill 
a specific responsibility; they include methods of instruction. 
Skills are the technical abilities necessary for the performance of 
functions. 

3, What are the responsibilities (general assignments) of your role 
and the general frequency of performance? 

Responsibility Frequency 

regularly occasionally 

e.g., clerical X daily 
e.g., reading instruction X daily 
e.g., attendance at meetings X 

4. What functions (specific activities) are performed to fulfill 
each of the responsibilities mentioned above? Includes methods 
and materials. 

Responsibility Functions 

e.g., clerical prepare materials 
write lesson plans 

e.g., reading instruction teach phonic skills 
teach sight vocabulary 
teach comprehension 
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5. What skills are necessary to 

Functions 

e.g., prepare materials 

e.g., group children 

e.g., teaching comprehension 

perform the functions of your role? 

Skills 

knowledge of new publications 
operation of duplicators 
design of worksheets 

scheduling 
reading testing 

use of experience charts 

6. What personal qualities are necessary to fulfill your role? (e.g., 
enjoy primary grade children) 

7. What environmental factors (physical and psychological) help and 
hinder your role performance? 

Help Hinder 

e.g., parent aides e.g., small room 

« 
o 
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09 
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e.g., supportive principal e.g., discipline problems 
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TEACHER PERSONAL DATA SHEET 

1. Age? 

2. Sex? 

3. SES level of school? (Circle One) L M H 

4. Special Education category name for student population? 

5. Are most of your students primary, intermediate or secondary 
grade level? 

6. Average length of class session? 

7. Average number of students at one time? 

8. How long have you been a resource teacher in this disability area? 

9. What teaching post did you hold before this one? 

10. What degree(s) do you hold? For what fields? 

11. What certification(s) do you hold? 

12. When did you get your certification in this area? 

13. What courses have you taken to satisfy the certification require
ments? What was the main skill you got from each course? 

14. Other teaching experience in years and by area? 

15. If you have ever been a teacher in a self-contained Special 
Education class, how would you compare that role to your present 
one as a resource teacher? 



APPENDIX C 

OBSERVATION LOG 

(Example) 

CODE 

Categories for responsibilities, functions and skills 

A. Academic instruction 

B. Para-academic instruction 

C. Diagnosis 

D. Consultation-liaison 

E. Individualized instructional techniques 

F. Interaction Management 

6. Clerical 

H. Extra-curricular 

Other questionnaire areas 

#2 Relationships 

06 Personal qualities 

#7 Environmental qualities 

( ) Comments volunteered by the teacher 

i 
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School 
Date: 4/19/73 
Time: 12-2 p.m. 

12 noon 

#2, D (1) Teacher is in staffing . . . 

1:00 p.m. 

(2) (Teacher explains time-consuming administrative activities 
#2 in staffings and report writing . . . weekly . . . principal 
G gave her the report forms to fill out . . .) 

F (3) John arrives ... he is upset . . . teacher inquires 
#7 about his mood for awhile . . . teacher takes John to 

System 80 . . . John tells teacher that he is done with 
A "c" . . . teacher gives him "d" from packet . . . 

1:30 p.m. 

A (4) Marie arrives . . . teachers get a primary reader . . . 

E (5) Teacher reads chorally with student . . . teacher points 
to the words as they read . . . 

F (6) Teacher leaves Marie and goes to check on John who is 
behind a screen apart from the teacher . . . 

F (7) Teacher finds John playing . . . teacher tells him to 
behave. . . teacher leaves him . . . 

G (8) Teacher has large file cards up-to-date on diagnostic-
C perscriptions . . . teacher refers to them when student 

arrives . . . 

'C (9) (Teacher spent Thursday morning testing one child) 

E (10) Teacher asks Marie, "What is ?" . . . checks reading 
A comprehension . . . 

E (11) Teacher moves student along by finishing a word she 
^ hesitates on . . . 

E (12) John shows teacher his System 80 work ... it was 
machine corrected . . . John goes back to do more . . . 

E (13) Teacher lists words missed by Marie in two columns . . . 
teacher uses pictures to arouse student's interest . . . 
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#7 (14) (Teacher comments that she finds it necessary to work 
with student on a machine . . . teacher does not think 
machine-learning fool-proof . . .) 



APPENDIX D 

OPINIONNAIRE 

August 22, 1973 

Dear 

Thank you for your help In my doctoral study of the role of LD and 
resource teachers. Your response to the questionnaire that I sent 
you last Spring was very helpful. 

The enclosed opinionnaire is for the last stage of my study. I plan 
on graduating at Christmas with my Ph.D. in Special Education. Con
sequently I would really appreciate your speedy response to this 
opinionnaire. 

The idea behind this opinionnaire is to find out how well you like 
different aspects of your job. All you have to do is circle one 
number after each item. I expect that the opinionnaire will take 
between twenty and thirty minutes to complete. 

Again thank you for your help. Merely return the completed 
opinionnaire in the self-addressed envelope. 

Gratefully, 

James McLoughlin 
Doctoral Candidate 

I 
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An Opinionnaire for Acceptance of Teacher Role 

Part I 

The Objective. The objective of this opinionnaire is to gather 

information concerning how well you like different aspects of the role 

of the teacher described herein. Specifically what is requested of you 

is to express on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 being a measure of lowest accep

tance and 5 being a measure of highest acceptance) how much you accept 

or like the aspects that are or might be involved in the role of a 

teacher in your position. 

Relevance. An extremely important point to keep in mind as you 

react to each sentence completion is that you may not regard it as 

directly pertinent to your role as you see it. In such a case, please 

imagine that each statement could possibly reflect your role and indi

cate how much you like it. Treat each sentence completion independently 

from one another. 

Instructions. The design of the opinionnaire is a series of 

statements with a number of sentence completions. Please respond to 

each of the possible sentence completions by circling the number indi

cating the degree to which you like the sentence completion about the 

teacher role. Keep in mind the meaning of the five possible numbers: 

1 = Dislike very much 

2 = Dislike somewhat 

3 = Neither like nor dislike 

4 = Like somewhat 

5 = Like very much 
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A position may allow for latitude in the role name used. Alternatives 
are possible. I like my position to be called: 

Dislike 
very much 

1 

Dislike 
somewhat 

2 

Neither like 
nor dislike 

3 

1. LD teacher 

2. FAR teacher (Pupil Appraisal Room) 

3. EMR resource teacher 

4. Resource teacher 

5. LD teacher in a resource room 

6. Resource teacher from certain grade levels 
(e.g., Junior High School) 

7. LD specialist 

8. LD resource teacher 

9. EMR resource teacher in an engineered 
classroom 

10. Tutor of basic skills 

Like 
somewhat 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Like 
very much 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

I like to work on the following teacher-student 
ratio: 

11. 1-1 to 1-3 12 3 4 5 

12. 1-5 to 1-7 1 2 3 4 5 

13. 1-10 to 1-20 12 3 4 5 

14. a higher ratio 12 3 4 5 

I like to work with the following total number 
of students: 

15. the 15 on my register 12 3 4 5 

16. 15 - 20 12 3 4 5 

17. 20 - 30 12 3 4 5 
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Dislike 
very much 

1 

18. 30 - 40 

Dislike 
somewhat 

2 

Neither like 
nor dislike 

3 

Like 
somewhat 

19. more than the 15 students on my register 
if I have an aide. 

I like working in a: 

20. Resource room 

21. Self-contained classroom 

I like to work with students on the following 
grade levels; 

22. primary level (grades 1, 2, 3) 

23. intermediate level (grades 4, 5, 6) 

24. 1/2 primary and 1/2 intermediate 

25. secondary (grades 7-12) 

26. all levels 

I enjoy my contacts with the: 

27. Director of Special Education 

28. Area Coordinators 

29. Program Assistants 

30. Principals 

31. Regular classroom teachers 

32. School psychologist 

33. Social worker 

34. Nurse 

35. Students 

Like 
very much 

5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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Dislike 
very much 

1 

Dislike 
somewhat 

2 

Neither like 
nor dislike 

3 

36. Parents 

37. Other specialists 

In regard to my relationship with other 
personnel, 1 like to be a: 

38. Colleague to everyone 

39. A subordinate to the Director of Adaptive 
Education and Area Coordinators 

40. A subordinate to my principal 

41. A subordinate to Program Assistants 

42. A superior to my students 

43. A superior to aides 

44. A superior to student teachers 

I enjoy my responsibilities for: 

45. Screening 

46. Diagnosis 

47. Report writing 

48. Academic instruction 

49. Remediation of deficits 

50. Evaluation 

51. Staffings 

52. Consulting with regular classroom teachers 

53. Consulting with other specialists 

54. Consulting with parents 

Like 
somewhat 

4 

1 

1 

Like 
very much 

5 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

b 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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Dislike Dislike Neither like 
very much somewhat nor dislike 
1 2 3 

Like 
somewhat 

4 

Like 
very 

5 
much 

55. Supervising aides and student teachers 1 2 3 4 5 

56. Clerical work 1 2 3 4 5 

57. Attending various kinds of meetings 1 2 3 4 5 

58. School activities (e.g., playground duty) 1 2 3 4 5 

59. Behavior management 1 2 3 4 5 

I like the following activities that I do to fulfill 
my instructional responsibilities: 

60. Working on reading skills mostly 1 2 3 4 5 

61. Using modified remedial techniques 
(e.g., Fernald, Orton-Gillingham, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 

62. Working on math, spelling and handwriting 1 2 3 4 5 

63. Using programs like Distar, Sullivan, etc • X 2 3 4 5 

64. Using modified regular classroom work 1 2 3 4 5 

65. Using teaching machines 1 2 3 4 5 

66. Doing perceptual exercises 1 2 3 4 5 

67. Doing language development 1 2 3 4 5 

68. Tutoring students on skills which the 
regular teacher leave to my role 1 2 3 4 5 

69. Doing supplementary teaching in conjunction 
with the regular classroom work 1 2 3 4 5 

70. Working on socialization, motivation and 
work habits 1 2 3 4 5 

I like the following activities that I do to 
fulfill my diagnostic responsibilities: 

71. Observing a referral in the regular classroom 1 2 3 4 5 
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Dislike 
very much 

1 

72. Screening 

Dislike 
somewhat 

2 

Neither like 
nor dislike 

3 

Like 
somewhat 

4 

73. Test administration, scoring and 
interpretation 

74. Gathering information from other personnel 

75. Writing up case reports 

76. Making educational plans based on findings 

77. Doing educational diagnosis in other 
schools during release time 

78. Soliciting assistance from the Program 
Assistant and school psychologist for test 
administration 

79. Giving the ITPA, Detroit, Frostig, reading 
diagnostic tests, etc. 

80. Doing informal diagnosis 

81. Staffings 

I like the following activities that I do to 
fulfill my consultant responsibilities: 

82. Interpreting test results 

83. Supplying materials to the regular classroom 
teacher 

84. Constructing work for students to do back in 
the regular classroom 

85. Managing behavior problems 

86. Being available to all teachers in the 
school 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Like 
very much 

5 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 
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Dislike 
very much 

1 

Dislike 
somewhat 

2 

Neither like 
nor dislike 

3 

I like the following activities that I do to 
fulfill my clerical responsibilities: 

87. Correcting papers 

88. Keeping daily work folders up-to-date 

89. Scheduling 

90. Making materials 

91. Making out reports and evaluations 

Like 
somewhat 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Like 
very much 

5 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

This teacher role places a particular demand on the 
following qualities. While individuals possess all 
of them to a certain degree, some difficulty may be 
encountered in maintaining them throughout the 
school day. I like the fact that my job calls for 
the following personal qualities: 

92. Patience 1 2 3 4 5 

93. Flexibility 1 2 3 4 5 

94. Humor 1 2 3 4 5 

95. Love 1 2 3 4 5 

96. Cooperativeness 1 2 3 4 5 

97. Eagerness to experiment 1 2 3 4 5 

98. Willingness to be challenged 1 2 3 4 5 

99. Faith in a student's ability 1 2 3 4 5 

100. Confidence in myself and in my work 1 2 3 4 5 

101. Optimism 1 2 3 4 5 

102. Ability to relate to people 1 2 3 4 5 



Dislike Dislike Neither like Like 
very m^h somewhat nor dislike somewhat 
12 3 4 

I like having the following physical factors 
to make my job easier: 

103. A standard size regular classroom 

104. A small classroom or small conference room 

105. A variety of reading series 

106. Programs and kits for academic and 
perceptual exercises 

107. A reasonable caseload 

108. Adequate preparation time 

109. A well-screened population 

110. Student aides and other teacher aides 

111. Mechanized learning devices (e.g., Systems 
80) 

112. The better known programs (e.g., Distar, 
Sullivans, etc.) 

Certainly problems are naturally present in a teaching 
role. Teachers are able to bear with them to varying 
degrees. I can be accepting of the following physical 
restrictions to my job: 

113. A loosely screened population 

114. No definite area or room of my own 

115. Many requests to take students 

116. Many requests for help in academic and 
behavior areas by classroom teachers 

117. Scheduling problems 
1 

118. Working in an exposed area 

119. Little help in diagnosis 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
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• Dislike 
very much 

1 

Dislike 
somewhat 

2 

Neither like 
nor dislike 

3 

120. Working my students into the regular 
classroom curriculum 

121. Lack of equipment and materials 

Like 
somewhat 

4 

Like 
very much 

5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

I like to have the following psychological 
factors to make my job easier: 

122. A supportive principal 12 3 4 5 

123. Reinforcement from the Director of 
Special Education 12 3 4 5 

124. Rapport with other specialists 12 3 4 5 

125. Having teachers confident in me 12 3 4 5 

126. A sense of freedom to do my job 12 3 4 5 

127. Experience as a regular classroom teacher 12 3 4 5 

128. Familiarity with regular classroom 
curriculum 12 3 4 5 

129. Support from parents 12 3 4 5 

130. Few behavior problems 12 3 4 5 

I can be accepting of the following psychological 
restrictions to my job: 

131. Disagreements with school psychologists 

132. Attitude of regular classroom teachers 
that I am not really a member of the 
teaching staff 

133. Contradictory demands from the Special 
Education Department and my building 
principal 

* 

134. Resentment of teachers who envy my small 
groups 

4 

4 
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Dislike Dislike Neither like 
very much somewhat nor dislike 
12 3 

135. Frustrated and insecure students 

136. Insecure environment (e.g.,thefts, 
vandalism, etc.) 

137. Coordination of many students on many 
levels of ability and achievement 

138. Being held primarily responsible for a 
student's academic achievement 

139. Conflicts with staff 

140. A hectic schedule 

I 
Part II 

Instructions. Imagine you are offered six separate jobs. The 

personnel director asks you to read each job description separately and 

to mark each one in order to indicate how well you like it. Don't 

compare them. 

141. Position: 

LD teacher. Time divided among teaching, 12 3 4 5 

diagnostic and consulting responsibilities. 

Have a roll of about 20-30 students. Primary 

responsibility is remediating learning problems, 

especially in reading. Frequent contacts with 

other personnel involved. 

142. Position: 

Resource Teacher. Probably in a low or 12 3 4 5 

low-middle socio-economic level school. 

Like Like 
somewhat very much 

4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Dislike Dislike Neither like Like Like 
very much somewhat nor dislike somewhat very much 

1 2 3 4 5 

Student population a combination of EMR, LD, 

ED and Educationally Handicapped. Usually 

1/2 primary and 1/2 intermediate age level. 

Work a lot with regular classroom teachers. 

Emphasize academic subjects on basic level. 

Diagnostic help supplied. Knowledge of 

remedial techniques essential. Much behavior 

management. Skill needed in motivating regular 

teachers to cooperate. 

143. Position: 

Resource teacher. Major responsibility is 1 2 3 4 5 

to instruct mildly retarded in basic academic 

subjects and help regular teachers integrate 

them academically and socially. Much support 

available by way of testing, materials, etc. 

Roll is usually 15 students. 

144. Position: 

LD teacher working in a resource room. 12 3 4 5 

1/2 hour sessions with 20-30 students, usually 

on a 1 to 3 basis. Diagnostic and other 

support available when needed. Instruction 

mainly geared toward basic academic subjects. 

Some perceptual and process training, usually 
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Dislike Dislike Neither like Like Like 
very much somewhat nor dislike somewhat very much 

1 2 3 4 5 

in conjunction with academic emphasis. Demands 

skill in interactional management and individualized 

instructional techniques. Some consultant-liaison 

work. Flexibility required. Skill in interpreting 

and integrating role with regular teachers and 

school psychologist important. 

145. Position: 

LD specialist. Work with children with 12 3 4 5 

learning disabilities, mostly on the primary 

age level. Have 1 to 3 students each 1/2 hour 

in the day. One day free for testing in own 

building and elsewhere. Frequent staffings 

and consultations. Instruction mainly remediation 

of perceptual and process deficits related to 

academics. Help to students supplementary to 

regular classroom. Skills with remedial techniques 

and materials imperative. 

146. Position: 

EMR resource teacher. Mainly academic 12 3 4 5 

instruction of mildly retarded students at 

intermediate grade level. Some testing skills 

needed, but support available. Some consulting 

with regular teachers. Particular need for ability 



to individualize instruction and to manage behavior. 

Roll is between 20-30, on a ratio of 1-5 or 1-10. 

Aides available. 
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Table E. 1. LD Subjects 

Items LD Subj ects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 5 3 1 1 3 3 5 4 4 5 5 3 5 4 5 3 3 5 5 2 
2 2 3 1 1 4 2 5 1 4 4 2 2 1 1 3 3 5 4 3 2 
3 1 3 1 3 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 2 2 1 1 
4 5 3 1 3 1 3 3 2 2 2 1 4 2 4 1 3 3 4 5 1 
5 3 3 1 1 3 3 4 3 2 5 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 1 
6 2 3 1 3 3 3 3 2 4 3 1 3 2 1 2 3 2 2 3 1 
7 4 3 1 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 3 4 5 5 5 
8 4 3 1 3 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 3 1 
9 1 3 1 5 3 1 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 2 2 3 1 
10 1 3 5 5 2 1 1 2 2 3 1 2 1 1 1 3 4 1 4 1 
11 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 5 5 5 5 5 5 
12 2 4 2 2 4 2 4 1 4 4 1 2 2 3 3 4 2 4 1 2 
13 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 5 2 3 1 2 1 1 
14 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
15 5 5 1 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 3 5 4 5 4 3 
16 4 4 1 1 4 3 4 2 4 4 1 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 1 
17 2 3 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 4 2 2 3 2 3 1 1 
18 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
19 4 2 4 2 5 4 5 3 4 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 3 5 4 
20 5 5 1 3 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 
21 2 5 1 3 4 1 3 2 4 3 1 1 2 4 3 4 3 5 1 1 
22 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 
23 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 
24 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 3 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 
25 1 3 5 3 3 3 2 5 1 2 1 5 5 2 2 2 2 1 3 1 
26 1 3 5 4 3 3 1 5 1 2 1 5 5 2 2 2 4 1 4 2 
27 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 
28 5 5 5 5 4 3 5 5 5 3 5 4 5 4 3 5 5 5 4 5 



Table E. 1. LD Subjects—Continued 

Items LD Subj ects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

29 5 5 3 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 4 3 3 5 5 4 2 
30 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 
31 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 
32 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 2 
33 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 3 
34 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 4 2 5 5 5 4 5 
35 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
36 5 5 3 5 5 4 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 
37 5 3 3 5 5 5 4 5 3 5 5 5 5 4 3 4 5 5 5 5 
38 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 
39 4 3 1 5 4 3 3 4 3 5 5 3 5 3 1 4 4 3 3 4 
40 4 3 1 5 4 3 3 4 3 5 5 4 5 3 5 4 4 3 3 4 
41 4 3 1 5 4 3 3 4 3 3 2 2 4 3 1 3 4 3 3 3 
42 5 3 1 4 4 4 2 1 3 3 3 4 5 2 2 3 4 3 3 4 
43 5 3 1 3 4 3 2 1 4 3 5 4 4 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 
44 5 3 1 3 4 3 2 1 4 3 5 4 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 4 
45 5 3 1 5 4 4 5 5 2 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 
46 5 3 5 5 4 4 5 5 2 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 
47 4 3 1 4 4 3 4 4 2 4 2 3 4 4 4 2 5 4 4 1 
48 5 5 5 5 4 3 5 2 5 4 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 
49 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
50 5 3 5 5 4 3 4 5 3 5 4 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 
51 5 3 5 5 4 3 5 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 2 5 5 4 5 3 
52 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 
53 5 3 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 . 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 
54 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 
55 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 3 5 4 3 3 3 4 3 5 5 
56 2 4 1 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 1 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 4 1 
57 4 3 5 5 4 3 4 4 3 3 5 4 3 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 
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1. LD Subjects—Continued 

LD Subjects 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

3 1 2 1 3 3 2 3 1 1 2 3 3 1 3 3 1 3 2 
3 5 5 5 3 4 3 4 5 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 5 4 
3 5 5 4 4 5 3 4 3 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 5 3 3 
3 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 2 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 
3 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 3 5 5 4 4 5 5 4 3 5 5 
3 5 5 4 3 2 4 3 3 2 4 5 5 2 5 4 5 4 2 
3 1 1 4 3 4 4 2 4 1 5 5 4 2 5 5 3 3 2 
3 5 3 3 3 3 2 2 5 4 4 3 4 3 5 4 4 4 4 
3 5 5 3 3 4 i 2 5 3 3 4 4 3 5 5 3 3 4 
3 5 5 3 4 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 3 5 
3 5 1 4 2 5 4 4 4 1 5 4 4 3 5 4 5 3 4 
3 3 3 3 3 5 2 4 4 1 5 4 1 3 5 5 3 5 4 
3 4 3 3 4 5 3 2 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 
5 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 3 
3 5 5 4 4 5 4 2 5 3 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 3 
5 2 5 4 4 4 4 3 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 
5 1 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 
4 2 4 4 4 4 3 2 4 4 4 3 4 4 2 4 4 3 1 
5 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
3 4 3 4 2 5 3 1 5 1 3 4 4 5 4 4 2 4 5 
3 5 2 4 2 4 2 4 5 4 4 5 4 3 4 5 3 5 3 
5 5 5 4 4 4 3 3 5 4 4 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 
5 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
3 5 5 4 3 5 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 2 5 5 4 5 4 
5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
5 5 1 4 4 5 4 4 3 3 5 5 4 3 5 5 3 4 2 
5 5 1 4 3 5 4 4 4 2 5 5 4 3 5 3 3 3 2 
3 5 5 4 3 4 3 2 5 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 
5 5 5 4 4 5 4 3 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 4 5 
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1. LD Subjects—Continued 

LD Subjects 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
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LD Subjects—Continued 

LD Subjects 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

4 3 3 3 4 5 4 5 1 • 4 5 1 5 3 4 3 
4 3 3 2 2 4 3 3 4 4 3 2 5 3 4 5 
2 1 3 3 1 2 2 3 1 2 2 1 5 2 2 1 
2 5 3 3 2 3 2 2 4 2 3 4 5 2 4 4 
4 5 3 3 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 2 5 4 5 5 
4 1 3 2 3 2 3 1 2 1 1 1 3 2 4 1 
5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 
5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
1 5 5 3 5 4 5 4 4 5 3 5 4 5 3 5 
5 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 3 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 
5 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 
4 3 3 4 3 3 4 5 4 5 3 5 3 4 4 5 
4 3 3 2 3 4 2 2 4 3 2 3 4 4 4 5 
2 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 1 2 2 3 3 4 1 2 
4 1 3 2 1 2 3 2 2 2 1 3 3 4 2 1 
3 3 3 3 1 3 3 2 3 2 1 3 3 4 1 2 
5 3 3 2 4 5 3 4 1 4 3 3 3 4 4 5 
1 1 3 2 1 4 3 4 3 4 2 3 3 4 3 2 
5 3 3 3 4 5 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 5 
4 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 1 2 1 3 3 4 2 5 
4 3 3 2 1 4 2 3 3 2 1 3 4 4 2 2 
4 1 3 3 1 5 2 3 3 2 1 3 4 4 4 3 
3 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 1 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 
5 1 4 1 4 2 2 4 1 2 5 4 4 4 4 1 
1 1 3 4 2 1 2 3 1 2 5 5 2 4 5 4 
1 1 4 5 5 2 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 4 5 



Table E. 1. LD Subjects—Continued 

Items LD Subjects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

145 551545555 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 
146 451131213 1 1 2 3 3 2 2 5 3 3 1 

V£> 
to 



Table G.2. HR Subjects 

Items MR Subjects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
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MR Subjects—Continued 

MR Subjects 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
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Table E.2. MR Subjects—Continued 

Items MR Subjects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

58 1 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 1 4 3 4 4 4 1 2 2 1 4 
59 3 3 3 2 4 3 3 3 2 4 4 4 2 4 3 3 5 5 5 2 4 4 5 4 
60 3 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 2 4 5 4 5 3 5 5 4 2 5 5 5 3 5 5 
61 1 5 5 4 4 3 3 5 4 4 5 3 4 3 3 5 5 4 5 5 4 3 3 5 
62 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 2 4 4 5 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 4 5 3 4 5 5 
63 1 3 5 3 4 5 3 5 5 5 2 3 4 3 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 3 4 5 

64 5 3 3 3 3 5 4 2 2 2 1 4 2 4 3 2 4 2 4 1 3 4 2 5 
65 2 3 4 3 5 4 3 2 3 4 4 3 1 3 3 4 5 3 4 4 1 3 3 5 

66 1 3 4 5 4 4 3 5 3 3 4 3 3 4 5 4 5 4 4 3 2 3 4 5 

67 5 3 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 5 3 3 5 5 

68 5 4 3 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 1 5 3 5 5 

69 5 3 2 3 3 3 5 3 4 3 4 3 3 5 3 5 4 4 4 1 5 4 5 5 

70 5 3 3 5 5 5 5 3 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 

71 3 3 3 4 5 2 4 3 2 5 4 3 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 3 4 3 5 

72 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 5 5 3 5 5 3 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 3 4 
73 2 5 5 4 5 3 3 3 2 5 5 3 3 5 3 4 3 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 
74 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 2 4 4 5 3 5 5 3 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 
75 1 4 3 2 4 3 3 2 4 4 4 3 3 1 3 4 3 2 4 1 3 3 4 2 
76 2 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 3 3 5 3 4 5 4 5 5 4 3 5 3 
77 1 3 3 2 4 1 2 2 2 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 2 4 3 3 
78 3 3 4 3 1 4 4 3 5 2 3 3 3 3 5 3 5 4 5 5 2 4 3 5 
79 2 5 5 4 5 4 3 5 2 4 5 3 3 4 3 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 5 3 
80 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 
81 4 3 4 5 5 5 3 3 5 5 4 3 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 2 4 5 3 5 
82 3 5 5 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 5 3 5 4 3 4 4 4 5 5 3 5 3 4 
83 3 4 4 2 4 4 4 3 1 2 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 4 
84 2 3 3 1 4 5 4 3 1 4 5 3 2 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 
85 4 3 2 4 4 4 3 3 1 4 3 3 2 4 3 4 4 3 5 2 4 2 5 3 
86 4 4 5 4 5 3 4 5 5 5 5 3 4 5 5 5 3 4 5 5 4 3 5 5 



Table E.2. MR Subjects—Continued 

Items MR Subjects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

87 3 3 3 1 4 2 4 3 2 4 4 4 5 3 3 3 4 5 2 5 2 1 3 4 

88 3 4 3 3 4 2 4 1 5 2 5 4 5 3 3 3 5 2 4 4 2 2 5 4 

89 3 4 2 3 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 5 4 3 2 2 3 3 4 

90 3 3 3 4 4 5 3 3 3 1 5 4 3 5 4 5 5 2 4 2 5 4 5 4 

91 2 3 3 1 4 4 3 1 5 4 4 4 3 2 3 3 5 4 4 2 1 4 3 4 

92 3 4 4 4 5 4 5 3 5 3 3 4 5 3 5 5 5 1 4 4 4 4 5 5 

93 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 1 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 

94 5 4 3 4 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 4 4 5 5 

95 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 3 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 3 5 5 

96 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 

97 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 3 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 5 3 5 5 

98 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 3 5 5 

99 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 3 5 5 
100 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 3 5 5 

101 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 3 5 5 

102 5 4 5 4 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 
103 5 3 4 3 5 5 3 4 5 5 2 3 2 5 4 5 5 1 4 3 5 3 4 5 
104 1 3 5 5 4 1 5 4 4 3 5 4 4 1 5 2 1 4 4 5 2 4 5 5 
105 3 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 
106 1 3 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 3 5 5 5 4 5 5 3 4 5 5 
107 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 3 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 
108 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 
109 3 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 3 2 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 3 5 5 3 3 5 5 
110 2 3 3 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 4 3 4 5 4 3 3 5 
111 2 3 3 3 5 4 3 2 2 5 4 3 3 2 3 5 5 4 2 3 1 4 3 5 
112 2 3 5 3 5 4 3 5 5 5 2 3 5 3 4 5 3 3 5 3 5 4 5 5 
113 4 4 4 3 2 4 2 2 4 5 1 2 1 4 2 5 3 4 1 4 5 3 3 3 
114 1 1 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 5 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 3 
115 3 3 3 3 4 2 2 1 5 3 1 3 2 2 3 5 3 4 1 4 5 3 3 5 



Table E.2. MR Subjects—Continued 

Items MR Subj ects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

116 3 3 3 4 4 4 2 3 4 5 2 3 3 4 3 5 3 4 4 3 5 4 5 5 
117 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 3 3 3 3 5 3 4 4 1 5 3 3 

j 
2 118 1 1 3 1 3 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 3 2 2 5 3 2 4 1 1 1 3 3 119 1 3 3 3 1 1 2 3 3 3 1 2 2 3 3 5 1 4 2 1 3 2 3 

120 5 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 2 3 5 3 2 4 3 5 5 2 4 2 3 4 
-J 
5 A 

121 3 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 4 1 1 4 1 
J 
2 

*r 
2 122 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 123 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
•j 
K 

124 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 
j 
5 125 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 126 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 
j 
5 127 5 5 5 3 4 5 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 1 5 5 5 
j 
5 128 5 5 5 3 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 
mJ 
5 129 5 3 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 1 5 5 5 
j 
5 130 4 3 4 3 4 4 5 5 3 5 5 3 5 5 3 5 4 3 3 4 5 4 4 
j 
5 131 3 4 3 2 1 3 2 3 4 5 2 3 1 3 3 3 1 4 3 4 3 3 5 
j 

132 3 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 2 3 3 1 2 2 5 1 2 
J 
3 

•j 
Q 

133 1 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 ,2 1 3 3 2 1 2 1 3 1 1 3 
•j 

134 1 3 3 3 1 1 2 3 3 3 1 2 1 3 3 3 2 3 2 1 1 1 3 
j 

135 3 3 3 3 2 1 2 3 5 5 3 3 1 4 3 3 3 5 1 2 5 2 4 Q 
136 2 1 1 3 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 2 1 4 3 1 2 5 1 1 5 2 

•t 
3 3 137 2 3 3 3 4 2 3 5 5 5 3 2 4 4 3 3 3 5 3 1 4 2 2 3 138 1 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 4 3 4 2 5 3 1 5 1 5 139 2 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 2 2 3 3 1 2 2 5 1 2 3 

J 
Q 

140 2 3 3 2 2 1 1 1 4 3 1 2 2 4 3 3 2 5 3 1 2 2 5 
J 

141 2 2 4 4 4 4 3 5 4 5 5 3 2 4 2 5 3 4 4 1 5 4 
J 
3 

•J 

142 2 3 2 2 5 3 2 3 5 5 1 3 4 2 2 4 3 C 5 2 5 2 
J 
5 

H 
0 

143 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 2 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 2 5 5 5 3 
•J 
5 5 



Table E.2. MR Subjects—Continued 

Items MR Subj ects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

144 2 4 4 2 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 3 2 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 2 5 4 
145 3 3 4 4 4 5 3 5 2 5 5 4 4 1 3 5 5 4 5 3 5 3 3 4 
146 5 3 2 3 4 4 3 2 5 4 1 4 4 5 5 4 3 4 5 1 5 2 3 2 
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