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Abstract 

The RTLB service was established as part of the SE2000 policy to provide a 

ñworld class inclusive education systemò within a decade.  They were envisaged as 

change agents who would build school and teacher capability to achieve successful 

outcomes for learners.  As National Director of the RTLB training programme, I was 

interested to explore if and how RTLB used an inclusive, collaborative problem-

solving process in the field to improve complex problem situations.  Many RTLB had 

previously been employed in traditional special education roles focused on working 

with students directly rather than consulting and supporting teachers to improve their 

practices for students experiencing learning and/or behavioural difficulties.   

Consultation has a considerable research base in disciplines such as school 

psychology, counselling and business but less research exists related to teacher 

consultation (Friend, 2008). Previous researchers noted that relatively little is known 

about the variables that influence the implementation of interventions developed 

within consultation, the characteristics of effective problem solvers within this 

context or the micro-processes in changing teacher beliefs and practices.  

My research involved two studies: Study 1 (contrasting retrospective cases) and 

Study 2 (collaborative current cases).  Data in the first study were provided by RTLB, 

teachers and senior school leaders. Study 2 was designed to address a gap in New 

Zealand research by exploring and analysing data on the actual practice of a group of 

RTLB working alongside regular classroom teachers to resolve complex problem 

situations. Taping key meetings was the least intrusive method of following the 

collaborative process and enabled reflections by RTLB and teachers to be shared with 

me. Findings suggest that RTLB were able to use the CPS model to foster inclusive 

practices in these settings. Reflections and analysis of transcripts illustrate RTLB 

professional learning of the characteristics applied in school contexts.  This in turn 

had an impact on teacher and RTLB professional learning and practices. Using CPS 

provided more opportunities to develop a partnership and maintain relationships 

where RTLB and teachers could respond more quickly and jointly to issues as they 

arose.  Examination of the process also enabled the identification of factors that 
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facilitated and those that impeded the use of collaborative problem solving in 

fostering teacher capability and inclusive practice.  Thesis findings demonstrating 

effective RTLB practice has implications for further professional development and 

direct relevance for the current Ministry of Education Success for All-Every School, 

Every Child plan to achieve an education system that is fully inclusive by 2014. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

1.0 Intr oduction and Overview of the Research 

Special education consultants, termed Resource Teachers Learning and Behaviour 

(RTLB), were introduced in New Zealand in 1998 as a consequence of the Special 

Education 2000 policy (SE 2000). Over 750 positions were established within designated 

geographical clusters of schools nationwide, comprising an amalgam of approximately 500 

currently employed special education itinerant teachers and 250 newly recruited staff. The 

new roles required RTLB to assist school leaders to develop inclusive school-wide 

approaches to teaching and learning, as well  as supporting classroom teachers to work 

inclusively.   RTLB were required to undertake professional learning, (completing a 

Graduate or Postgraduate Diploma in Education (Special Needs Resource Teaching)) from 

a consortium of universities while they worked in schools. One of the key components of 

this qualification was to learn to use a collaborative problem-solving (CPS) model of 

inclusive education service when responding to school referrals. RTLB were envisaged as 

change agents who would build school and teacher capability to achieve successful 

outcomes for all  learners. This included working alongside teachers to articulate issues of 

concern, examining their own practice with a critical lens, and using and acting on data 

when designing interventions (the responsive teacher model) rather than an approach 

which abdicated teacher responsibility by attributing learning or behavioural issues to 

factors within the child (the student deficit model). 

I had an interest in exploring this area further from a research perspective but also for 

personal and professional reasons. My interest in collaborative problem-solving and 

advocacy for inclusive practice in schools have been ongoing for a number of years in a 

range of roles as a primary teacher, resource teacher of the deaf, psychologist, tertiary 

educator and professional learning and development facilitator. I have practised according 

to the model myself  and found it particularly useful in a national project focused on 

enhancing effective practice in special education across ten schools (primary, secondary, 

special and regular).   I have also played a key role in the development and delivery of the 

RTLB programme since 1999 including the role of National Director for the consortium of 
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three universities involved in this initiative.  The research could provide useful feedback on 

transfer of skills from the University RTLB programme and findings would be used to 

enhance the content and assignments. 

This thesis focussed on the extent to which the responsive teacher, CPS model, 

(taught in the qualification), was followed in practice. It examined the critical factors 

influencing effective RTLB implementation and achievement of inclusive outcomes 

which addressed the learning needs of students. An earlier exploratory study carried out 

by the author (Walker, 2001, 2003), found that a sample of trained RTLB perceived they 

had assisted some teachers to shift from a student focus to a teacher focus with respect to 

some students. Facilitating and inhibiting factors were elicited through interviews with 

RTLB and teachers. However, insufficient information was given about how the shift 

actually occurred. More detailed data were needed about the practices and underlying 

beliefs related to the presence or absence of the reported inclusive practices involving 

teachers. Many RTLB had operated under the withdrawal and remediate system prior to 

being appointed as RTLB. Although the initial study was informal in nature, the results 

informed the development of a more structured and elaborate research design for the 

studies in this thesis. 

Two studies were undertaken to determine the critical aspects that enabled RTLB to 

employ teacher-responsive rather than student deficit-focussed strategies in their work 

with teachers.   Both studies were designed to capture and understand salient features of 

RTLB practice during complex collaborative problem-solving within field-based 

contexts, (i.e., the degree of engagement of the teacher and interactions between RTLB 

and teachers; the nature of the professional relationship between the RTLB and teacher, 

the establishment and maintenance of this relationship during the selected cases; the 

extent of inclusive practice during the intervention phase; and the impact on teachers and 

students). 

The first study explored and documented contrasting examples of professional practice 

from a sample of trained RTLB, teachers and senior school leaders with whom they 

worked. Participants were asked to recall  two contrasting cases that demonstrated recent 

work in each model, (i.e., the first case demonstrated the responsive teacher collaborative 

problem solving model (designated Type II) and the second case was one where, despite 
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the intention to use the CPS model, RTLB reverted to a more traditional student deficit- 

focussed approach (designated Type I)). 

Results of Study 1 in turn informed the design of Study 2 which focussed on success 

case studies of current RTLB and teacher collaborative problem-solving practice. Studies 1 

and 2 were designed to contribute to an in-depth understanding of the practice of two 

groups of RTLB practitioners as well  as provide information on the impact of those 

practices on those involved. The second study explored the collaborative nature of the 

consulting relationship between RTLB and teachers during problem-solving of current 

cases. The focus was on the nature and significance of the problem solving process for a 

sample of RTLB who believed they were practising according to the CPS model, by 

working to enhance regular class teachersô ability to cater for a range of students within 

their classrooms. Evidence of: professional relationships, engagement of teachers 

throughout the process, inclusive practice by the teacher during the intervention phase, the 

use of the collaborative problem solving process and effectiveness of the intervention was 

documented and analysed. 

In Study 2, case data were gathered from transcripts of a series of key field-based 

meetings between RTLB and teachers as well  as from researcher interviews with RTLB 

and teachers reflecting on their problem-solving practices and attempts to use the 

collaborative problem-solving process. Interviews were complemented with data from 

rating scales as they participated in each case. Transcripts of meetings provided data at 

three key points in the process: 1. entry, 2. feedback and intervention planning, and 3. 

monitoring and evaluation of the intervention and outcomes.  Subsequent semi-structured 

interviews facilitated RTLB and teacher reflection on these meetings and led to 

identification of factors that facilitated or hindered effective collaborative problem-solving 

practices and productive outcomes for students and teachers. 

I anticipated that by working across several cases involving RTLB and school 

personnel, I would be able to synthesise findings about the practice of these RTLB in 

particular contexts. Collectively, the cases could be instrumental in providing data that 

allowed for the emergence and discussion of themes and theorising about relationships and 

process. This approach was considered to be particularly appropriate given the complex 

nature of the field-based practice in which RTLB engage and the need for a strategy that 
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could capture high levels of interpersonal communication, the meaning of those 

interactions for participants and the opportunities for professional learning. To date, 

research into consultation has also placed insufficient emphasis on field-based practice 

(Brown, 2008; Friend, 2008; Kratochwil l et al., 2008; Noell & Witt, 1999). The studies in 

this thesis were designed to assist in addressing this gap. 

A qualitative approach was deemed the most suitable as that it enables the 

description of processes, participants and relationships, all  of which are important in this 

study. A case study approach was the form or style of research selected while interview 

and transcript analysis were the main data gathering strategies in this thesis. 

1.1 Overview of the Thesis 

Chapter 1 provides a brief introduction to the thesis and an overview of the chapters 

that follow. Chapter 2 draws on national and international literature about developments in 

special education leading to more inclusive policies and the establishment of the RTLB 

service. The second part of this chapter focuses more on collaborative problem solving 

characteristics and implications for fostering inclusive practice as well  as professional 

learning and coaching. 

Chapter 3 describes the research design and rationale for this choice. Chapter 4 

outlines how the research questions were investigated, describes how participants were 

selected, the data generating strategies used, and interview format for Study 1 

(Retrospective Cases) and Study 2 (Collaborative Cases). Findings for Study 1 are 

presented in Chapters 5 and for Study 2, in Chapters 6 and 7. 

Chapter 5 presents the Study 1 retrospective cases findings based on my semi- 

structured interviews with RTLB, teachers and senior leaders about their perceptions of 

practice during problem-solving within different school contexts. The results include 

RTLB and teacher perceptions across the four phases of the problem-solving process: data 

gathering (entry and assessment); pre-intervention data analysis and interpretation 

(problem-solving, based on analysis and synthesis of assessment and observational data, 

and exploration of strategies); intervention; and, post-intervention data analysis 

(monitoring and evaluation). I used this as a framework within which to seek information 
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about the extent of teacher engagement and power sharing. This chapter concludes with a 

vignette illustrating one RTLBôs experience in two schools. Two cases, one with 

successful outcomes and one which was unresolved, are outlined to illustrate the 

complexity of the factors that contribute to the success or otherwise of RTLB use of the 

collaborative problem-solving model. 

Study 1 focussed on RTLB, teacher and senior leader perceptions and recall  of 

cases where the RTLB had employed either inclusive or non-inclusive approaches to 

referrals. However, although RTLB and teacher recollections and perceptions about the 

joint problem-solving in the cases were consistent, this did not constitute evidence 

about the actual practices and outcomes. Collaborative problem-solving (CPS) is a 

complex, dynamic process with interrelated components. Furthermore, previous 

research and Study 1 results suggest that there may be critical factors which contribute 

to its successful implementation. Study 2 was designed to address a gap in research by 

exploring the actual (rather than espoused) practice of a group of RTLB working 

collaboratively with regular classroom teachers to resolve problems. Findings from 

Study 2 collaborative current cases are presented in Chapter 6. 

Examination of the data suggested eight main factors facilitated the implementation 

of a CPS approach. These were: positive professional relationships between the RTLB 

and teacher, engagement through power sharing, acknowledgement of each otherôs 

perspectives, defining and sharing responsibilities, RTLB confidence in advocating for 

the CPS model, teacher and RTLB commitment to working collaboratively, satisfaction 

with the process and outcomes, and, alignment between school policy, the RTLB 

programme and practice. 

As Study 2 included a purposive sample of RTLB who believed in the CPS 

approach, were willing to record evidence of their practice and reflect on it, inhibitors 

and constraints were less evident for the selected Study 2 cases than in Study 1. 

However, RTLB commented on issues encountered and on experiences they had in other 

schools or clusters. Inhibiting factors were often the converse of the facilitating factors. 

Inhibiting factors are described under the following sub-headings: structural factors, 

RTLB and teacher factors.  Chapter 7 provides a description and analysis of two in-depth 

case vignettes that demonstrate in a richer way how the CPS approach operated in two 
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contrasting contexts. The work context and referral of RTLB Robyn in vignette 1 

provides a strong contrast with that of Mary, in vignette 2. Robyn was a sole RTLB in a 

rural cluster while Mary was in a team of five RTLB working within a large urban 

cluster. Robynôs referral was initially for a specific student but the intervention involved 

both individual and class strategies. Maryôs referral involved a syndicate of two teachers. 

The vignettes demonstrate Robynôs and Maryôs practice and the resulting teacher 

professional learning that occurred during the collaborative problem-solving process.  

Chapter 8 discusses the major findings from the research. Limitations of the project and 

the implications for future research are identified. 
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Chapter Two: Lit erature Review 

2.0 Intr oduction 

There have been significant changes internationall y in education over the past three 

decades that have impacted not only on the roles and responsibilities of educational 

professionals, but also on practices in both special and general education. These changes 

are in relation to: access to education in regular mainstream schools; how learning and 

behaviour issues are conceptualised and addressed; and, catering for a wider range of 

diverse needs in regular education classes,  (i.e., taking the óspecialô out of special 

education). In recent years there have been concentrated efforts to improve student 

achievement through the improvement of teaching rather than by focusing attention on 

aspects that have less impact on student learning such as administrative reforms. Until 

relatively recently there has not been the expectation that all children will  be successful 

learners. 

The thesis begins with a historical overview of government policy towards the 

education of children with special needs, with most focus on the changes in the past two 

decades. It then describes the model by which practising teachers were professionally 

developed to enable them to assist other teachers to cater more effectively for the needs of 

these students in their classrooms. This model ñproduced ò a new category of teacher: the 

RTLB.  I describe the intentions of the professional learning programme and the problem- 

solving approach that this programme intended RTLB to use in their consultant special 

education work in schools. In this description I include some key research about the extent 

to which adults are able to utilise learning from professional programmes in their later 

practice.  

2.1 Histor ical overview 

The Salamanca Statement (UNESCO, 1994) that arose out of the Salamanca World 

Conference in Special Needs Education is arguably the most significant international 

document in the field of special needs.  This statement argued that regular schools with an 

inclusive orientation are the ñmost effective means of combating discriminatory attitudes, 
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building an inclusive society and achieving education for all.ò  ñé It acknowledged that 

large numbers of vulnerable and marginalized groups of learners were excluded from 

education systems worldwide (Ainscow & Miles, 2008).  The statement included the 

following assertions: 

¶ every child has a basic right to education; 

¶ every child has unique characteristics, interests, abilities and learning needs; 

¶ education services should take into account these diverse characteristics and 

needs 

¶ those with special educational needs must have access to regular schools; 

¶ regular schools with an inclusive ethos are the most effective way to combat 

discriminatory attitudes, create welcoming and inclusive  communities and 

achieve education for all. 

Furthermore, it suggested that such schools can provide an effective education for the 

majority of children to improve the efficiency and ultimate cost-effectiveness of the entire 

education system (UNESCO, 1994).  This had considerable influence in several countries 

over the ensuing decade and beyond (Ainscow et al., 2006, 2008; Artiles, Kozleski, & 

Waitoller, 2011; Mittler, 2000, 2005; Peters, 2007). 

There have been two major paradigm shifts in the way proponents of the inclusive 

model have influenced special education policy and practice. The first is the shift away 

from the provision of separate educational services and toward inclusive educational 

services that incorporate appropriate supports to meet all studentsô needs in the same 

general educational contexts (Florian, 2007; Jackson & Panyan, 2002; Mitchell, 2010). 

The second paradigm shift is how student learning and behavioural issues tend to be 

conceptualised and addressed.  Previously, services were provided which aligned with the 

accepted view that difficulties were perceived to arise primarily out of deficits within the 

students themselves, which led to a model of diagnosis and remediation, and often an 

accompanying label that pathologised the characteristics of students who differed from 
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ñnormalò. Each of these shifts has had implications for the policies and services provided 

for students who have special education needs. These shifts are described briefly in the 

following paragraphs and elaborated further following the initial descriptions. 

Learning is increasingly conceptualised as an interactive and contextualised process 

(Carrington & MacArthur, 2012; Kershner, 2009).  The socio-cultural context of New 

Zealand classrooms and the importance of the social context of relationships in teaching 

and learning have been highlighted and researched by Alton-Lee (2003).  Positioning 

learning difficulties or troublesome behaviours within learners is an inadequate explanation 

because there has also been greater recognition of the role that social and environmental 

contexts play in influencing student learning and behaviour (Barnett, Lentz, Bauer, 

Macmann, Stollar, & Ehrhardt, 1997; Ryndak, 2002).  Increasingly, the focus now 

emphasises understanding the interrelationships between students and their learning 

environments when considering ways of preventing or reducing learning and behavioural 

difficulties.  A socio-cultural position on learning underpins the view that classroom 

contexts that can support ñall studentélearning needs, and in particular the needs of those 

who experience difficulties, should be responsiveò (Glynn et al., 2006, p. 40). Responsive 

strategies encourage engagement of and initiation by learners. Opportunities are provided 

for peer support through shared and reciprocal activities where a more skilled child assists 

a less skilled one. Although there are different views on the extent to which students 

manage their own learning (Rogoff, 2003), there is considerable support for the 

Vygotskian concept of scaffolding where initial support is gradually reduced and finally 

withdrawn once the child can manage independently (Bruner, 1996; Vygotsky, 1978). 

As a result of these two trends/shifts, many students who would previously have been 

removed from general education are now more likely be in mainstream classrooms with the 

expectation that they will  receive positive supports to allow them to be successful. There is 

growing policy recognition of a broader view of inclusion that positions schools as places 

where all students are valued members (Capper & Keyes, 1999; Sergiovanni,1996), and 

where the mainstream system accepts its responsibility to educate all of the children and 

young people who enter its doors, not just those who ófitô the system.  The Review of 

Special Education (2010) states that ñAll students are legally entitled to go to their local 

schoolò (p.10) . Where education systems commit to the provision of an optimal 
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educational opportunity for all students, the focus is slowly moving away from an 

exclusive paradigm and toward inclusive schools with the intention that students with and 

without disabilities will have equal opportunity to have their educational needs met within 

general mainstream education (Brown & Kennedy, 2001). This requires teachers, 

specialists and school leaders to develop knowledge, skills and dispositions to address the 

many domains of diversity that are present in the general education classroom (Alton-Lee, 

2003; Artiles, Kozleski, Dorn, & Christenson, 2006; Mitchell, 2010).  This review now 

moves to deepen the discussion on the term óinclusive educationò and to unpack some of 

the key issues and debates inherent in the term. 

2.1.1 Inclusive education: What does it  mean? 

Despite international trends towards inclusion and local policy supporting studentsô 

entitlements to the services and supports to enable them to access the New Zealand 

curriculum in their local school, there is considerable confusion around the term and lack 

of clarity evident in the literature as well as in policy documents. Terms are often 

ambiguous or not defined at all, leading to a range of interpretations and debate. Rouse and 

Florian (1996) noted that one of the problematic features of this debate [about inclusion], 

however, is that different people have different views about inclusion and different visions 

of the inclusive school.  It is hardly surprising therefore that the inclusive education debate 

is full of confusion because it has inherited the paradoxes and contradictions of special 

education itself (p. 71). 

Several definitions acknowledge the role of the school leader in promoting and 

supporting inclusive practices, given that ñinclusion is a school-wide reform that integrates 

programs and blends resources so that all students can benefitò (Doyle, 2004, p. 362). In 

the United Kingdom, several Local Education Authorities have developed their own 

definit ions taking into account local circumstances, cultures and history.  Nevertheless, 

despite local differences, four particular elements feature in British policy documents 

describing inclusion as: 

¶ a process (i.e., a never ending search to find better ways of responding to 

diversity); 
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¶ involving the identifi cation and removal of barriers (which requires using 

appropriate evidence to stimulate creativity and problem solving); 

¶ being about the presence (i.e., where and how often students attend), 

participation (the quality of the experiences) and achievement  of all  students 

(i.e., learning outcomes across the curriculum); 

¶ involving a particular emphasis on groups of learners who may be at risk of 

marginalisation, exclusion or underachievement  (Ainscow et al., 2003). 

Research projects carried out by Ainscow and his colleagues (2003, 2004, 2006) 

suggest that effective inclusive schools are diverse problem solving organisations with a 

common mission that emphasises learning for all  students.  They employ and support 

teachers and other staff  who are committed to working together to create and maintain a 

climate conducive to learning. The responsibility for all students is shared.  Effective 

inclusive schools acknowledge that such a commitment requires clear policies, 

administrative leadership and long-term professional development.  Because schools are 

diverse, dynamic places, each with its own history and culture, there are different ways of 

achieving effective inclusive schools.  A central assumption relates to Ainscowôs working 

definition of educational inclusion, which is seen in terms of the presence, participation 

and achievement of all students in local mainstream schools, rather than simply focusing 

on any one group of vulnerable learners.  Booth (2011b) also states that inclusion is ñ a 

never-ending process of increasing participation for everyoneéand challenging and 

reducing all forms of exclusionò (p. 304). These definitions and research have influenced 

trends in several countries, including New Zealand. 

The Index for Inclusion (Booth & Ainscow, 2011) is seen as an effective tool for 

developing inclusive school communities through a process of school review and 

development of inclusive culture, policy and practice (Bourke, Holden, & Dharan, 2007; 

Carrington, 2006). While this Index has been found to be useful in some New Zealand 

schools, the Ministry of Education has recently commissioned the New Zealand Council 

for Educational Research to develop an Inclusive Practices Tool (2012) with school leader, 

teacher, student and community surveys available on-line or in hard copy. This tool is 

intended to encourage and support school review of inclusive policies and practices. A 
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pilot version is available for use now with the final version available later this year. This is 

one of a number of new initiatives supporting the special education strategy Success for 

All:  Every School, Every Child (Ministry of Education, 2010).  

2.1.2 The New Zealand context 

The movement toward inclusive education has also occurred in New Zealand. 

Frequent reviews and major policy changes have characterised special education over the 

past twelve years (Thomson, Brown, Jones & Manins, 2000; Mitchell, 2000) resulting in 

debate of issues of concern to both general and special education. Evans (2000) stated that 

ómodern special education is not only complex but rife with dialectical contradictionsô 

(p.5).  The SE 2000 policy (Ministry of Education, 1996) advocates an ecological, 

inclusive model and has resulted in increased non-categorical educational support funding 

to schools to establish school-based programmes. However, despite this policy, much  

service delivery is organised around syndromes or disorders and categories of disability or 

impairment. The same policy also funds segregated placements. 

In a conceptual review of issues involved in the delivery of special education in New 

Zealand, Moore, Anderson, Timperley, Glynn, Macfarlane, Brown and Thomson, (1999) 

outlined a paradigm shift for the management of special education within the new policy, a 

shift away from the traditionally dominant deficit/functional limitations perspective to an 

inclusive/ecological one.  The traditional paradigm assumed that the principal difficulties 

of people with disabilities resided within those individuals.  The task of educators was to 

fix, improve or compensate for these deficits which required regular classroom teachers 

and schools to adapt minimally, if at all to student needs (Skrtic, 1995; Thomson, 1998). 

Even today, the provision of teacher aides (intended to support teachers to ensure that 

students successfully access the curriculum), is funded as portable entitlements carried by 

individual students, with the result that teaching responsibility is frequently diverted from 

the classroom teacher to low-paid, temporary, untrained people (NZCER, 2007). 

In contrast, the ecological paradigm recognises that factors external to individuals also 

impact on people with disabilities. Thus the contexts that surround an individual enable or 

constrain their development.  Contextual factors play a contributing role. The task of 

educators working within this paradigm is to alter, adapt and improve educational 
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organisations and environments to meet the needs of all  students.  Such adaptation is a 

necessary pre-condition for the successful inclusion of all  students in regular education 

(Udvari-Solnar, 1994, 1995). 

The establishment in 1975 of Guidance and Learning Units (Thomas & Glynn, 1976) 

signalled the emergence of an ecological model of support in New Zealand.  Specially 

trained teachers provided in-class support for students with significant learning and 

behavioural difficulties.  These teachers were also supported by a management committee 

and psychologists. The focus included not only the studentôs current performance but also 

the influence of contextual factors such as the academic programme, teacher and peer 

behaviour. This model was based on the theory of applied behaviour analysis that 

recognises the role of the environment in shaping behaviour. Nevertheless the services 

were directed towards hands-on support of students, rather than increasing the classroom 

teacherôs abilities to cater for these children as part of their day-to-day programme. 

The concept of mainstreaming gained impetus during the 1980s which is evident in the 

Department of Education policy statement: óéthat students with special needs should lead 

as normal a life as possible, that resources should be allocated on the basis of individual 

need rather than of a studentôs membership of a category of handicapéô (New Zealand 

Education Gazette, May 2, 1988).  This led to the use of new termsð integration and 

mainstreaming. 

Integration or mainstreaming is the process of bringing students who have previously 

been excluded or segregated from the mainstream of education into regular schools.  While 

the mainstreaming movement was intended to educate students with specif ic learning or 

behavioural needs into regular education classes, a continuum of services was still 

maintained.  These ranged from segregated residential and day special schools to attached 

units, integration in a regular class for part of a day to full integration.  The intention was 

for a gradual transfer of students and resources to the mainstream (Brown & Thomson, 

1988). This transfer was successful in parts of New Zealand (e.g. Wellington) where 

Department of Education psychologists, who were gatekeepers to special schools and 

segregated settings, were committed to supporting students in mainstream classes. In other 

parts of New Zealand, educational psychologists continued referring students to segregated 

settings, with the result that there is a dual system in places such as Auckland. 
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The inclusive education initiative arose out of the mainstreaming movement as well  as 

changes brought about by civil rights, views about social justice and equity as well  as the 

emerging view of the social construction of learning.  However, inclusion went further than 

mainstreaming, requiring the organisational structures to change to meet the needs of 

diverse learners.   Thomson (1998) noted that inclusion was not just an education process 

or a model of service delivery.  It was also a philosophical concept embracing values, 

beliefs and attitudes about justice, equality, equity, freedom and human dignity (Booth, 

2011; Karagiannis, Stainback, & Stainback, 1996). Slee (2011) described the process of 

schooling as an apprenticeship in democracy, with inclusion being a prerequisite of a 

democratic education.  He views inclusion ñas an ethical project and political position that 

challenges the attachment of hierarchical values to people that lead to some children and 

young people being considered more worthy than othersò (MacArthur, 2013, p.14). 

The Draft Review of Special Education (Department of Education, 1987) set the scene 

for fundamental changes in special education. It suggested a significant change, proposing 

the following fundamental principles for special education: 

¶ universal; 

¶ integral with other education programmes; 

¶ lifelong; 

¶ unified across sectors, home and school; 

¶ needs based; and, 

¶ effective and accountable. 

The Draft Review led to alterations in the Education Amendment Act (1989), ensuring 

all  children in New Zealand would receive education as of right.  It also set the scene for 

fundamental changes in special education recommending that ñto achieve the ultimate aim 

of normalisation through mainstreaming it will  be necessary to move to a single stream of 

education with special education acting as a support service.ò (p.93)  In order to achieve 
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this aim, 31 non-sequential steps to development were suggested, eight of which are 

outlined below: 

¶ Decisions on educational planning include resource allocations to be developed 

as far as possible for local action within national guidelines. (iv) 

¶ The introduction of procedures whereby parents and the community can 

become more involved in the planning and participation in special education. 

This included ensuring that cultural and ethnic differences were catered for. (v) 

¶ A comprehensive review of pre-service, specialist and in-service training for 

all involved in special education, including non-teaching staff. (vi) 

¶ The recognition of educational practice based on individually assessed needs 

and teaching programmes provided in a form that permits accountability. (vii) 

¶ The establishment of a significant number of special education support units 

based upon a guidance unit model and aimed at the generic support for students 

with special teaching needs already in regular educational facilities. (viii) 

(Department of Education, 1987, p 93) 

Students with disabilities were primarily catered for in withdrawal units or special 

schools until the 1980s.  Although some special classes and schools still  exist, many were 

disestablished between 1980 and 2000. Brown and Thomson (1988) noted that the initial 

move from segregation to inclusion was uneven across the country.  However, Resource 

Teachers Special Needs (RTSN) positions were created where units were phased out. 

RTSN were released to support students in mainstream classrooms. 

In order to facilitate the implementation of the mainstreaming policy, a new initiative, 

Support Teams within schools, was proposed in 1987.  Funding from the closure of a 

residential school for children with behavioural and learning difficulties was used to assist 

the implementation of this initiative from 1988. This was a carefully implemented model, 

supported by central administration. Moore, Glynn and Gold (1993, p.195) identified six 

distinguishing characteristics of this model of special education service delivery: 
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1. [An emphasis on] a team approach to meeting teacher and student needs within 

the school. 

2. Intervention is provided in the regular classroom and is not a withdrawal/remedial 

process. 

3. Assistance from the Support Teacher is primarily consultative.  Classroom 

teachers remain responsible for the continued education and management of their 

students. 

4. Intervention consists of a collaborative process of assessment, problem analysis, 

planning, implementation, and systematic evaluation. 

5. Parents are involved as fully as they wish in all stages of the assessment, 

intervention and evaluation process. 

6. A major focus of the work of the Support Teams is on the empowerment of 

teachers ï through skill development, collaborative problem resolution, and 

support ï so that they can deal more effectively with individual differences in 

their own class. 

In 1991, the researchers, Moore, Glynn and Gold (1993), surveyed the first 69 schools 

to check on the extent of implementation of the Support Team initiative. Respondents were 

uniformly positive about the work of the support teacher in assisting children with special 

needs within their schools, and were also enthusiastic to see the resource maintained. 

(Moore, Glynn, & Gold, 1993, p.200) However, the authors noted several difficulties with 

establishment and programme adherence. Where Support teachers received professional 

development and were supported by an active management committee, they were more 

likely to engage in the intended in-class support and less likely to have their role ñeroded 

into pupil withdrawal and one-to-one remedial tutoringò (Moore, Glynn, & Gold, 1993, p. 

201). In schools where there was inadequate teacher selection and training or management 

committee support, there tended to be a drift back to the functional limitations paradigm 

focus on individual deficits and away from adapting curriculum, classroom instruction or 

environments. 
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New Zealand then experienced major educational restructuring designed to separate 

policy from operations and school from central control.  Following the implementation of 

Tomorrow's Schools in 1990, authority was devolved to individual schools making the 

implementation of a national special education policy difficult.  Recommendations from 

the Draft Review of Special Education were put on hold during this time. The policy 

documents associated with these changes (National Administration Guidelines, National 

Education Guidelines and the New Zealand Curriculum Framework), did not specifically 

address special education. However, they clearly recognised the diversity of New Zealand 

society and gave direction towards an inclusive system of education (Ministry of 

Education, 1993).  Embedded within these documents was the recognition of equity and 

equality of opportunity and the valuing of diversity.  There was an emphasis on problem 

solving by analysing barriers to learning and achievement, and working towards removing 

structural and organisational barriers. These policies were clearly designed to improve 

learning opportunities for all  students, particularly those with special needs, many of whom 

had been segregated previously (Ministry of Education, 1997). 

The co-existence of the two paradigms is still reflected in the diversity of service 

delivery. However, the Ministry of Education policy on Special Education (SE2000) was a 

reform which aimed óto achieve, over the [past] decade, a world class inclusive education 

system that provides learning opportunities of equal quality to all studentsò (Ministry of 

Education, 1996, p.5).  One of the aims of the policy was to meet the educational needs of 

all  students within the regular school setting (Ministry of Education, 1998). This was 

reflected in increased non-categorical educational support funding (Special Education 

Grant) to students with moderate needs and the creation of consultant special educators 

known as Resource Teachers of Learning and Behaviour (RTLB). Previous initiatives (e.g., 

Guidance and Learning Unit and Support Team models), laid the groundwork for the 

evolution of the current inclusive services. However, the policy document did not define 

inclusive education explicitly, resulting in different interpretations about the nature and 

extent of what is meant by inclusion. 

2.1.2.1 Establishment of the RTLB service 

Seven hundred and twenty-five RTLB positions have been established nationwide 

since 1998. Five hundred of these were originally special education teachers who were 
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translated into RTLB. Some of these teachers had been in Guidance and Learning Unit 

teachers or Resource Teachers of Special Needs who itinerated within one or more 

schools. Others taught in special classes. In addition, approximately 225 positions were 

created to ensure a teacher: student ratio of 1:750 (Cabinet Paper, November 1997). This 

service was intended to provide itinerant specialist support to schools by working with 

regular class teachers to assist them to ensure success for Year 0-10 students with 

ómoderateô learning and behavioural difficult ies (Ministry of Education, 1998), although 

the term moderate has never been defined explicitly in any of the policy documents. The 

service was intended to support classroom teachers to teach the least successful thirty 

percent of the school population. Other services exist for those students with greater than 

moderate needs (i.e., those with high needs, low incidence disabilities such as vision 

impairments or deafness). These special education consultants work across a designated 

geographical cluster of schools and each is employed by a school board within that cluster. 

The Ministry of Education determined geographical clusters of schools when the SE 

2000 policy was introduced in 1998.  RTLB were allocated to clusters ñon a formula basis 

that reflected the student population, schoolsô deciles, as well  as other factors including 

isolation and the number of small schools in a cluster. 

RTLB provide service to a cluster of schools, with the allocation of staffing based on a 

ratio of RTLB to cluster population, determined and reported on annually. é RTLB have a 

pivotal role to play in assisting cluster school to meet these requirements [National 

Administration Guidelines.] (2-1, Ministry of Education, Effective governance and 

management and practice, 2003). 

Each cluster is responsible for developing its own management structure with respect 

to management and governance.  ñThe cluster committee sets the policies that govern the 

way the cluster and the RTLB will  work.ò (2-3, Ministry of Education, 2003). 

As Glynn (1998) stated: ñThe RTLB has the challenging task of supporting all those 

óotherô teachers to take up their individual and collective responsibility for the learning and 

behaviour of all the students in their classes and schoolsò (p. 5).  This approach of working 

with others as agents of change is consistent with the ecological paradigm that recognises 

that the learning and behaviour of students is a result of the interaction between the student 
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and the learning context.  If a change is to occur, it will be as a result of changes in this 

interrelationship.  The class teacher is crucial to this process (Thomson et al., 2003), as is 

the degree that school leaders accept the principle that they are responsible for the learning 

of all of the children in their school. ñEffective leadership at the local level can contribute 

to the success of inclusive education policiesò (Morton et al., 2012, p. 53). Riehl (2000) 

found that successful change was more likely when the vision was shared between 

government, school leaders, teachers and the community. She highlighted the key role 

principals have to play, as educational leaders, in ñfostering new meanings about diversity, 

promoting inclusive practices within schools, and building connections between schools 

and communitiesò (Riehl, 2000, p. 59). 

Cuban (1996), Forlin (2006), Kershner (2009) and Sapon-Shevin (1996), among 

others, claim that inclusive education reform will be achieved by changing the nature of the 

general education classroom. Regular class teachers are therefore central to the success of 

inclusive teaching. Traditional ópull-outô/withdrawal models have been criticised on the 

grounds that they provided no or insufficient support for teachers.  There were also 

problems with co-ordination, instructional congruence and transfer of learning from the 

remedial setting to the regular classroom (Idol et al., 1995; Mitchell, 2010).  Effective 

implementation of the consultation process at the class level has the potential to overcome 

these problems, enhance teachersô ability to cater for diverse students in inclusive settings, 

and thereby create lasting change in educational practice (Friend, 2008; Jordan, 1994; 

McNab, 2009; Mentis, Quinn & Ryba, 2005). 

The RTLB initiative includes teacher development and support. As a group, these 

consultant special educators were pivotal to encouraging equitable, inclusive education in 

New Zealand (Walker et al., 2000). Assisting teachers to establish inclusive learning 

environments demands a high degree of professional expertise, knowledge and experience. 

Consultants are expected to work effectively within school systems and to use 

collaborative problem solving to facilitate change where necessary. This requires an ability 

to negotiate, facilitate and co-ordinate changes in school systems and routines. Building 

networks with schools, their communities and other relevant professionals may assist 

consultants in putting effective strategies and programs into place that will enhance 

learning outcomes for all  students. 
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Several authors have indicated a range of beliefs, skills, and experience, together with 

an understanding of base theory, which constitute the necessary background for consulting 

school psychologists (Berliner, 1987; Ervin et al., 2010; Jordan, 1994; Jordan et al., 2010). 

These same qualities are necessary for RTLB confronted with similar challenges and the 

implementation of a demanding policy (Thomson, 1998; Brown, 2008). 

In relation to their own knowledge and skills in inclusive pedagogies, the resource 

teachers should be effective practitioners themselves who are knowledgeable about 

teaching and learning and able to model good practice. They also require: 

¶ an understanding of the philosophy of inclusion and the complexities of this 

concept, their own beliefs and the implications of these for practice; 

¶ a knowledge of wider school reforms  and policies relevant to special and 

regular education; 

¶ a knowledge of the curriculum and principles of curriculum adaptation; 

¶ an understanding of the organisational systems of schools and principles of 

change; 

¶ skills in equity pedagogy (i.e., teaching strategies that facilitate the academic 

achievement of students from diverse racial, ethnic, ability/disability and social 

class groups); 

¶ skills in effective collaborative problem-solving with adults who are 

responsible for children and young people (school leaders, teachers, parents 

and caregivers). 

The professional development programme for RTLB was developed to build these skills. 

2.1.2.2 RTLB Professional Development Programme 1998-2010 

Once appointed to RTLB positions, RTLB were required to successfully complete a 

two year professional development programme, developed and delivered collaboratively 

by staff from three New Zealand universities under contract to the Ministry of Education 
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and Group Special Education. The programme, which RTLB completed while working in 

the role, was comprised of four university papers, which led to either a Graduate or 

Postgraduate Diploma in Education (Special Needs Resource Teaching) or may have 

contributed towards a masterôs degree in either Education or Special Education, depending 

on entry qualifications. 

The four papers were cyclical in nature and were designed to be taken sequentially in 

year 1 and concurrently in year 2.  They were designed to foster the development of 

generic abilities and those specific to the role.  Mentowski et al.ôs (2000) definition 

captures the range and interrelatedness of the abilities required for the position. They 

define abilities as ñcomplex combinations of motivations, dispositions, attitudes, values, 

strategies, behaviours, self-perceptions, and knowledge of concepts and proceduresò 

(p.10). 

The following learning outcomes of the programme formed the basis of the RTLB 

graduate profile, outlined in all course booklets written by the RTLB consortium 

programme team. 

An RTLB will:  

1. work to a high professional and ethical standard; 

2. work to improve the learning and behavioural outcomes of MǕori students; 

3. work to ensure equitable educational opportunity for all learners; 

4. follow an educational model; 

5. work to a collaborative consultation model; 

6. be skilled practitioners and promoters of effective teaching skills; and,  

7. be reflective practitioners.  

One key programme outcome was being ethical and professional. The importance of 

confidentiality was discussed.  Pseudonyms were expected to be used in assignments and 

when sharing field notes and case details in class. Formal written consent was sought for 

assignments related to authentic cases. Assignments across all courses included 

components where RTLB were required to reflect on their practice in relation to research 
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and their own personal theories. Reflection was a key component of the portfolio in the 

fourth paper. 

The four papers scaffolded the development of the skills and knowledge through face-

to-face sessions and assignments requiring field-based practice evidence consistent with 

the educational model.  A key component of the courses was working to improve outcomes 

for MǕori students. Gaining an understanding of other world views, such as MǕori, would 

also assist in clarifying each RTLBôs personal theory and view of their own ethnicity. 

There were specific assignments and requirements to demonstrate culturally responsive 

practice in this area within each of the four courses. 

The first paper, Students in context (Te Kuhuna) examined the philosophy and practice 

of inclusion compared with mainstreaming, expectations of the RTLB role contrasted with 

previous roles, and the contexts in which students experience learning and behavioural 

issues. The processes of ecological assessment and consultation (in particular, the 

collaborative problem solving process) were introduced.   

The second paper, Classroom Contexts, (Te Putanga), further examined the classroom 

contexts in which students operate and focused on understanding and implementing 

inclusive teaching programmes, including approaches such as peer tutoring, reciprocal 

teaching, self and class management strategies and cooperative learning. Overviews of key 

theories and research related to learning and behaviour, motivation, cognitive 

behaviourism and information processing theory were also presented and discussed in 

relation to assessment and interventions options. Not all RTLB had undergraduate papers 

in education and or psychology.   

The third paper, School and Community Contexts, (Te Raranga), examined the impact 

of school and community systems on individuals operating within these, notably students 

and teachers. Research on effective school systems, leadership, change and 

multiculturalism were key components of the curriculum and assignments.  

The fourth paper, Professional Practice, (Te Huarahi), involved the development of a 

professional practice portfolio involving RTLB in the demonstration of effective casework 

within the ecological, inclusive paradigm.  They were required to demonstrate the skills of 
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a collaborative consultant in working with others to develop shared understandings of the 

nature of problems based on educational/ecological data and promote commitment towards 

related interventions. As RTLB were pivotal to the implementation of the SE 2000 policy, 

it was essential that they understood what was required of the new role and demonstrated a 

commitment to applying it. Jones (2010) investigated the introduction and use of this 

particular portfolio during a four-year action research project. She found that for some 

RTLB, it acted as  ña prompt for reflection and reflective practice that enhanced [their] 

professionalism é through improved practice, development of a theory of practice, and 

increased clarity and confidence in their roleò (p. 593).  

The portfolio was selected as an ñauthentic performance-based assessment taskò 

(Jones, 2010, p.595) to enable the RTLB to demonstrate their competence in meeting the 

learning outcomes across three contexts: an individual student, the classroom, (e.g. class or 

group programmes to support identified students), and, school and community. The third 

context related to introducing or supporting school policies or systems to support students 

with learning and/or behavioural needs (RTLB consortium course booklet).  RTLB had to 

select evidence from cases and annotate how each piece demonstrated the learning 

outcomes with reference to relevant literature and their own personal theory. Reflective 

statements were a key expectation of each set.  RTLB programme team members provided 

support through modeling and supervision.  They also provided ñclass exercises, a set of 

prompt questions, [and] coaching in how to engage in critical friendship dialogues to 

promote reflection on practice and evidenceò (Jones, 2010, p.596). 

Delivery was via regional block courses, incorporating individual and/or small group 

tutorials in addition to interactive workshops, and field-based assignments within the 

clusters of schools in which RTLB work. The professional development programme 

promoted the RTLB role as a proactive, data-based problem solver working collaboratively 

with other educational professionals and families to optimize the learning opportunities for 

students presenting with learning and/or behavioural difficulties. Further details about the 

CPS process that underpinned RTLB practice may be found in Section 2.2 along with 

examples of how the professional development programme scaffolded RTLB use of this 

approach. 
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The content and philosophy of the university professional development programme 

were initially supported by the RTLB governance and management guidelines (Ministry of 

Education, 2001) and later, by the RTLB Policy and Toolkit (Ministry of Education, 2007), 

which aligned policy and practice requirements with the professional development 

programme. This document clarified the requirements of RTLB Management Committees, 

who oversaw the work of the RTLB, in a more definit ive manner than previous policy 

material which provided guidelines for practice (Ministry of Education, 2001). 

The professional development programme had a strong emphasis on evaluating the 

RTLB ability to perform practical tasks central to the role (Ministry of Education, 2007) 

within a framework that has long been supported as appropriate for consultant resource 

teachers (Conoley & Conoley, 1992; Friend, 2008; Idol & West,1987; West & Cannon, 

1988) and was in line with both local and international trends in special education service 

delivery and effective schooling (Ainscow, 2004; Davies & Prangnell, 1999; Levin, 2008; 

Robinson et al., 2009; Spedding,1996; Thomson et al., 2003). 

2.1.2.3 Challenges 

There were a number of challenges that faced RTLB in carrying out their work as 

intended in the policy and Toolkit. Firstly, the way RTLB were trained and expected to 

carry out their role as data-based collaborative consultants was not universally accepted or 

necessarily understood within the practitioner group, nor within the wider educational 

community. ERO reports in 2004 and 2009 confirmed the variability in governance and 

management of RTLB and the need for more consistency as well  as appropriate 

supervision once they graduated.  Secondly, the competing medical/pathological and 

educational/ecological paradigms continued to cause challenges for RTLB on a daily basis, 

from the level of individual casework to that of influencing school systems.  There has 

been no research that examines, in context, the ways that RTLB carry out their work. 

Timperley et al., (2008) also noted that the skills of facilitators who work with teachers to 

promote their professional learning was rarely the subject of investigation. This thesis 

looks at how effective RTLB worked and managed these challenges. A key component of 

the professional development programme was developing RTLB competence in the 

collaborative problem-solving model underpinning their practice. The next section looks at 

this area and related issues in more detail. 
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2.2 Effective consultation for  inclusive practice 

Kurpius and Fuqua (1993) pointed out that the way consultation is defined and 

subsequently operationalised will affect the way it is practised.  The focus in this 

research is on the implementation of a collaborative consultation process which is 

consistent with the ecological/educational model rather than a functional limitations 

one or expert model. 

The educational model of collaborative consultation is compatible with a view of 

collaboration including joint responsibility and mutual development of interventions 

(Brown, Pryzwansky, & Schulte, 2011; Friend & Cook, 1996; Idol, Paolucci-Whitcomb 

& Nevin, 1995). Research indicates that teachers are more likely to work towards 

providing effective inclusive learning environments for all  students if they are engaged 

in the problem solving process and receive appropriate support when implementing new 

strategies. 

Collaborative problem solving is a systematic way to create solutions to barriers for 

student success in inclusive classrooms (Hobbs & Westling, 1998; McNab, 2009; 

Peacock et al., 2010). They reported that when professionals used collaborative problem 

solving, more problems, antecedents, objectives, and plans were identified than when 

teachers worked alone.  It can also be an effective tool in facilitating student 

achievement. 

Although the benefits of consultation, including collaborative problem-solving, 

have been described by many, including Caplan (1970), Glickman, Gordon and Ross-

Gordon (1995), Reinking, Livesay and Kohl (1978), Scott and Smith (1987) and 

Dettmer et al., (2002), a common definit ion has not yet been reached. Contradictory 

findings on the outcomes/effectiveness of consultation have been reported in several 

studies by Witt et al. (1991) and Wickstrom (1995). Methodological factors may 

account for the mixed results and the absence of a common definition (Frank & 

Kratochwill, 2008; Gresham & Kendall, 1987; Noell, Duhon, Gatti, &  Connell, 2002; 

Sheridan, Welch & Orme, 1996).  

Jordan (1994), however, maintains there are three goals to collaborative 
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consultation that can be achieved in a variety of ways: 

¶ To solve an immediate problem; 

¶ To assist the client to master skills and knowledge to prevent and/or respond 

more effectively to similar, future problems; 

¶ To effect change-to enhance the ways in which teachers conduct their work 

with problem pupils. (p. 29) 

Any effective training programme would need to address all three. 

While names and number of stages vary, most descriptions of the consultation process 

include: data gathering/assessment, problem definition, strategy/intervention selection, 

implementation, and, monitoring and evaluation, (Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990; Brown, 

Pryzwansky & Schulte, 2001; Erchul & Martens, 2010; Kurpius, 1978).  They all 

acknowledge the complexity of this process and conceptualise it within a cyclical, 

problem-solving framework. In many ways the implementation of this approach is very 

similar to the stages followed in action research, thus each referral undertaken by an RTLB 

is like a case study. 

The most critical components of this approach are problem identification, hypothesis 

setting and implementing a negotiated evidence-based intervention based on valid data. 

Practitioners using this approach have been shown to be more effective when they resist the 

urge (and possible pressure) to come to premature action but rather spend time in problem 

analysis.  Sometimes participants get immersed in what Katz, Earl and Jaafar (2009) 

have termed óactivity trapsô, moving quickly to finding solutions or feeling productive, 

with insufficient attention to selecting the right things to do, given the evidence (Earl 

& Timperley, 2008). 

Interpersonal skills also influence the success of the problem solving process. (Brown, 

Pryzwansky & Schulte, 2011; Peacock et al., 2010) ñIn addition, trust, respect and belief 

in the value of collaboration are prerequisites for, as well as outcomes of, collaborationò 

(Friend & Cook, 1996, p.11). 
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While there is much discussion from experts in the field about competencies in the 

consultation process, the database is limited. Brown, Pryzwansky and Schulte (2001, 2011) 

point out that many of the skills have not been extensively studied and where there are 

studies, results have been mixed due to inadequate procedures.  Commonly mentioned 

characteristics of effective consultants include the following: heightened awareness of their 

own values and beliefs as well  as an ability to anticipate how these will  influence 

expectations about and approaches to consultation (Caplan, 1970; Conoley & Conoley, 

1992; Dougherty, 1990, 2009); an ability to analyse problems from a number of 

perspectives and facilitate problem-solving with a range of consultees (Henning-Stout, 

1993; Kurpius & Fuqua, 1993); an ability to establish relationships and working alliances 

which requires empathy, genuineness and positive regard (Brown et al., 2001; Horton & 

Brown, 1990; Kurpius & Rozecki, 1993); a willingness to take interpersonal risks; and, 

motivation to succeed as indicated by their commitment, determination and persistence to 

enhance effectiveness (Maher, 1993). 

Interactive communication and problem-solving skills, as well  as personal 

characteristics, values and beliefs, originally rated highly in a survey by West and Cannon 

(1988), continue to be highlighted in the current consultation literature (Brown et al., 2011; 

Erchul & Martens, 2010; McNab, 2009; Annan & Mentis, 2013; Peacock et al., 2010).  

However, as Jordan points out (1994, p.99), ñwhile substantive knowledge and technical 

expertise are required, it is the consultantôs delivery of the role and personal self-

confidence that will ultimately ensure success or otherwiseò.  Tactical f lexibility, that is, 

the ability to analyse problems from many perspectives, along with a strong self-concept, is 

essential to success in consultation (Bushe & Gibbs, 1990; Hunsaker, 2001; Varney, 1985). 

2.2.1 CPS and the RTLB professional development programme 

Throughout the two-year professional development programme, a number of teaching 

approaches were used to introduce and encourage application of the CPS model in RTLB 

field practice. Details about the CPS phases and process are illustrated below. A 

description of the ways in which the RTLB programme introduced these has been 

described in this section. The focus was on using a CPS process to change a problem 

situation, (i.e., helping the teacher or leader to move from the current undesirable situation 
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to the desired one or at least moving closer to it).  This approach is similar to the action 

research and inquiry and knowledge-building processes supported by many studies as 

summarised in several Best Evidence syntheses (e.g., Aitken & Sinnema, 2008: Alton-Lee, 

2003, 2008).  

Collaborative problem solving requires negotiation and consultation rather than a 

hierarchy of power. (Carrington & Macarthur, 2012). Allen (2007) also noted the 

importance of building partnerships which were developed and co-constructed through 

building respect and trust. Reciprocity, (i.e. the mutual exchange of ideas and information 

between participants), is central to these partnerships. This involves the recognition that all 

participants make valid contribution to the partnership in which inclusive decision-making 

is being promoted.  In a collaborative model, shared decisions are made about the 

following: what participants know already and what they need to know and gather 

information about; how they will gather and analyse this data to inform decisions about the 

most appropriate interventions for the particular context and problem situation. 

 

Figure 1. Collaborative problem solving process: Key phases and considerations. 
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The diagram above is one example that reflects the typical activities and their usual 

sequence in the problem solving process.   The CPS model taught on the RTLB 

programme was drawn from Gradenôs (2004) model used to train psychologists and Tilly 

et al.ôs (2010) integrated model of problem solving. Each of the phases is described in the 

next section along with examples of how the RTLB professional development programme 

introduced and scaffolded the development of the skills within each phase. 

2.2.1.1 Characteristics of each phase 

The Preparation phase occurs before the first meeting and includes the RTLB 

clarifying their personal theory and role; identifying the skills they bring to the situation 

and those they need to develop, and, being aware of their own world view and the impact 

on their interactions. 

In the professional development programme, activities and readings were included to 

help RTLB to clarify their personal theory and their theoretical base, (e.g., interviews, role 

plays, Korthagenôs Wall activity and explicit assignment components).  

The Entry Phase involves initiation of the consulting relationship by establishing 

contact with the teacher. An entry meeting was defined as one at which the RTLB and 

teacher discussed the referral, nature of the problem and planned the baseline data 

gathering phase. Baseline data are basic information gathered before an intervention 

begins. It was used later to provide a comparison for assessing the impact of the changes 

employed by the teacher and/or others. During the entry meeting the RTLB and teacher 

determined the most appropriate data to collect, as well as who would collect it, and when 

it would be collected. This also included: establishing and clarifying roles and 

responsibilities, discussion of confidentiality issues, and, establishing an initial hypothesis. 

This could be at different levels as RTLB could work with individual, class/group referrals 

or a school-wide systems or syndicate project. RTLB needed to be aware of any cluster and 

school protocols to follow regarding agreement of responsibilities.  

This phase involves two professionals with different areas of expertise engaging in 

more effective problem solving. Conscious effort is required to set the scene and build a 

productive working relationship.  RTLB professional development programme workshop 
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activities included discussion about what makes a good collaborative relationship and 

potential challenges. There were also opportunities for role-playing entry meetings in 

groups of three to enable one person to observe and give feedback. RTLB were asked to 

bring authentic case information to these role plays.  Taping and analysing an entry 

meeting also became an assignment in the first course following preliminary findings from 

Study 2. Assessment of RTLB understanding and application of the entry meeting phase in 

the field RTLB was based on the quality and relevance of the analysis of and reflection on 

their meeting data in relation to expectations and best practice identified in the literature. A 

sample Entry Meeting checklist, used on the professional development programme, may be 

found in Appendix Bii. 

Initial discussion of roles and establishing parameters of relationship is a crucial part 

of this stage.  If this was not clear and mutually acceptable there were likely to be 

difficulties in later phases or the case might not proceed.   The teacher may have been used 

to an expert or extra pair of hands model in the past.  Her/his expectations might be very 

different to that of the RTLB.  

The information gathering phase involves the examination of factors relevant to the 

problem situation and in the contexts in which the problems are occurring (e.g., classroom 

and/or playground).  Often when additional information is gathered, the original problem 

statement is discovered to be only a symptom of the real problem. RTLB were encouraged 

to start with the teacherôs perspective of the situation and then decide jointly what else 

needed to be gathered. Engaging and involving the teacher in at least some of the data 

collection was encouraged as this would assist understanding and analysis at the follow-up 

feedback meeting. Data was to be collected to clarify the problem situation and assist with 

intervention choice rather than labelling an individual child.  

In the professional development programme, issues concerning assumptions and the 

ladder of inference (Argyris & Schön,1996) were raised through activities using photos 

and illustrative scenarios. An overview and analysis of different data gathering techniques 

was also provided. One of RTLB tasks at this point is to help the teacher step back and 

view the problem in a more complex way, avoiding early judgements about the 

information. The choice of data gathered is influenced by the theoretical base of the 
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consultant which has a significant effect on subsequent stages of the process (i.e., problem 

definition and strategies implemented).  

Personal theories about the causes of human behaviour and how people change 

influence what people look for: deficits in the child or the interactions between the child 

and his/her environment.  An inflexible belief system can bias observations as people tend 

to look for and find what they are looking for. RTLB were encouraged to look for 

confirming and disconfirming evidence and to check assumptions through interview and 

observation. Assignments and course activities provided opportunities to examine data 

gathering techniques that were compatible with an educational/ecological rather than a 

deficit one.  

From a social constructivist perspective, the problem is viewed not as a result of the 

studentôs deficits, but as a product of social factors in which he/she participates that create 

barriers and limit opportunities for equal participation and/or access to the curriculum. 

RTLB and teacher assessment needed to reflect the importance and relevance of 

interrelated factors consideration of behaviour and learning in context.  ñExperienced 

educators, whatever their role, build up rich personal encyclopaedias of situations and 

appropriate actions that allow them to become experts in their fields of operation.ò (Earl & 

Timperley, 2008, p.6)   In many situations this knowledge base is sufficient. However, 

these authors comment that it is often based on untested assumptions about outcomes.  

Involving consultees in joint data gathering and problem identification may help to 

challenge existing assumptions. Exposing teachers to new strategies may also open up 

possibilities they were previously unaware of. If consultants are to be successful in 

changing teachersô schema, they will need skills in reframing problem situations.  

A follow-up feedback meeting(s) focused on sharing and interpreting the baseline data, 

defining the problem, as well as exploring and evaluating proposed intervention strategies, 

goals and agreed actions and responsibilities. If the problem situation could not be clarified 

sufficiently, the teacher and RTLB would go back to gathering more information before 

discussing intervention options. Alternatively, if the issue was beyond the expertise or role 

of the RTLB, referral to a more appropriate professional was made. A sample Feedback 

Meeting checklist used on the professional development programme may be found in 

Appendix Biii. 
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During this phase, the assessment information that has been gathered is utilised to 

define the problem in order to determine the goals for change. Reliability and validity of 

the data are important.  Before the problem is defined, RTLB and teachers must ensure that 

the data they have gathered is useful and dependable.   The interpretation of the data is 

extremely important. The RTLBôs role is to establish a more complex conceptualisation of 

the problem.  The problem is restated or reframed as a goal to be achieved.  Research (e.g. 

Tilly et al., 2010; Jordan et al., 2010), indicates that good consultants are problem finders.  

Expert consultants spend a relatively large proportion of their time defining the problem, 

the givens of the situation, the constraints, the past attempts, whereas less skilled 

consultants focus on planning strategies for what may be ill-defined problems. Novices 

tend to isolate the causes and present the problem as a set of causes requiring solutions 

(e.g., Erchul & Martens, 2010; Peacock et al., 2010) or fall into activity traps (Earl & 

Timperley, 2008).  The best predictor of a good outcome is problem definition.  

Appropriate interventions tend to follow if the problem is properly defined. 

Expert consultants restructure the problem as a desired goal - a discrepancy between 

where you are and where you want to be. Ysseldyke (2006) points out that the ñproblemò 

is not the childôs behaviour in isolation but lies in the interaction between the child, tasks 

expected and instruction/management aspects.  Careful definition of the problem situation 

based on credible data leads to a range of possible solutions. 

The exploring strategies stage involves analysing and synthesising of information in 

search of the best solution to the problem as presently defined.  It also involves proposing a 

number of possible interventions before selecting the most suitable given all the 

characteristics of the situation.  There are multiple ways of achieving the same goal. As in 

previous phases, it is important that interventions are consistent with the 

ecological/educational approach to facilitating inclusive practice rather than withdrawal. 

Evaluating proposed strategies and deciding action are also part of the follow-up 

feedback meeting(s) following data gathering and analysis. Interventions are 

conceptualised as refinements of what teachers could do. A range of strategies should be 

explored and evaluated prior to implementation. It is important to find ethical and effective 

interventions that are least intrusive and acceptable to the teacher as helping teachers to be 
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more effective managers of instruction and behaviour should simplify rather than 

complicate their lives. 

Implementation of the plan should be jointly devised and should clearly specify: what 

is to be done, how, when, who is responsible, and, what the expected outcomes are. 

Sindelar and Kilgore (1995) pointed out that ómentioning strategies is not enough. 

Teachers must have clear examples of how strategies work for different types of students 

and how to orchestrate the whole.ô (p.352) Consultant special educators need to be able to 

model appropriate strategies and support teachers while they are becoming proficient at 

using these in their classrooms.  Research (e.g., Erchul & Martens, 2010; Jordan et al., 

2010; McNab, 2009) indicates that teachers are more likely to work towards providing 

effective inclusive learning environments for all students if they are engaged in the 

problem solving process and receive appropriate support when implementing new 

strategies.  

The Monitoring and evaluation phase involves the monitoring of the on-going 

activities (process evaluation) culminating with the measuring of the final outcomes for the 

teacher and student(s).  Process evaluation focusses early attention on possible difficulties 

with the plan and enables adjustments to be made as the plan is being implemented. 

Outcome evaluation measures and interprets progress during the implementation stage and 

at the close of the process. RTLB were encouraged to consider the following questions at 

this stage: Have the interventions achieved the desired change? How well have they 

worked? Is continuing intervention required? Are there unexpected effects of the selected 

interventions?  How might we respond? What action do we take from here? If goals have 

been achieved, a decision to close the case might be made. Alternatively, the RTLB and 

teacher might jointly decide to make changes to the original plan or revise the goals, 

depending on the data discussed. 

Given that consultation is not an exact science, changes and adjustments should be 

seen as common and acceptable practice. As the process is cyclical rather than linear, 

phases may overlap and the process may involve going back and forth between a number 

of phases, (e.g., if information gathering is insufficient to clarify the problem situation, 

more data can be gathered before exploring strategies). Similarly, goals and strategies may 

be revisited and adapted during the implementation phase.  
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Recycling if a phase has not been completed adequately is part of the problem solving 

process rather than an attribution of blame or failure. Witt and Martens (1988) commented 

that the most persistent of consultant delusions is that a clear cut solution exists for each 

and every problem and can be applied independently of ongoing instructional practices.  

The RTLB professional development programme supported the use of a problem solving 

approach rather than a recipe or formulaic one. The context within which they were 

working and the nature of the role, required that they have the competence to work with 

complex problem situations where solutions were not immediately evident. 

RTLB professional development course components also included managing 

resistance and exploring alternative theories of action (Robinson, 2011), through role plays 

and reflective checklist to help RTLB examine their role in contributing to or reducing 

resistance. Many RTLB were ócaught between storiesô (Moore et al., 1999), as were some 

of their school colleagues so resistance was likely.  Supervision sessions and critical friend 

discussions also provided opportunities to discuss cases. Components of assignments in the 

first three papers, were designed to scaffold RTLB skills and knowledge of the CPS 

process. The fourth paper, Professional Practice Portfolio, enabled them to demonstrate 

their understanding and application of the process as a whole, as well as outcomes for 

students and teachers in the authentic field-based referrals. 



 

35 

 

Figure 2. Overview of the components underpinning RTLB practice with expected 

outcomes.  

The key components discussed in the previous sections of this chapter are illustrated in 

Figure 2 above. This schematic overview highlights the knowledge bases, framework, 

approach and process aspects of RTLB practice. Potential outcomes following effective 

practice have also been summarised. This is a revised overview based on a RTLB 

programme team handout (Brown, 2008; RTLB consortium, 2000). 

2.3 Consultant  expertise and inclusive teaching 

A key component of the RTLB skill set is to be able to influence the attitudes and 

behaviours of classroom teachers.  They have a professional development role since 

teacher attitudes and strategies are the key to success in an inclusive classroom.  It may be 

necessary to collect data that challenges a teacherôs perception of the reasons for a 

óproblemô.  For example, the data may show that behaviour problems may result from the 
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curriculum being inappropriate for a particular student (e.g., too hard, too boring, or too 

easy). The intervention may focus therefore on helping the teacher to use more effective 

curricula or teaching approaches matched to the studentôs needs. 

Regular classroom teachers require a range of new skills to successfully teach all  of 

their students. These include a foundation of co-operative learning, applied behaviour 

analysis skills, inclusive instructional practices and flexible programming. Teachers are 

more likely to be committed to developing these skills if they appreciate the values of the 

philosophy of inclusion and the need to develop classroom practices consistent with these 

(Annan & Mentis, 2013; Brown et al., 2001; Kearney, 2011; MacArthur, 2009), yet the 

RTLB has to work with all teachers, even those who initially are resistant to their 

responsibility to teach everyone in their class. 

If consultant special educators such as RTLB are to enhance regular class teachersô 

ability to cater for a diverse range of needs, they not only need sound consulting and 

problem-solving skills, but also personal knowledge and expertise in a range of inclusive 

and strategic teaching strategies. Strategic teaching practices include multi-level 

programming, integrated curriculum, co-operative learning, instructional scaffolding, 

action-based learning, reciprocal teaching, and, peer tutoring programmes (Alton-Lee, 

2003).  However, Sindelar and Kilgore (1995) pointed out that ñmentioning strategies is 

not enough. Teachers must have clear examples of how strategies work for different types 

of students and how to orchestrate the wholeò (p.352). Consultant special educators need to 

be able to model appropriate strategies and support teachers while they are becoming 

proficient at using these in their classrooms. 

There has been an increasing acknowledgement of the importance of consultee and 

client variables within the school consultation literature, such as principal beliefs and 

vision, teacher beliefs and skills, which are examined in the following section. 

2.4 Work ing with  adults (Consultee var iables) 

Caplan (1970) was the first to point out that the assessment of consultees and their 

environments is a crucial step in the consultation process. He provided a framework for  

understanding consultee difficulties, indicating potential problems that may exist in the 
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consultee: lack of knowledge, lack of skill, lack of self-confidence, and lack of objectivity. 

The result of the consultee assessment process should be a mutually agreed upon set of 

target areas that, if strengthened, will enable the current problems to be addressed as well 

as similar problems in the future. However, ñthere is no comprehensive model relating 

system, resource, and personnel variablesò (Brown, Pryzwansky, & Schulte, 2001, p. 157). 

However, the skill set needed to carry out consultation is a complex one developed over 

time (Duncan, 2004; Earl & Timperley, 2008; Erchul & Martens, 2010). 

Teacher beliefs about their ability to cope with the increasing diversity in their 

classrooms and about providing an inclusive learning environment, will determine the 

degree of willingness or resistance to making changes when working with consultant 

special educators. Annan and Mentis (2013) highlighted the strong influence of 

perspectives, beliefs and understandings in fostering and maintaining exclusive practices 

which stand in contrast to the research, policies and legislation that outline the rights, 

values and obligations associated with an inclusive approach.  How the teacher 

conceptualises the presenting problem will influence the process. The skills of the RTLB in 

building rapport and relational trust (Robinson, 2011) while engaging the teacher in 

constructive dialogue, are the catalyst for change (Babinski, Knotek, & Rogers, 2004). 

A study by Jordan, Kircaali-Iftar and Diamond (1993) explored teachers assumptions 

and beliefs about the needs of at-risk and exceptional students, and about their roles and 

responsibilities in meeting such needs. They found that teachers appeared to hold 

consistent and coherent belief systems which differ along an ordinal scale. At one end, 

órestorativeô beliefs assume problems reside largely within the student, and therefore the 

teacherôs duty is to refer the student for confi rmatory assessment as soon as possible. At 

the other ópreventiveô end, teachers assume that the environment, including instruction, 

plays a part in a studentôs problems, as consistent with the ecological/educational model. 

ñThe teacher therefore attempts prereferral interventions and requests assessment to 

identify instructional alternatives ò (p.45). Teachersô ratings on the restorative-preventive 

construct correlated highly with their self-ratings of teacher efficacy (Gibson & Dembo, 

1984; Woolfolk, Hoy & Spero, 2005). Teachers with preventive beliefs had higher self-

efficacy scores than those with a restorative profile. In addition, teachers with restorative 

beliefs rated the withdrawal of problem students from the classroom as a more desirable 
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resource service than those with preventive beliefs, who preferred in-class consultative 

support. 

Stanovich and Jordan (1998) researched teachersô attitudes and beliefs about teaching 

in heterogeneous classrooms. They attempted to predict performance of teacher behaviours 

associated with effective teaching from a set of variables identified as important: teacher 

beliefs and attitudes, principal beliefs and school norms, and teacher efficacy in relation to 

inclusive practice. The principalôs attitudes and beliefs were the strongest predictor 

followed by the teachersô responses on the pathognomonic-interventionist interview scale. 

This set of beliefs labelled ópathognomonicô is characterised by the idea that any learning 

and behavioural problems exhibited by a student exist within the student. Jordan-Wilson 

and Silverman (1991) used the term órestorativeô which is consistent with a 

medical/functional limitations paradigm and what Sarason and Doris (1979) refer to as a 

ósearch for pathologyô.  Examples of pathognomonic or restorative behaviours include few 

or no interventions, little interaction with resource teachers, a lack of a demonstrated link 

between assessment and curriculum, and minimal parental contact. Teachers holding this 

belief set believe that the heterogeneity in their classrooms has been imposed on them and 

think that systemic measures should be employed to reduce such diversity. 

In contrast, teachers holding assumptions at the óinterventionistô (or preventive) end of 

the continuum, believe that their studentsô learning problems result from the interaction 

between the student and the instructional environment.  These teachers try significant 

interventions prior to making referrals, work with support personnel using a team-based 

approach, link assessment procedures with their curriculum and instructional methods, and 

have regular communication with parents. They accept the increasing diversity resulting 

from changes in socio-cultural conditions and educational policy (Stanovich & Jordan, 

1998). 

These findings had major implications for consultant special educators working with 

teachers who have congruent or dissimilar beliefs to themselves.  These consultants were 

more likely to be able to engage teachers who held preventive or interventionist beliefs in 

problem solving than those who held restorative or pathognomonic beliefs. This indicated a 

need for consultants to be able to identify key constraints and have appropriate strategies 

for working through issues of resistance. Relational skills are crucial in the CPS process. 
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Robinson (2011) recommends uncovering theories of action rather than viewing teacher 

behaviour as resistant.  

In a more recent study, Swedish researchers, examined the mismatch between 

professionalsô espoused and actual practices (Guvä & Hylander, 2012).  Participants were 

from a range of professional roles including special educators, teachers, school principals, 

paediatricians, nurses, psychologists and, social workers. They considered the approaches 

these professionals took along two intersecting continua. The first focused on factors 

associated with disease (pathological) to those associated with health and well-being 

(salutogenic) while the second considered from individual to general or systemic views. 

Each group expressed a preference for an ecological, systemic health promotion rather than 

individual-centred, medical model intervention. However, there were mismatches between 

their espoused and actual practice. Although some participants were aware of the 

discrepancy, they found it hard to work ecologically when others (e.g., teachers) did not 

share their view. Guvä and Hylander (2012) suggest that this may have been due to the 

absence of a culture of inclusion in the Swedish education system. Some school principals 

had shifted from locating the problem in the child to laying blame with teachers.  Practice 

tools were often incompatible with the new way of working. Tools developed on 

traditional theories tended to constrain professionalsô practice accordingly even when they 

were willing to try a new approach. 

The importance of changing teacher beliefs and practices has also been recognised in 

school improvement efforts and the conceptual change literature (Vosniadou, 2008) 

However, Timperley and Robinson (2001) pointed out that little empirical work had been 

reported on the microprocesses involved. Schema theory was used to explain the 

persistence of teacher beliefs about poor performance. They identified three conditions 

which are critical for schema revision, including the salience of discrepant data, the 

presence of an external agent to assist with the interpretation of that data, and the 

availability of information on alternative practices.  The authorsô conclusions draw 

attention to the role of external agents in assisting schema revision to take place.  In order 

to be effective, they need to take teachers beyond their understandings and analysis of 

current situations and challenge accepted schema through data-based intervention 

processes.  This is particularly relevant if consultant special educators (such as RTLB) are 
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to shift teachers from operating under a functional limitations paradigm towards a more 

inclusive, ecological one. 

Involving consultees in joint data gathering and problem identification may help to 

challenge existing assumptions.  Exposing teachers to new strategies may also open up 

possibilities they were previously unaware of.  If consultants are to be successful in 

changing teachersô schema, they will  need skills in reframing problem situations (Tilly et 

al., 2010). 

Teacher willingness to take risks and try new strategies or approaches will be 

influenced by a number of factors including their relationship with the consultant, the 

perceived amount of work and change required, and the degree of support they are likely to 

receive while developing their own expertise. Logan and Sachs (1988) use three orders of 

learning as an organising concept in relation to teacher development: re-orienting, 

initiating and refining. Re-orienting requires teachers to make significant revisions to 

current practice as a result of, for example, the introduction of new teaching methods, 

changed management procedures or expectations.  Initiating involves social induction into 

new roles or the incorporation of new ideas and practices learnt through re-orienting 

programmes into classrooms and school life. Refining involves strengthening and 

extending teachersô current practices. King-Sears (1997) noted that teachers might need 

more support while learning and refining new methods.  Initial training is insufficient to 

guarantee accurate, systematic implementation.   He also reported that óthe most effective 

inclusive methods are determined, implemented, and monitored by é peopleéwho are 

collaboratingô. (p13). General and special educators consistently rated personal training 

and support as high-need areas for implementing successful inclusion (Ainscow et al., 

2006; Wolery, Werts, Caldwell, Snyder & Lisowski, 1995). Support along with challenge 

to current practice, are important elements in building capability (Duignan, 2012; 

Robertson, 2005). 

While researchers have acknowledged the complex, multi-dimensional nature of the 

consultation field, they have also highlighted the need for sound research studies. Gresham 

and Kendell  (1987) found little empirical evidence to show that what people are calling 

consultation is actually consultation. They summarised most consultation research as 

descriptive, which has been useful for identifying key variables in consultation processes 
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and outcomes, but not for determining interactions between variables or directions of 

influence on the outcomes of consultation.  Over a decade later, Noell  and Witt (1999) 

noted, ñrelatively little is known about the extent to which teachers implement 

interventions developed within consultation and less is known about the variables 

controlling that implementation.ò (p.30) Consultation research does not address how 

educational contexts and consultation procedures may interact, (Peacock et al., 2010; Tilly 

et al., 2010).  While policy and resources may also affect consultation effectiveness, they 

are not the direct focus of the present study.  In addition, little is known about the 

characteristics of effective problem solvers in the context of consultation (Brown, 

Pryzwansky & Schulte, 2011; Bushe & Gibbs, 1990; Erchul & Martens, 2010) or the 

micro-processes in changing teacher beliefs and practices (Earl & Timperley, 2008; 

Timperley & Robinson, 2001). Friend (2008) also noted the lack of valid studies involving 

teachers and the challenges in researching the complexities of consultation particularly the 

collaborative aspects. Roach, Kratochwill  and Frank (2009) acknowledged the major 

contribution that school-based consultants could play in facilitating change in classrooms. 

2.5 Curr ent research 

The research studies in this thesis have not been conducted within any single 

theoretical framework. The research design has been influenced by those that underpinned 

the RTLB preparation programme, including a range of perspectives which relate to 

teachersô professional learning. Programme perspectives included: 

¶ A commitment to the principles of inclusion. 

¶ A conceptualisation of the RTLB role as that of consultant special educators who 

use a collaborative problem solving approach to foster the enactment of inclusion in 

schools (illustrated in Figures 2 & 3). 

¶  A commitment to improving the capability of those with responsibility to children 

and young people, in particular, teachers. 

¶ The provision of learning experiences that develop adaptive expertise 

(e.g., peer coaching, collaborative planning, reflective conversations using 

authentic data from casework, inquiry approaches to practice, group discussions 

about practice dilemmas). 
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¶ Recognition of the strengths of the ecological model, where attention is directed 

towards supporting the connections between adults and learners within the contexts 

in which children and young people are situated. 

¶ Using evidence of the impact of interventions on learners. 

¶ Cultural diversity: challenging everyday cultural assumptions, to enable RTLB to 

examine their own frames of reference in relation to students studentsô families and 

their communities. Skills in equity pedagogy (i.e., teaching strategies that facilitate 

the academic achievement of students from diverse racial, ethnic, ability/disability 

and social class groups). 

¶ The impact of wider school reforms and policies relevant to special and regular 

education. 

¶ Understanding of the organisational systems of schools and principles of change. 

Two perspectives were particularly visible in the research. First, the study has a 

phenomenological slant, in that I endeavoured to investigate the experiences of participants 

from the perspectives of the individuals involved (Hycner, 1985).   The paradigmatic 

perspective of this study was interpretive/ constructivist, reflecting the view that reality is 

socially constructed within the context of social interaction and phenomena are interpreted 

in terms of meanings people bring to them (Cohen et al., 2000; Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). 

A constructivist epistemology subscribes to the notion that knowledge is based on 

experience and insight rather than transmitted and acquired. Exploring teacher and RTLB 

viewpoints, perceptions and practical realities with reference to implementing a 

collaborative problem-solving inclusive model was the central aim of the research. 

Second, the design of the study was informed by social constructivist perspectives in 

which learners (in this case RTLB) view and interpret new information and experiences 

through their current knowledge and understandings (Fosnot, 1996). This perspective is of 

particular relevance to my study because most to the RTLB were challenged by the 

programme to practise in a different paradigm from the ways that they had been expected 

previously.  Not only did they have to be convinced that the new practice expectations 

were ñbetterò than previous practice, they had then to learn and use new approaches 

effectively. The social contexts in which they worked were also relevant. They now had to 
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advocate for a model that required teachers to exercise much more agency than previously, 

a situation here they would have to deal effectively with teacher resistance in many 

instances. I anticipated that social constructivist factors would impact on RTLB use of the 

collaborative problem solving model, and perhaps contribute to cases where they used 

another model. 

As the CPS process was such a critical part of RTLB being able to enact the role, the 

phases formed the framework for the research interviews, ratings scales and document 

analysis (described in detail in Chapters 3 and 4). The CPS processes were adapted from 

Erchul and Martens (2010) integrated model of school consultation. This model integrates 

two theoretically distinct approaches to consultation (mental health (based on Caplanôs 

seminal work, 1970, 1999) and behavioural (e.g., Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990; Bergan, 

1995)) as well as two general approaches (i.e., social influence and professional support).  

The integrated model includes interaction between the problem solving task, social 

influence and support and development. These aspects have been influenced by 

empowerment philosophy, social psychology and social constructivist perspectives. 

Vygotskyôs (1977, 1978) concept of scaffolding within the zone of proximal development 

was particularly important part informing the support and development component. From 

his perspective, social structures provide the frameworks for the ways in which people 

learn how to think, communicate, and act. Any social context constrains the choices of 

those practicing within it.  Grossman et al., (1999) use the term to describe the ways in 

which environments provide facilitative structures to foster development (Valsiner, 1998).   

Annan and Mentis (2013) have also recently emphasised the importance of positive 

psychology (Nickerson, 2007) being integrated with, not supplementary to, inclusive 

practice (Edwards & Holtz, 2007). 
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Figure 3. Schematic overview of integrated model of school consultation. 

The figure provides an adapted schematic overview of Erchul and Martenôs (2010) 

integrated model of school consultation. This includes additional precursors, the 

consultation process with three interrelated tasks (problem solving, social influence and 

support and development), and possible outcomes. In this diagram, precursors relate to key 

THE CONSULTATION 

PROCESS 
PRECURSORS TO SCHOOL 

CONSULTATION  

RTLB  

1. Understanding of the philosophy of 

inclusion and the complexities of this 

concept, their own beliefs and the 

implications of these for practice; 

2. Knowledge of wider school reforms and 

policies relevant to special and regular 

education; 

3. Knowledge of and expertise in teaching 

and learning, the curriculum and 

principles of curriculum adaptation; 

4. Skills in equity pedagogy (i.e., teaching 

strategies that facilitate the academic 

achievement of students from diverse 

racial, ethnic, ability/disability and social 

class groups); 

5. Effective collaborative problem-solving 

skills with adults who are responsible for 

children and young people (school 

leaders, teachers, parents and caregivers). 

6. Understanding of the organisational 

systems of schools and principles of 

change. 

7. Teacher willingness to engage in the 

problem solving process.  

CONSULTATION OUTCOMES  

1. Shared decision making  & enactment 

2. Professional learning of teachers & RTLB 

3. Enhanced capability of teachers 

4. Better outcomes for students 

5. Enhanced learning environments  

6. Evidence of inclusive practices 

7. Inclusive school systems 
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perspectives that underpinned the RTLB programme, while outcomes indicate how RTLB 

practice could have an impact at different levels (i.e., individual, class, and/or school-

wide). Erchul and Martens (2010) believe that the objectives of school consultation could 

only be achieved through ña social influence process between the consultant and consultee, 

the goals of which are to assist the consultee in expanding his or her repertoire of 

professional skillsò(p.111).  

An empowerment model argues for providing teachers with the support they need to 

do their job, but argues against doing the job for them. This informed the focus in my 

research on teacher engagement in all phases of the CPS process which was seen as critical 

for success. Supporting the consulteeôs efforts as a teacher and an intervention agent is 

consistent with an empowerment philosophy of helping (Erchul & Martens, 2010; 

Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000; Witt & Martens, 1988). This is based on ñthe 

assumption that consultees are skilled individuals who can become more capable of 

resolving their own problems by knowing what resources are available to them and how to 

make use of themò (Dunst & Trivette, 1987, p.120). The RTLB has the potential through 

CPS to scaffold teacher implementation of strategies where needed which is consistent 

with Vygotskyôs (1978) concept of scaffolding and development within the zone of 

proximal development.  

The current research was designed to identify the consultation processes that are used 

by consultant special educators (RTLB) to facilitate change. To what extent were they able 

to successfully shift school practices from predominantly student deficit-focussed 

strategies to teacher-focussed strategies, enhancing capability, which was more likely to 

achieve successful outcomes for all  students?  The introduction of consultant special 

educators (RTLB) as a result of the SE 2000 policy provides an opportunity to explore 

some of these factors. More specifically, these studies sought to determine what aspects of 

the collaborative problem-solving process are most critical in bringing about this shift in 

consultant practice and the constraints most likely to hinder it. 

The studies were designed to increase understanding of the interrelationship between 

the learning and practices, introduced and demonstrated on the RTLB professional 

development programme, and the RTLB practice in the field once they had graduated, (i.e. 

to what extent was there evidence of transfer / commitment to and implementation of the 
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CPS model to support inclusive practices?)  The research also aimed to contribute to the 

improvement of practices in the preparing professionals through university programmes 

such as the RTLB programme.  Loughran, Mitchell and Mitchell (2002) identify the need 

for research that is both responsive to, and developed in, the practice setting.   
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Chapter Three: Research Design 

3.0 Intr oduction and Rationale 

Research within the context of special education practice has a history of different 

methodological approaches, but there is general agreement that the roots of research in 

special education arose out of the positivistic traditions of the natural sciences (Brantlinger, 

et al., 2005; Pugach, 2001; Odom et al., 2005). A positivist approach emphasises data that 

are directly observable and measurable because other data sources are more subject to 

error, bias, and are less likely to be repeatable. Positivist methodologies tend to emphasise 

data that can be statistically analysed and reported in a numerical form. They commonly 

employ scientific methods such as assigning ñsubjectsò to random groups (samples), using 

operationally defined variables, and statistically analysing data. However, a number of 

scholars (e.g., Heshusius, 2004; Skrtic, 1995) have critiqued positivistic traditions of 

special education research for being too mechanistic and narrow to address many important 

questions in the field. The socio-cultural contexts of individuals with special learning 

needs and disabilities are complex and not readily addressed by a positivist approach. It has 

been argued that qualitative research methods can more appropriately capture this 

complexity (McPhail, 1995; Pugach, 2001). Qualitative research gathers data through 

methods such as interviews or observation. Both quantitative and qualitative methods are 

committed to the generation of knowledge through a reasoned and reflective examination 

of empirical data (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Dougherty, 2009; Polkinghorne & Gribbons, 

1998). However, given that most educational questions seek to understand what, how and 

why something is happening, qualitative research in which the data are narrative 

descriptions or observations are often more appropriate than quantitative data. More 

researchers are also valuing quantitative and qualitative methods as complementary (e.g., 

Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003) and acknowledging that ñthe clear value of mixed methods 

is that the studies are more inclusive of questions that could not be addressed by either 

approach aloneò (Paul, Fowler & Cranston-Gingras, 2007, p.179). 

The job description and training of RTLB (as outlined in an earlier chapter) require 

them to use a collaborative problem-solving approach to referrals and to work within an 
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ecological/inclusive paradigm, employing assessment procedures that assess the 

characteristics of the child(ren), the environment (teacher and peer behaviour, tasks) and 

the interaction between the two. A key aspect of the RTLB role is to support teachers to 

make environmental, attitudinal, and pedagogical changes to support referred children to 

learn new strategies and experience success as opposed to viewing the problem or cause of 

the problem as residing solely within the child. It was therefore important in the 

investigation reported here to take a research approach that was congruent with the RTLB 

role and which took the complexities and multiple layers of each situation into account. 

Research methods were therefore required to cope with the multidimensional process 

(complex service delivery model) within complex contexts (special education and 

educational) and diverse classroom settings. Qualitative research has been described as 

multi-method in focus, involving an interpretive, naturalistic approach to its subject matter 

(Flick, 1998, p.229). 

Qualitative research is also defined as a situated activity that locates the observer 

in the world. Qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings, 

attempting to make sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms of the meaning 

people bring to them. Qualitative research involves the studied use and 

collection of a variety of empirical materials ïcase study; personal experience; 

interview; artefacts étexts - that describe routine and problematic moments and 

meanings in individualsô lives (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000, p. 7). 

The paradigmatic perspective of this study was interpretive/constructivist, reflecting 

the view that reality is socially constructed within the context of social interaction and 

phenomena are interpreted in terms of meanings people bring to them (Cohen et al., 2000; 

Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). A constructivist epistemology subscribes to the notion that 

knowledge is based on experience and insight rather than transmitted and acquired. The 

nature of inquiry is therefore interactive and interpretive. Researchers gather detailed 

descriptions of the contexts and perspectives of the participants, explain and draw 

inferences from those descriptions and attach significance to them (Brown, 2008). Central 

to the investigations reported was gaining an understanding teacher and RTLB beliefs 

about their respective roles in relation to the child who has been referred to the RTLB, the 

type of consultation model that they anticipated would be employed, and the influence 

these beliefs had on how RTLB dealt with subsequent referrals. Exploring teacher and 
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RTLB viewpoints, perceptions and practical realities with reference to implementing a 

collaborative problem-solving inclusive model was the central aim of the research. The 

underlying interpretive notions of understanding, meaning and action, discussed by Candy 

(1989), were therefore fundamental to the inquiry to foster understanding of the 

participantsô motives, intentions, beliefs, concerns, actions and unconscious behaviours 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Research in a qualitative paradigm can take many forms 

including: narrative, ethnography, phenomenology, autobiography, oral history and case 

study (Cohen et al., 2000). Interviews, accounts, document analysis and participant 

observation are the most commonly used strategies for data gathering. A strength of a 

qualitative approach is that it enables the description of processes, participants and 

relationships, all  of which are important in this study. A case study approach was the form 

or style of research selected while interview and transcript analysis were the main data 

gathering strategies in this thesis. Rating scales were included during interviews to check 

RTLB, teacher and school management perceptions of the problem-solving process and as 

a prompt to seek illustrative examples of field-based practice. 

3.1 Case Study Appr oach 

Although there is a range of meanings and definit ions in the literature, there is 

agreement on the features distinguishing case studies from other types of qualitative 

research in that they describe in depth, and analyse in detail, a bounded system (Burns, 

1997; Cohen et al., 2007; Merriam, 2009; Stake, 2005). Stake (2005) claims that 

understanding selected individual cases can lead to a more comprehensive knowledge and, 

perhaps, better theorising about a large collection of cases. 

Case study research enables educators to gain an in-depth understanding of particular 

contexts and situations and the meaning of those contexts for those involved in them. It 

assists in capturing the inbuilt complexity of most educational environments and enables 

the researcher to study the detailed, complex social interactions within those environments 

(Anderson, 1990; Cohen et al., 2009; Haigh, 2001; Merriam, 2009; Yin & Davis, 2007).  

More recently, Yin and his colleagues extended their technical definition as follows: The 

case study inquiry: 
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¶ copes with the technically distinctive situation in which there will  be 

many more variables of interest than data points, and as one result 

¶ relies on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing to converge in a 

triangulating fashion, and as another result 

¶ benefits from the prior development of theoretical propositions to guide 

data collection and analysis (Yin, 2009, p. 18). 

Case studies provide useful frameworks for enabling a researcher to identify a case of 

interest, collect data, analyse and interpret those data in relation to the context in which 

they were collected and report the results. Case study research is most appropriate when 

the research addresses ñhowò, ñwhatò, and ñwhyò conditions, with a concern for 

accommodating the perspectives of those involved.  It is also useful when the research 

focuses on contemporary events and behaviours that the researcher(s) cannot control or 

manipulate (Yin, 2009). The advantage of the case study approach is that it can provide 

óthe force of exampleô (Flyvbjerg, 2006, p. 228) as a source of understanding, enabling 

generalisation.  Case studies also have the advantage of being able to ñ óclose inô on real-

life situations and test views directly in relation to phenomena as they unfold in practiceò 

(Flyvbjerg, 2006, p. 235).  By comparing experiences of RTLB and teachers around the 

same problem situation I anticipated being able to identify key success factors, as well  as 

factors that might lead to less successful outcomes. 

Successful implementation of case study research requires the researcher to have the 

knowledge and skills to: 1. bound the case, conceptualising the object of study; 2. organise 

the case around issues, phenomena and themes and develop research questions based on 

these; 3. have the knowledge and ability to collect data skilfully from multiple sources; 4. 

analyse, interpret and synthesise those data; and 5. have the expertise to support the 

findings from prior theoretical knowledge (Stake, 2005). 

Case study research is data-based and can play an important part in contributing to the 

knowledge base of education. Quality case study research is rigorous and aims for the 

same high levels of trustworthiness as any good research. It can lead to insights that 

contribute to future research and have implications for policy and practice. The 

contributions it makes to practitioners and policy makers lie not in claims of prescriptions 

for practice but rather in detailed descriptions of cases that can inform practice and policy 
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(Bassey, 1999). An intention of my case study research was to ascertain whether the goals 

of the RTLB training programme (in relation to the collaborative problem-solving process) 

were, in fact, achievable in practice. 

In this thesis, a case study approach enabled investigation of the experiences of key 

players (primarily teachers and RTLB) in the collaborative problem-solving process. This 

approach was used to gain description of the processes and reflections on the experience. 

Merriam (2001) comments that a case study ñilluminates the readerôs understanding of the 

phenomena under studyéand can bring about the discovery of new meaning, extend the 

readerôs experience, or confirm what is knownò (p. 30). 

There has been dissatisfaction with both the limited empirical knowledge base of 

collaborative consultation and the research contributing to it (Gresham & Kendall, 1987; 

Gutkin & Curtis, 1999; Kratochwill, 2005). The predominant methodology has typically 

been the large-N group design, much of it taking a univariate approach despite the 

multivariate, complex nature of consultation (Brown, 2008). To date, there has been 

limited research in the collaborative problem-solving area using case study design 

(Prywansky & Noblit, 1990; Thomson, 2008). Much of the research in collaborative 

problem-solving has been carried out by psychologists who have been trained 

predominantly in positivist approaches. Positivist research can be useful in establishing 

cause and effect relationships but is less helpful in determining how and why certain 

interventions worked. However, a case study approach may provide valuable insights into 

the consultation process that enables practitioners to improve their practice. Case studies 

can also generate hypotheses, leading to the development of theory, thus contributing to 

the knowledge base of the indirect service delivery model. These can also be used to 

complement experimental research (Yin, 2009; Shavelson & Towne, 2002). 

Collaborative consultation is a complex phenomenon. Simple relations of effect are 

not likely to be found, as relationships are most often complex and interactive. A case 

study approach is therefore an excellent vehicle for studying this complex phenomenon as 

it provides a format for understanding the dynamics of a situation, linking context, process 

and outcomes. Pryzwansky and Noblit (1990) support the ñinfusionò of case study 

investigation in consultation research (p. 293). Data for each case in Study 1 were gathered 
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from transcripts of retrospective case interviews I had with individual RTLB, teachers and 

senior leaders. 

Participants were asked to recall two contrasting cases that demonstrated recent work 

in each paradigm, (i.e., the first case was to demonstrate the collaborative problem-solving 

model and the second was to illustrate a case where they had intended to use problem- 

solving but resorted to a more traditional student deficit-focussed approach or withdrawal 

strategies). This study was designed to capture their perceptions of practice during 

problem- solving within school contexts, (i.e., degree of engagement of the teacher; the 

extent of inclusive practice during the intervention phase; and, the nature of the 

professional relationship between the RTLB and teacher). 

In Study 2, case data were gathered from transcripts of a series of key field-based 

meetings between RTLB and teachers as well as from researcher interviews with RTLB 

and teachers reflecting on their problem-solving practices and attempts to use the 

collaborative problem-solving process. Interviews were complemented with data from 

rating scales as they participated in each case. 

I anticipated that by working across several cases involving RTLB and school 

personnel, I would be able to synthesise findings about the practice of these RTLB in 

particular contexts. Collectively, the cases could be instrumental in providing data that 

allowed for the emergence and discussion of themes and theorising about relationships and 

process. This approach was considered to be particularly appropriate given the complex 

nature of the field-based practice in which RTLB engage and the need for a strategy that 

could capture high levels of interpersonal communication and the meaning of those 

interactions for participants. To date, research into consultation has also placed insufficient 

emphasis on field-based practice (Kratochwill, et al., 2005, 2009; Noel & Witt, 1999; 

Brown, 2008; Friend, 2008). The studies in this thesis were designed to assist in addressing 

this gap. 

 3.2 Interv iews 

Interviews are probably the most widely used method of data collection in educational 

research (Atkinson & Silverman, 1997; Fontana & Frey, 2000; 2005) and are particularly 
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prominent in qualitative research (Merriam, 2001, 2009). Kvale (2007) defines the research 

interview as ñan interpersonal situation, a conversation between two partners about a theme 

of mutual interest. It is a specific form of human interaction in which knowledge evolves 

through dialogueò (p. 435). Interviews are the preferred method of data-gathering when the 

purpose is to obtain ña rich, in-depth experiential account of an event or episode in the life 

of the respondent or to garner a simple point on a scale of 2 to 10 dimensionsò (Fontana & 

Frey, 2005, p. 698). 

Interviews can range from highly structured approaches, where the interviewer asks 

the same questions of all  participants, to open ended or unstructured approaches where the 

interviewer does not have a predetermined intended outcome for the interview, but is 

prepared to allow the interviewee to influence the direction of the interview (Merriam, 

2009; Patton, 1990). Semi-structured interviews have a basic framework of areas that the 

researcher wants to explore, but they allow for more two-way conversation about the areas 

of interest. The person being interviewed is encouraged to contribute his/her own ideas and 

perspectives and may generate further avenues for exploration. Open-ended interviews 

tend to have even less structure than the other approaches and are often only an 

introductory statement to situate the discussion. 

A semi-structured interview format was selected for studies in this thesis. This 

provided opportunities for respondents, who have particular experience or knowledge in 

the focus area, to provide their perspectives and interpretation of particular situations of 

interest to the interviewer. These respondents are sometimes referred to as ókey 

informantsô (Anderson, 1990). This format is a responsive, flexible one which still allows 

appropriate focus on salient issues and is less time consuming than a totally open-ended 

interview. It enabled data analysis to be more systematic as some key issues were 

identified in advance. Rating scales were used within the interviews to prompt the 

participants to focus on particular aspects of the collaborative problem-solving process, 

(e.g., level of support provided by the RTLB and perceived effectiveness). They were also 

used as a prompt in seeking further details or specific examples illustrative of the ratings. 

A 5-point scale was used with 5 being the highest, denoting the most effective practice or 

highest level of support. For example, a rating of 5 indicated perceptions of the highest 
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level of support provided by an RTLB whereas a rating of 1 indicated little or no support. 

Respondents were asked to provide reasons for each rating. 

3.3 The Studies that Contrib ute to this Thesis 

Effective RTLB practice is likely to be influenced by the interaction of a number of 

factors. RTLB are more likely to be effective in supporting classroom teachers and 

working at a systemic level when there is a shared understanding about the role of the 

RTLB and the service that they provide to the school and teacher. Where teachers see the 

ñcauseò of a learning or behavioural problem as inherent within the child, and intervention 

by the RTLB as a solution to their problems, they are less likely to want (initially at least) 

to engage in the type of collaborative problem-solving that also examines how they think 

about the problem, what they have tried to do to address it, and how this has worked. When 

teachersô responses indicated that they saw the problem as inherent within the child, this 

was categorised as a student-focused or paradigm I framework in this context. This 

contrasted with a teacher-focused framework (or paradigm II  approach) which 

acknowledged that the teacher has a responsibility to work to change things (i.e., level of 

instruction, teaching methods) to enable the child to experience success. Noell  and Witt 

(1999) have argued that we need to know more about how consultants (such as RTLB) 

work in practice to identify how educational contexts and consultation procedures interact 

and the implications of these for effective practice, moving teachers from a student-focus 

to a teacher-focus. 

3.3.1 Setting the Scene: Exploratory  Study 

An earlier exploratory study carried out by the author (Walker, 2001, 2003), found that 

a sample of trained RTLB perceived they had assisted some teachers to shift from a student 

focus to a teacher focus with respect to some students. Facilitating and inhibiting factors 

were elicited through interviews with RTLB and teachers. However, insufficient 

information was given about how the shift actually occurred. More detailed data were 

needed about the practices and underlying beliefs related to the presence or absence of the 

reported inclusive practices involving teachers. Many RTLB had operated under the 

withdrawal and remediate system prior to being appointed as RTLB. Although the initial 

study was informal in nature, the results informed the development of a more structured 



 

55 

and elaborate research design in Study 1. Data collection was through semi-structured 

interviews with RTLB, teachers and school leaders, focussing on contrasting, retrospective 

cases (designated Type I and Type II). Results of Study 1 in turn informed the design of 

Study 2 which focussed on success case studies of current RTLB and teacher collaborative 

problem-solving practice. Studies 1 and 2 were designed to contribute to an in-depth 

understanding of the practice of two groups of RTLB practitioners as well  as provide 

information on the impact of those practices on those involved. The following chapter 

outlines the method for both studies. 
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Chapter Four : Methodology 

4.0 Introduction  

The investigations reported in this thesis involved two studies carried out sequentially. 

Study 1 data related to retrospective cases. The data were elicited from participants who 

had previously worked with RTLB in the problem-solving process (RTLB, teachers and 

senior leaders) while Study 2 data were elicited from participants (RTLB and teachers) at 

the time they were working on current cases. Both studies were designed to capture and 

understand salient features of RTLB practice during collaborative problem-solving within 

field-based contexts. This involved investigating the degree of engagement of the teacher 

and interactions between RTLB and teachers, the extent of inclusive practice during the 

intervention phase, and the nature of the professional relationship between the RTLB and 

teacher. 

It was anticipated that data from these studies would help to determine if teacher 

professional learning occurred during collaborative problem-solving between RTLB and 

teachers. This shift was expected if the policy of an inclusive RTLB approach and 

increased teacher capability, advocated by the Ministry of Education, was to be fulfil led (as 

outlined in the RTLB Governance and management guidelines (Ministry of Education, 

2002). Both studies 1 and 2 were designed to contribute to an in-depth understanding of the 

practice of two groups of RTLB practitioners as well  as provide information on the impact 

of those practices on those involved. These studies built on findings from an earlier 

exploratory study carried out by the author soon after the establishment of the RTLB 

service (Thomson et al., 2003; Walker et al., 2001).   

This chapter provides a brief description of the initial study sample selection issues and 

how these influenced the subsequent design of study 1. This is followed by an outline of 

how the research questions were investigated, a description of how participants were 

selected, the data generating strategies used, and interview format for Study 1 

(Retrospective Cases) and Study 2 (Collaborative Cases). Findings for Study 1 are 

presented in Chapters 5 while those from Study 2 are in Chapters 6 and 7.  Table I below 



 

57 

provides an overview and comparison of key features of both studies reported and 

discussed in detail in this and the following four chapters. 

Table 1 

A comparison of two studies designed to examine collaborative problem-solving for 

inclusive teaching. 

 Study 1 Study 2 

Purpose 

¶ To gain understanding of beliefs of 

RTLB, teachers and Senior leaders 

through discussion of contrasting 

retrospective cases.  

¶ To identify factors that facilitate or 

inhibit RTLB use of CPS in the field. 

¶ To capture and examine 

collaborative practice of RTLB and 

teachers working to resolve field-

based problem situations. 

¶ To identify factors that facilitate or 

inhibit RTLB use of CPS in the 

field. 

Data generating 

Strategies 

¶ RTLB interviews 

¶ Teacher interviews 

¶ Senior Leader interviews 

¶ Rating scales 

¶ RTLB-Teacher CPS meetings  

¶ Researcher-RTLB interviews 

¶ Researcher-Teacher interviews 

¶ Rating scales 

Results: key 

characteristics 

¶ Engagement of the teacher 

¶ Inclusive practice during the 

intervention phase 

¶ Professional relationships between 

RTLB & class teacher 

¶ RTLB skills & knowledge 

¶ Sources and level of support for 

RTLB 

 

Å Positive professional relationships 

between RTLB & teachers 

Å Engagement through power-

sharing 

Å Acknowledgement of each otherôs 

perspectives 

Å Defining & sharing responsibilities  

Å RTLB confidence in explaining & 

advocating for the CPS model 

Å Teacher & RTLB commitment to 

working collaboratively  

Å Satisfaction with the process & 

outcomes 

Å Alignment between school policy, 

RTLB programme & practice 

 

4.1 Background: Exploratory study conducted prior to the research for the 

thesis 

RTLB Annual report data provided to the Ministry of Education indicated the range of 

work activities in which RTLB were involved.  They were required to indicate the 

percentage of time spent in working with individual students compared with their work 

with teachers. With the exploratory study (Thomson et al., 2003; Walker, 2001), my 

original intention was to select and interview participants from two groups of RTLB, of 
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whom the first reported spending most of their time working with the teacher and less with 

individual students, and the second group reported the converse, (i.e. spending most of 

their time with individual students and some, but less, time with teachers). However, the 

two groups were more homogeneous than anticipated.  This may have been the result of a 

number of factors, including, different interpretations of the reporting expectations, lack of 

clarity around the categories, different understanding of the role and context within which 

they were working, and/or differing expectations of teachers, school contexts and the 

professional development programme approved and funded by the Ministry of Education. 

Facilitating and inhibiting factors were elicited through interviews with RTLB and 

teachers. Although this initial study was less formal, findings indicated that a sample of 

trained RTLB perceived that they had assisted some teachers to shift from a student deficit 

focus to enhancing their own skills with respect to some referred cases. However, 

insufficient information was given about how the shift actually occurred. More detailed 

data were needed about the practices and underlying beliefs related to the presence or 

absence of the reported inclusive practices involving teachers.  

It was also clear that not all RTLB practice was consistent with the collaborative 

problem solving approach advocated for and taught on the professional development 

programme (Thomson et al., 2003; Walker et al., 2001). Some RTLB reported attempting 

to use a collaborative problem solving approach with teachers but not consistently, and 

reverted to an individual student approach on several occasions. Some RTLB reported 

finding the approach useful but were constrained by working alongside colleagues who had 

avoided the training and were withdrawing students for remedial work on a regular basis.  

These findings were not entirely surprising given the significant percentage of RTLB who 

had worked in more traditional special education roles prior to their appointment as RTLB. 

This was a challenging time of transition for many RTLB.  Moore et al., (1999) describe 

RTLB and others being ócaught between storiesô in reference to the different paradigms 

and their influence on practice as well as RTLB and school understanding of the shift 

required in the new role.  The inclusive model and training was not widely accepted nor 

understood by all RTLB employers. 

The research process and findings from this exploratory study were, nevertheless, 

helpful in informing the design of Study 1 in this thesis and further examination of the 
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factors influencing practice required within the new role compared with previous special 

education roles. 

4.2 Study 1: Retrospective Cases 

Study 1 was designed to gain an understanding of the beliefs of RTLB and other 

school practitioners in relation to problem-solving student cases referred to the RTLB 

service. The research questions that guided this study were: Did RTLB use the 

collaborative problem-solving framework taught in their training? What factors facilitated 

or impeded RTLB use of the collaborative problem-solving model in fostering teacher 

capability and inclusive practice (as illustrated in type II  cases)? What differences did these 

make to the problem-solving process and outcomes for the selected student cases (type I 

compared with type II)? 

This study explored ten retrospective cases from a purposive sample of five RTLB. 

The participants were all  graduates from the RTLB programme who had demonstrated that 

they could work in the collaborative problem-solving model paradigm II, as taught in their 

programme. Professional practice portfolios submitted in the final year of their training 

provided evidence of practice on selected cases as well  as RTLB and teacher reflections on 

the outcomes. When RTLB were unable to use the collaborative problem-solving model 

they reverted to paradigm I, the paradigm that positioned the referred student as the 

problem. The sample for study 1 therefore included RTLB who acknowledged that while 

they espoused using the problem-solving model they sometimes still engaged in paradigm 

I practice. Retrospective case methodology (Hess, 2004), was chosen as it would enable 

the researcher to explore this practice phenomenon in more depth. 

4.2.1 Study 1: Design 

  Rationale for retrospective design 

Study 1 used contrasting retrospective examples of RTLB professional practice to 

investigate past experiences during a time of transition when many RTLB were adjusting to 

a new role. This design enabled me to gain insight into RTLB understanding of the 

collaborative problem solving process to facilitate inclusive practice.  It also allowed me to 

check whether this sample of RTLB knew the difference between the contrasting 
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approaches: one based on the inclusive problem solving paradigm taught during their 

professional development programme, the other based on a traditional student deficit-

focussed approach where withdrawal strategies were commonly used.  

Use of a prospective design for this study was considered but discounted as it would 

have been difficult to predict when or if the same RTLB would experience contrasting 

cases within a reasonable research timeframe. Use of contrasting retrospective cases 

provided a better platform from which I could encourage RTLB, teachers and senior 

leaders to reflect on practice around specific cases and share their perceptions of outcomes 

and effectiveness. This focus on reflection was also consistent with the professional 

development programme learning outcomes. One of the key themes and expectations of 

the programme was that RTLB would become reflective practitioners and evidence-based 

problem solvers. 

Hess (2004) recommends prospective studies where feasible but acknowledges that 

retrospective studies have useful applications. He lists the advantages of retrospective 

studies, describing them as: ñinexpensive; using existing records; allowing study of rare 

occurrences; [providing] easier access [to] conditions where there is a long latency 

between exposure and disease; [enabling the generation of a] hypothesis that can then be 

tested prospectivelyéò (p. 1174).  A retrospective study [such as Study 1 in my research] 

can be useful as a pilot study that is completed in anticipation of a prospective study [such 

as Study 2 in my research]. It ñcan help focus the study question, clarify the hypothesis, 

determine an appropriate sample size, and identify feasibility issues ò (p. 1171).  This type 

of design also has advantages for analysing multiple outcomes and can be carried out on a 

smaller scale (Hyde, 2004). Although comments from Hess (2004) and Hyde (2004) relate 

to research in the field of medicine, many of the underlying principles are applicable to 

Study 1 in my research.  

Retrospective studies are also thought to be advantageous for the practitioner-

researcher, provided threats to validity are counteracted through triangulation of data from 

other sources (Hanley, 2010).   I was aware of the limitations of using a retrospective 

approach as remembered information may be faulty, selective, or inaccurate.  Participants 

may forget, suppress, reinterpret or fail to remember certain details (Cohen, Manion, & 

Morrison, 2013).  Potential weaknesses in relying on recall were minimised through 
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triangulation as RTLB, teachers and senior leaders were interviewed about the same cases.  

More details about potential sources of bias and how these were mitigated, are described 

later in this chapter (4.3).  I also sighted relevant case file documentation as support for the 

participantsô reflections. Findings from this study informed the focus for richer data 

collection during current collaborative cases in Study 2. 

Participant selection and involvement 

I conducted semi-structured individual interviews with five RTLB who had each 

undertaken a consultant role in two student cases. Interviews were also conducted with 

each of the studentsô teachers and a senior leader, nominated by the RTLB, who was 

familiar with the RTLB role and practice in their particular school. Each interview was 

audio-taped and transcribed for later analysis.  
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Figure 4. Exploring and analysing reported recollections of contrasting cases. 

I selected RTLB from the Auckland-Northland region data base of 180 trained RTLB 

who were itinerant across two or more primary, intermediate or middle schools and had 

completed the university accredited RTLB professional development programme in special 

needs resource teaching (SNRT) graduating with a Graduate or Postgraduate Diploma in 

Education (SNRT)). This enabled them to be employed as RTLB. 

The first ten RTLB randomly selected from the North Island graduate lists were 

initially invited by telephone to ascertain if they were wil ling to be interviewed and discuss 

recent student casework about two contrasting interventions: one for a student where the 

intended intervention was targeted primarily to the referred student and one that was 

subsequently reframed, resulting in an intervention which also included working with the 

teacher(s), syndicate or whole staff. I designated these type I and II  respectively to 

distinguish between cases reported to represent the different paradigms/different ways for 

working. Five of the ten RTLB had student cases that met the criteria and agreed to be 

interviewed. These five RTLB became the participants in this study. The remaining five 

did not have two recent, contrasting student cases but expressed interest in being involved 

at a later date, if  invited. 

Five RTLB, aged between 40 and 55, agreed to be interviewed. All five were 

registered teachers with extensive experience in New Zealand primary and intermediate 

schools. Prior to their appointment to RTLB roles, they had all  had experience working 

with students with diverse special needs. Some had held Guidance and Learning Unit 

  

  
Student Case I Student Case II 

RTLB 

I School I 

Teacher(s) I 

Senior Leader I  

Principal I 

SENCO I 

II  School II 

Teacher(s) II 

Senior Leader II   

Principal II 

SENCO II 
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positions while others had additional experience and training in the following areas: speech 

language therapy, vision impairment, counselling, and, language teaching for students who 

are speakers of languages other than English. RTLB were from different clusters across the 

North Island. The student cases they selected were from a range of primary school settings 

from rural Northland to urban Auckland. 

The participants, Rose, Barbara, Denise, Liz and Karen, agreed to discuss each case 

from referral, initial data gathering, intervention, through to monitoring and evaluation 

and/or closure. These phases were based on those identified in the consultation literature 

(Friend & Cook, 1992; Kratochwill, Elliott, & Busse, 1995; Noell  & Witt, 1999; Sheridan, 

Welch & Orme, 1996). The phases also underpin the RTLB training programme. I was 

interested in exploring the processes, decisions and actions involved in the two types of 

case. Participants were asked to have appropriate file notes and policies available for 

reference, if needed, during the interview. 

I asked participants to recall  two contrasting cases that demonstrated recent work in 

each paradigm, (i.e., the fi rst case demonstrated the collaborative problem-solving model 

and the second case was one where they had intended to use this but resorted to a more 

traditional student deficit-focussed approach or withdrawal strategies). I collected the data 

through semi-structured interviews with RTLB and school personnel. Interviews were 

designed to obtain information about the degree of engagement of the teacher; the extent of 

inclusive practice during the intervention phase; the nature of the professional relationship 

between the RTLB and teacher; and, the outcomes for students. 

During the interviews, I also asked RTLB to nominate at least one senior leader who 

would have knowledge of their work within the school (e.g., a principal, deputy principal 

and/or special needs co-ordinator (SENCO) or equivalent). These people were also invited 

to participate as were the teacher(s) involved in each case. Each RTLB informed each 

teacher and senior staff member of their own involvement in the study and of my desire to 

interview them. If these staff members were keen to be involved in the study, the RTLB 

provided me with their names and contact details. 
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4.2.2 Ethical Procedures 

Following initial phone contact, potential participants were provided with written 

documentation outlining the purpose of the interview as well  as University of Auckland 

approved ethics consent forms and participant information sheets (see Appendix B). 

Individual informed consent was gained from each participant who agreed to take part. 

Interviews were conducted at a time and place suitable to the participants. RTLB 

interviews were approximately an hour and a half  to two hours duration. Interviews with 

school personnel and teachers were approximately 45 minutes to an hour. 

4.2.3 Data Generating Strategies: Interv iews and Rating Scales 

I interviewed RTLB and teachers separately. Rating scales were included during 

interviews to gauge RTLB, teacher and school management perceptions of the problem- 

solving process and as a prompt to seek illustrative examples of field-based practice. I 

followed standard interview protocols. At the start of the interview, I checked mutual 

understanding of the process and ethical matters. Confirmation of permission to take notes 

and to tape the interview was also gained. All  taped interviews were later transcribed by a 

professional transcriber who signed a confidentiality agreement. She had extensive 

experience in educational research, having been employed as a postgraduate research 

assistant at the University of Auckland. 

In the development of the interview schedules, I attempted to avoid problematic 

questions (those that are double-barrelled, two-in-one, restrictive, leading or loaded) as 

suggested by Anderson (1990). Respondent and informant roles were fulfilled as I 

questioned RTLB and teachers about their actual experiences and also their views of the 

practices. I used probes throughout the interviews in order to get beyond merely 

descriptive accounts, and to encourage them to elaborate on ideas. 

4.2.3.1 Interviews with RTLB 

RTLB were asked to describe two student cases from referral, initial data gathering, 

intervention, through to monitoring and evaluation or closure: one case that resulted in an 

individual intervention for a student (designated Type I or student-focussed to denote a 

paradigm I approach) and a second case that was reframed, resulting in an intervention 
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which also involved working with the teacher(s), syndicate or whole staff  (designated Type 

II  or inclusive, teacher-focussed to denote a paradigm II  approach). 

During the interviews, RTLB were also asked to rate the level of support received for 

working within an inclusive paradigm, primarily with teachers, from any or all  of the 

following sources: RTLB Cluster Management committee, senior leaders, other school 

staff, individual teacher(s), and, RTLB colleagues. A 5-point scale was used with 5 

indicating the highest level of support. Respondents were asked to provide reasons for each 

rating. 

4.2.3.2 Interviews with Teachers and Senior Leaders 

Teachers and senior leaders were asked similar questions about each of the student 

cases, consultation practices, and consequences of the process. I asked similar questions on 

most dimensions although the depth of information for some items varied, reflecting the 

differences between classroom teaching and school management contexts. Teachers were 

asked to provide details about the process, their own role, specific RTLB involvement, 

relationships and the nature of the intervention, whereas senior leaders could describe 

RTLB work in general in their school. Interviews with the teachers involved a similar 

semi-structured question format except that more detail was asked about the problem- 

solving process and specific RTLB involvement (e.g., assessment data collected and/or 

interventions implemented with RTLB support). 

I also sought the views of teachers and senior leaders (i.e., the Principal, Deputy 

Principal and/or Co-ordinator of Students with Special Needs (SENCOs)) on: 

1. school policies concerning students with special needs and the role of the RTLB; 

2. the RTLB role (before and after experience with at least one student case with this 

particular RTLB); 

3. the nature of the work the RTLB did in the school; 

4. the perceived effectiveness of the RTLBôs work; 
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5. the perceived level of support from the RTLB (for the student and/or teacher); 

6. the nature of the work he/she had done in relation to the process involving 

the referred student; 

7. other issues about RTLB practice including the factors that facilitated or inhibited 

RTLB practice; and, 

8. changes they would like to see concerning the way the RTLB operated in their 

class or school. 

During the interviews, I asked teachers and senior leaders to rate two specific 

dimensions of RTLB work: effectiveness of their RTLBôs work and level of support 

provided by the RTLB. Participantsô ratings were on a five-point scale. They were asked to 

give reasons for their ratings during the interview. 

Documentation from RTLB casework was shared with me by the RTLB and teachers 

during the interviews, where appropriate. This included pre- and post-intervention 

assessment data and joint plans and minutes where available. Documentation provided the 

basis for validation of roles and responsibilities at different phases; the relationship 

between assessment and intervention(s) selected; and recorded evidence of outcomes. 

4.2.3.3 Analysis of Interviews with RTLB and Teachers 

I used a predetermined deductive framework, based on effective consultative practices, 

to analyse the data from each interview. Participant data were organized in relation to the 

presence (or absence) of elements of effective consultative RTLB practice as outlined in 

the literature review, that is, the nature of the relationship between the RTLB and teacher, 

the extent of teacher involvement in problem-solving and implementing the intervention, 

and inclusiveness of the intervention. The degree of alignment between the descriptions of 

RTLB practice and the consultation model taught in the training programme was thus 

ascertained. 

The four main problem-solving phases, learnt during the RTLB programme, provided 

a framework within which to elicit information about relationships, the extent of teacher 

engagement and the nature of intervention practices. These phases are: the data gathering 

phase (entry and assessment); the pre-intervention data analysis phase (problem-solving, 
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based on analysis and synthesis of assessment and observational data, and exploration of 

strategies); the intervention phase; and, post-intervention data analysis phase (monitoring 

and evaluation). RTLB and teacher practices/actions, and consequences /outcomes for the 

student and/or teacher were also noted. Any other relevant information relating to the 

context and/or case was included for each of these phases. 

Participantsô responses were scored in terms of the following dimensions: 

¶ Class teacher engagement in each phase of the problem-solving process; 

¶ Inclusive practice (also defined a Paradigm II) during the intervention phase; 

¶ Professional relationship between the RTLB and teacher. 

These dimensions were selected for several reasons: they were identified as important 

in the special needs problem-solving literature and were also a key component of the 

model taught in the RTLB university programme. In addition, the exploratory study 

findings indicated that these factors had the potential to influence the direction of the 

collaborative problem-solving process. 

I scored the transcripts using a 1ï3 scale for each of the dimensions described below. 

This scale was selected to enable comparison of reported practices in the small sample of 

contrasting student cases. 

i. Engagement of the class teacher was rated according to the extent that he/she was 

actively involved in each phase of the problem-solving process: data gathering, pre- 

intervention data analysis, intervention, and, post-intervention data analysis. Scores were 

recorded for each phase and percentages calculated for combined involvement across the 

process as a whole. A score of 1 denotes no involvement in contrast to a 3 which denotes 

clear evidence of active teacher involvement. A 2 was assigned if the teacher was involved 

in one or two phases. 

ii. Evidence of inclusive practice(s) during the intervention phase was scored as 

follows: a 

1 was assigned to an intervention which involved withdrawing the referred student 

from his/her peers; a score of 2 was given when the referred student remained with his/her 
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peers but was provided with separate learning tasks; and a 3 was given for clear evidence 

of inclusive intervention(s), such as the use of adapted reading material, reciprocal 

teaching, peer tutoring. However, if there was individual differentiation for all  learners in 

any of these classes, a score of 3 would have been assigned. 

iii. The Professional Relationships dimension was scored as 1 according to evidence 

indicating a distant or defensive relationship between the RTLB and teacher(s) where 

discussion of issues was avoided in comparison with evidence indicating collegiality, 

warmth, empathy, an ability to share information and raise issues where a 3 was assigned. 

A score of 2 was assigned where there was a mixed or unclear relationship with evidence 

of some sharing and some reticence or defensiveness. 

iv. Level of support received from others 

During the interviews, RTLB were also asked to share their perceptions of the levels 

of support they received from others for working within an inclusive paradigm. They rated 

the level of support from each of the following sources on a scale of 1ï5 (with 5 being the 

most favourable response): Cluster Management committee, senior leaders, other school 

staff, individual teacher(s), and, RTLB colleagues. Comparisons were drawn between 

different cases based on the emerging patterns and reasons provided. 

v. Level of support received from RTLB 

In their interviews, teachers were also asked to rate their perceptions of the level of 

support they received from the RTLB (on scales of 1ï5, 5 being the highest). I collated 

ratings and compared contrasting Type I and Type II referrals based on the emerging 

patterns and reasons provided, for example, teachersô perceptions of RTLB effectiveness 

according to each type of case were recorded. Effectiveness of the intervention was 

assessed according to whether the mutually agreed to goals had been met as well as 

satisfaction reported by both the teacher and RTLB. 

4.2.3.4 Analysis of Interviews of Senior Leaders 

I identified repeating themes within the transcribed material from Principals, Deputy 

Principal and/or Special Needs Co-ordinators (SENCOs). These were coded and 
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highlighted in different colours. Transcripts were then scored using a 1ï3 scale (with 

scores of 3 indicating responses most closely aligned to the Ministry of Education RTLB 

policy guidelines (2002)) for each of the following dimensions: 

Context: School policy 

RTLB professional relationships with school personnel 

RTLB skills/knowledge 

RTLB commitment. 

Senior leaders were also asked to rate their views of the effectiveness of the RTLBôs 

work and the level of support provided to students and teachers by the RTLB. A scale of 

1ï5 was used with 5 being the highest. This provided information on their perceptions in 

relation to their own view of the role as well as expectations of how and with whom they 

thought the RTLB should work. Ratings were collated and comparisons drawn between 

different referrals based on the emerging patterns and reasons provided. 

i. School policy responses were scored as 1 where evidence suggested these were 

constraining or not facilitative of the RTLB role as specified in the Ministry of Education 

Policy and guidelines (2002). In these instances, the senior leaders perceived the child to 

be the main problem rather than considering the interplay between the child and classroom 

factors and the possibility of instructional mismatch. Examples of this viewpoint included 

timetabling RTLB to withdraw students for individual tuition on a weekly basis and/or 

making referrals for a child without seeking information from the teacher. Evidence of 

school policies that were actively supportive and facilitative of the designated role were 

rated as 3. This included allowing teachers to meet with RTLB to discuss referrals 

(releasing them during class time in several cases) or including the RTLB in decision- 

making at regular meetings about students with special needs. Where there appeared to be 

a mix or moderately inclusive practice, a 2 was allocated. 

ii . The Professional Relationships dimension was scored as 1 according to evidence 

indicating a distant or defensive relationship between the RTLB and teacher(s) where 

discussion of issues was avoided in comparison with evidence indicating collegiality, 

warmth, empathy, an ability to share information and raise issues which were scored as 3. 
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A rating of 2 was assigned where there was a mixed or unclear relationship with evidence 

of some sharing and some reticence or defensiveness. 

iii . The Skills/knowledge dimension was scored as 1 where participants saw the RTLB 

as showing little or no awareness of needs or knowledge of strategies. A 2 was assigned 

where there was some knowledge of these in discussions but not evident in the design of or 

implementation of the intervention. Evidence indicating RTLB awareness of student, 

teacher and/or school needs as well  as knowledge of effective strategies was scored 3. 

iv. The Commitment dimension included RTLB commitment to meeting needs and/or 

improving outcomes, effort and responsiveness demonstrated. Low degrees of commitment 

and responsiveness were rated 1 whereas higher degrees were scored 3. Two was assigned 

where commitment varied across phases. 

4.2.4 Reliability  

All  transcripts were scored by me and twenty percent of the transcripts were 

independently scored by a second educational psychologist in order to check accuracy and 

as a safeguard against researcher bias. This psychologist was involved in the training of 

RTLB in a different part of the country and had not taught or met any of the research 

participants. In each case, the scorers used a different coloured highlighter for each 

dimension as a means of indicating which evidence in the transcript supported the rating 

given. 

Inter-rater reliability was calculated by checking the extent of agreement and 

disagreement in: 1. ratings and 2. meaningful phrases and/or lines highlighted. Agreement 

included phrases and/or lines within the transcript highlighted by both scorers and those 

not highlighted by both scorers for the same dimension. Disagreement included phrases 

and/or lines within the transcript highlighted by one scorer but not by the other. 

Reliability was calculated using Glynnôs (1980) formula: 

  agreements   x  100 

agreements + disagreements 
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Scores from the three-point scale were collated separately according to the interviewee 

(RTLB, teacher or senior staff member) as well as the type of transcript:  I or II, according 

to the referrals selected for discussion during the interview. Type I transcripts pertain to 

referrals the RTLBs reported to involve student-focussed strategies while type II  

transcripts pertain to those reported to involve teacher-focussed strategies. Where the 

reliability check revealed differences, examples were discussed and relevant transcripts 

were re-scored. Inter-rater reliability results have been summarised in the table below. 

Table 2 

Inter-rater reliability across RTLB, teacher and senior staff member transcripts. 

Dimension % agreement 

Engagement of the teacher 92 

Inclusive practice during the intervention phase 92 

Professional relationship between the 

RTLB and teacher 

95 

 

Findings from my conversations with RTLB, teachers and senior leaders are presented 

in Chapter 5. Quotes have been coded with the role (e.g., teacher, RTLB, SENCO, 

Principal) and type of student case (I or II  to denote the paradigms). Pseudonyms have 

been used for RTLB with the role of each person identified for each case. For example, 

Teacher: Liz I, RTLB: Liz I and SENCO: Liz I were all  involved with the same student, 

designated as a paradigm I case by the RTLB Liz. Although there were four female and 

one male RTLB in this study, female pseudonyms have been used throughout and male 

pronouns in quotes have been changed to preserve confidentiality. 

4.3 Researcher role and credibility 

Patton (1991) discusses bias with reference to ñexpertise and perspectiveò (p.290). The 

researcher must be seen to be competent and have experience related to the research focus 

if the research is to have credibility.  An important measure of credibility is  ñresearcher 

reflexivityò (Brantlinger et al., 2005, p.201).  This refers to researcher attempts to 



 

72 

understand and self-disclose assumptions, values and biases, as well as clarity about his/her 

views and the effect that may have on actions and interpretations.  

My interest in collaborative problem-solving and advocacy for inclusive practice in 

schools, has been ongoing for a number of years in a range of roles as a primary teacher, 

resource teacher of the deaf, psychologist, tertiary educator and professional learning and 

development facilitator. I have practised according to the CPS model myself and found it 

particularly useful in a national project focused on enhancing effective practice in special 

education across ten schools (primary, secondary, special and regular).  I had an interest in 

exploring this area further from a research perspective but also for personal and 

professional reasons. I have summarised some of my key experiences and influences below 

as a way of demonstrating that I bring in-depth, and relevant experience of different 

aspects of practice as well as academic credibility to the research. 

I completed undergraduate study in education and psychology and postgraduate study 

in educational psychology (Masters) prior to beginning my career as a classroom teacher 

and subsequently as an itinerant teacher of deaf children.  During my study time, I was 

privileged to have lecturers who were or still are leading educators and researchers in New 

Zealand (including Dame Marie Clay, and Professors Viviane Robinson, Ted Glynn, 

Michael Corballis, Stuart McNaughton).  While my goal on leaving secondary school had 

always been to become a psychologist working with children, their families and teachers, I 

realised I needed to build up knowledge, credibility and expertise through teaching 

experience in the field first.  

I then practised as an educational psychologist in Special Education Services under the 

Ministry of Education.  This work was varied and focused on students identified as having 

special needs from birth to post-secondary. My work has been influenced by inclusive 

philosophy alongside an eclectic mix of developmental, cognitive-behavioural, educational 

psychologists and socio-cultural theorists. My training was very much influenced by 

Bronfenbrennerôs ecological approach as well as Vygotskyôs notion of the mediated 

learning and the recognition of the zone of proximal development. I was not the typical 

ótest and tellô psychologist.  Much of my work as a psychologist was in classrooms 

supporting teachers to adapt curriculum and /or enhance their skills (including modeling or 

co-teaching inclusive strategies). Many of the interventions I supported teachers to use 
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were curriculum-based and aimed at providing supporting learning environments for all 

children and young people. I also facilitated the implementation of class and school-wide 

interventions related to improving learning and behavioural outcomes. These positions 

provided opportunities for me to work in different but related roles across different parts of 

the wider Auckland region. They also gave me experience with challenging cases across a 

wide age and cultural range, in home and educational settings, from early childhood to 

secondary level as well as regular and special education contexts.  

My experiences on national Ministry of Education working parties and advisory 

groups (curriculum, professional development and special education), research and in 

different roles has enabled me to understand classrooms and schools from different 

perspectives from policy to classroom levels.  During my career, I have been a strong 

advocate for students who have previously been excluded or marginalised. I have also 

witnessed the shift from mainstreaming and the subsequent introduction of inclusive 

policies such as SE 2000 and the current Success for All. I have used inclusive strategies 

(e.g. peer tutoring, co-operative learning, reciprocal teaching), in my own teaching. I have 

also co-authored a book on paired writing (Cameron & Walker, 1994) that was based on 

research (Dip Ed Psych Honours) comparing the benefits of paired writing with extra 

writing time.  My masterôs thesis examined staff-child interactions in a residential school 

for students with significant behavioural and emotional difficulties.  The Guidance and 

Learning Units and Support Team model (Moore, Glynn, & Gold, 1993) were forerunners 

of the RTLB model (Thomson et al., 2000).  I had some involvement with both initiatives 

in my work as a psychologist and teacher educator. 

My tertiary experience began as a lecturer in pre-service teacher education 

(undergraduate and graduate) and later as practicum co-ordinator at the then Auckland 

College of Education, prior to becoming Coordinator of the Students with Special 

Teaching Needs, a funded postgraduate course where experienced teachers won study 

awards and were released full-time for one year.  I also had informal responsibility and a 

pastoral care role or several undergraduate deaf students on campus.  I was awarded a 

Fulbright vocational scholarship during this time which enabled me to share my 

experiences and learn from teacher educators and special education experts in the field in 

the United States as well as reflecting on the New Zealand scene on my return.   
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I took up a position as Head of Teacher Education (primary and secondary) at another 

tertiary institution in the late 1990s before being asked to join several of my mentors and 

colleagues in the RTLB Consortia of three universities (Auckland, Waikato and Victoria) 

in 1999. I was involved in the RTLB professional development programme as a 

coordinator, lecturer and examiner for the Auckland-Northland and as National Director 

from 2003-2010.  

These experiences collectively provided a wealth of information from my personal 

learning from which to draw when designing and teaching the RTLB professional 

development programme. 

4.3.1 Implications for Studies 1 and 2: ensuring trustworthiness 

Brantlinger (2005), Lather (2001) and Merriam (2001) have identified similar 

strategies for ensuring the soundness of qualitative studies, including triangulation, 

member checks (i.e., having participants review and confirm the accuracy of interview 

transcripts), external audit.  Brantlinger (2005) also identified peer debriefing and detailed 

or thick description while Merriam (2001) included clarification of researcher bias. These 

researchers advocate for a systematic rather than checklist approach. 

While my pivotal role in the RTLB programme had advantages in terms of 

relationships and credibility presented above, there was also potential for bias.  

ñIncreasingly, qualitative researchers are realizing that interviews are not neutral tools 

of data gathering but rather active interactions between two (or more) people leading to 

negotiated, contextually based resultsò (Fontana & Frey, 2006, p.716).   

RTLB involved in the studies were already graduates of the programme and knew me 

well as a lecturer, examiner and National Coordinator for the RTLB programme. They 

were aware of my role in the design and delivery of the professional development 

programme through personal experience, programme documentation and /or research 

information prior to consenting to be involved. As the RTLB had completed the 

requirements of the qualification prior to participating in these studies, there was no 

conflict of interest with respect to marking of their assignments, nor any consequences for 

their employment if they chose not to participate.  
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Denzin and Lincoln (2000) emphasise the importance of the researcher establishing: 

é trust, rapport, and authentic communication patterns with participants.  By 

establishing trust and rapport at the beginning of the study, the researcher is 

better able to capture the nuances and meanings of each participantôs life from 

the participantôs point of view.  This also ensures that participants will be more 

willing to share everything, warts and all, with the researcher (p.384). 

The quality of the relationship between the interviewer and its influence on the quality 

of the data has been recognised by Measor (1985). A number of other researchers have also 

highlighted the impact of interviewer knowledge, skills and personal attributes on the 

quality of the information obtained (e.g., Cohen et al., 2001; Fontana & Frey, 2006).  I 

taught RTLB about interviewing skills through role play on the RTLB programme, having 

built up my own skills and experience as an interviewer through my work as a 

psychologist, counsellor, teacher educator and researcher. I also had an appreciation of the 

context within which RTLB were working and had personal experience using collaborative 

problem solving in a range of educational settings. RTLB knew I was genuinely interested 

in their work and field experiences.  

Prior to gaining consent from the participants, I openly discussed my role and also 

emphasised my genuine desire to find out what was actually happening in the field 

following graduation from the programme. RTLB and teachers were aware that results 

from the studies would be used to change or enhance aspects of the programme in the 

future.  I did not assume that RTLB practice would be perfectly executed according to the 

model and was expecting variability given the range of contexts in which RTLB work, 

prior roles RTLB had been in and beliefs about the model. 

Possible sources of bias included RTLB reporting what they thought the interviewer 

wanted to hear, the interviewer asking leading questions to elicit favourable responses or 

inadvertently giving feedback to responses consistent with the model taught on the 

programme.  These potential sources due to my role were mitigated by audio-taping and 

outsourcing the transcription of interviews between the researcher and all participants for 

both studies. Audio recordings of meetings between RTLB and teachers in Study 2 were 

also sent to a professional transcriber. 
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Member checks were also used to ensure trustworthiness. These checks refer to 

procedures for soliciting the views of or a sample of the target population, in order to 

confirm the quality, credibility and interpretations of the data (Brantlinger, Jiminez, 

Clinger & Pugach, 2005; Cresswell, 2012; Nastasi & Schensul, 2005). Participants were 

sent copies of transcripts to check accuracy and had opportunities to discuss any issues and 

interpretation by phone or at subsequent meetings with me. A second educational 

psychologist undertook analysis and scoring of twenty percent of the transcripts in Study 1. 

Details may be found under reliability (4.2.4). 

Hall (2002) distinguished between corroborative and coherence triangulation. ñIn 

corroborative triangulation, while different methods, sources and techniques may have 

been employed, the data focus on the same object or aspect of an object. [However, in 

coherence triangulation, the focus is on] using different sources and techniques to build a 

coherent picture of what is happeningò (p.31).  Corroborative triangulation occurred in 

both studies through my interviewing of key people in each case as well as viewing 

documentation related to the discussion and outcomes. These follow-up meetings with 

RTLB and teachers in Study 2 enabled comparisons of their espoused and actual practice. 

The researcher looked for both confirming and disconfirming data when analysing the 

transcripts in both studies.  Extensive quotes and vignettes were included to substantiate 

claims and conclusions. 

After establishing the themes and categories, I looked for evidence inconsistent with 

these themes (outlier or atypical examples) to ensure an accurate account of key aspects of 

the problem solving process (Brown, 2009; Cresswell, 2001; Nastasi & Schensul, 2005). 

Another qualitative technique, peer debriefing, was used to assure the trustworthiness of 

my analysis. Two sets of Study 2 transcript data were given to a second psychologist 

researcher. A set included transcripts between RTLB and teachers as well as researcher-

teacher and researcher ïRTLB meetings related to each case. This provided an opportunity 

for discrepant analysis.  This colleague acted as a critical friend cross checking quotes 

selected and interpretations with my draft results chapter. No major discrepancies were 

found.  However, as a result of this process and feedback from my supervisors, some 

quotes were reduced. 
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4.4 Study 2: Current RTLB Practice 

Study 2 was designed to address a gap in research by exploring the actual (rather than 

espoused) practice of RTLB working collaboratively with regular classroom teachers to 

resolve problems. 

The questions that guided the second study were: 

¶ To what extent is the responsive teacher, collaborative problem-solving model 

implemented in practice? 

¶ What factors facilitated or impeded RTLB use and effectiveness of the 

collaborative problem-solving process in fostering teacher capability and 

inclusive practice intended to result in better outcomes for students? 

The focus in this second study was on the nature and significance of the collaborative 

problem-solving process for RTLB as they worked together with regular classroom 

teachers in diverse school contexts to enhance their capability to cater for the range of 

student learning needs in their classrooms. In-context practice was captured by RTLB 

taping the key meetings between themselves and referring teachers as this was the least 

intrusive method of capturing detail  about the collaborative process and also enabled 

reflections by RTLB and teachers to be shared with me. 

My main intention was to develop deeper understandings of the reality and complexity 

involved in undertaking casework using an inclusive, collaborative problem-solving 

approach. I also set out to investigate the professional learning opportunities this approach 

to casework provided for RTLB and teachers. Study 2 was therefore designed to 

investigate the factors that contributed to inclusive, responsive teacher-focussed decisions 

and strategies /interventions rather than predominantly student deficit-focussed strategies. 

While collaborative problem-solving is a complex, dynamic process with interrelated 

components, previous research, the collaborative problem-solving model taught on the 

training programme, and Study 1 results suggest that there are critical factors which 

contribute to successful implementation. In summary, successful collaboration appears to 

depend on building and maintaining positive professional relationships. Indicators of 

positive professional relationships include mutual trust and respect for each otherôs ideas 
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and expertise, reciprocity, and a wil lingness to learn from each other. Professional relations 

are evident in a wil lingness to share power, defini tion of respective roles, and acceptance 

of joint responsibility for decisions and their outcomes. If the process is truly collaborative 

and aimed at fostering or enhancing learning and capability, teacher involvement in the 

problem-solving process is crucial. The interactive, cyclical nature of the collaborative 

process provides multiple opportunities for professional learning and reflection. 

4.4.1 Study 2: Design 

Following the analysis of Study 1, a new sample of RTLB from the Central and 

Northern regions of New Zealand were invited to participate if they: 

¶ had completed the university accredited RTLB professional development 

programme in special needs resource teaching ; 

¶ itinerated within one or more schools (i.e., were not based in one classroom or 

heavily timetabled into regular teaching commitments), and 

¶ intended to work in an inclusive paradigm as much as possible within the 

context of one selected referral from a teacher. The referral could be for: an 

individual student; group of students; class; teacher; or syndicate/department. 

Once the RTLB had agreed to participate, I approached the principals and teachers 

from the schools where the RTLB planned to work to invite them to participate and 

proceeded with cases only when the school and the referring teachers agreed to participate 

in the research and were wil ling to be interviewed by me. 

Twelve RTLB were initially prepared to be involved in this study. Two RTLB 

withdrew because their referred students moved out of their areas prior to the intervention 

and two of the tapes from a third RTLB were inaudible. Results are therefore based on nine 

cases (a mix of individual, group/class and syndicate referrals) from a range of different 

schools (primary, full primary, rural, provincial and suburban). With the exception of two 

RTLB and one teacher, all of the nineteen participants were female. Female pseudonyms 

and pronouns have been used throughout to protect participant identities. The following 

table provides an overview of the case participants and initial referral issues. 
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Table 3 

Overview of case participants and referral concerns across nine cases involving RTLB- 

Teacher collaborative problem solving. 

Case identifier Case par ticipants Refer ral concerns 

1 Robyn RTLB 1 

Tamara Teacher 1 

Rural school individual: Year 5/6 boy inappropriate social 

behaviour, low self-image and lack of resilience, high risk 

taker. 

2 Rachel RTLB 2 

Karen Teacher 2 

Urban school Year 3 / 4 Group of 14 students learning & 

behaviour: off-task behaviour & underachievement in written 

language. 

3 Rebecca RTLB 3 

Mona Teacher 3 

Rural school: Year 1ï6 bili ngual unit: teacher assistance with 

class management. 

4 Mary RTLB 4 

Carla & Jenny 

(Teachers 4a & 4b) 

Suburban school: Year 0ï1 two class syndicate oral language 

needs in conjunction with school-wide goals in this area. 

5 Laura RTLB 5 

Hayley Teacher 5 

Suburban school: Year 1ï2 group of boys and girls 

learning: literacy. 

6 Pat RTLB 6 

Melissa Teacher 6 

Rural school: Year 5 boy behaviour. 

7 Alison RTLB 7 

Mi riama Teacher 7 

Suburban school: Year 2 boy (refugee): learning & social 

behaviour. 

8 Kelly RTLB 8 

Bronwyn Teacher 8 

Rural school: Year 1 boy: learning & behaviour. 

9 Trish RTLB 9 

Leanne Teacher 9 

Suburban school: Year 1 girl:  learning & social behaviour. 
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4.4.2 Ethical Procedures 

I provided participants with Participant Information Sheets and Consent Forms 

approved by the University of Auckland, and gained individual informed consent to 

participate from RTLB and teachers. I arranged interviews at a time and place suitable to 

them. A copy of the Participant Information Sheets and Consent Form may be found in 

Appendix B. 

4.4.3 Data Generating Strategies 

Semi-structured interviews (researcher-teacher and researcher-RTLB) were used to 

gain a more in-depth picture of the critical factors that acted as catalysts to engage teachers 

in more inclusive practice. Factors covered were: 

- professional relationships (initiating, building, maintaining relationships; balance 

of power, reciprocity); 

- use of the collaborative problem-solving process including sharing of 

responsibility between RTLB and teachers during each phase; 

- focus on data to track progress towards achievement of shared goals and 

evidence of outcomes; 

- inclusive practice demonstrated by the teacher, or teacher and RTLB, during 

the intervention phase; 

- professional learning opportunities; and, 

- perceptions  of  effectiveness  (satisfaction  with  outcomes  for  the  student(s)  

and teacher(s)). 

Table 4 below sets out the data sources for each of the nine cases. Ticks indicate key 

points in the collaborative problem-solving process when taped meetings/reflections were 

recorded between the: 

a) RTLB and referring teachers; 

b) researcher and RTLB; and, 

c) researcher and referring teachers. 
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Table 4 

Overview of sources of data from each participant combination and meeting or interview 

 

 

PARTICIPANTS 

 

 

RTLB (R) & 

Teacher(s)(T) 

 

RTLB (R) & 

Researcher (J) 

 

Teacher (T) & 

Researcher (J) 

MEETINGS/INTERVIEWS  

Entry Meeting Vi   

Feedback/intervention planning 

meeting 

Vii    

INTERVIEWS I  V 

Reflection & ratings 

on process 

& transcripts from i 

and ii  

V 

Reflection & ratings 

on process 

& transcripts from i 

and ii  

Evaluation meeting (once 

intervention under way) 

Viii    

INTERVIEWS II  V 

Reflection & ratings 

on process 

& transcripts from iii  

V 

Reflection & ratings 

on process 

& transcripts from iii  

 

4.4.3.1 RTLB-teacher meetings 

As asked, RTLB audio-taped their professional discussions with the referring teacher 

on the following occasions: 

1. the first meeting between teacher and RTLB (entry meeting) (i) 

2. follow-up feedback meeting (data analysis leading to selection of 
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an intervention)(ii), and, 

3. evaluation meeting (iii). 

(i) An entry meeting was defined as one at which the RTLB and teacher discussed 

the referral, nature of the problem and planned the baseline data gathering 

phase. Baseline data are basic information gathered before an intervention 

begins. It was used later to provide a comparison for assessing the impact of 

the changes employed by the teacher and/or others. During the entry meeting 

the RTLB and teacher determined the most appropriate data to collect, as well  

as who would collect it, and when it would be collected. 

(ii)  A follow-up feedback meeting focused on sharing and interpreting the baseline 

data as well  as exploring and deciding on intervention options, goals and agreed 

actions and responsibilities. 

(iii)  An evaluation meeting occurred when the implementation of the intervention 

and outcomes for the student(s) and teacher were discussed and evaluated. If 

goals had been achieved, a decision to close the case might be made. 

Alternatively, they might jointly decide to make changes to the original plan or 

revise the goals, depending on the data discussed. 

4.4.3.2 Interviews: a. Researcher-RTLB and b. ResearcherïTeacher 

I conducted semi-structured interviews separately with RTLB and the referring 

teacher(s) at two points in the process: first, following the feedback and intervention 

planning meeting and second, once the intervention was under way. This helped to gain a 

picture of how the consultation process was going as well  as its impact on their 

relationships, the strategies they had agreed to use and their satisfaction with progress to 

date. 

At the beginning of each interview, I checked that there was mutual understanding of 

the process and ethical matters. Permission to take notes and to tape the interview was also 

confirmed. At the second interviews, I asked RTLB and teachers to confirm whether the 
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transcripts from the previous interview were accurate records and amended them where 

they suggested this was necessary. 

Following each interview, I asked the RTLB/teacher to provide his/her interpretation 

of the transcribed professional discussions between the RTLB and the teacher. Participants 

were asked questions to gain an appreciation of their perceptions and feelings about the 

meetings prior to and following the intervention. I also sought information about the 

referral, consultation and problem-solving practices, the rationale for these and 

consequences in relation to specific examples in the transcripts. If insufficient detail  was 

provided, I probed further. The following questions/statements were used to 

prompt/facilitate RTLB and teacher commentary: 

- What were your expectations of the meeting? 

- What were your impressions/feelings about the meeting? 

- Summarise positives/concerns/surprises from transcript of the earlier meeting: 

You seemed to be pleased/concerned/surprised about é 

- To what extent do you feel your opinions/ concerns were heard? 

- Did you feel uncomfortable at any point? If so, tell me about it. 

The interviews took between one and one and a half hours per person and were 

conducted at a time and place suitable to the RTLB and teachers. These interviews were 

audio-taped and later transcribed for analysis. RTLB and teachers also shared relevant 

documented information relating to the referral at any time from the first meeting until 

evaluation of the intervention outcome(s) and/or closure (e.g., assessment data, 

intervention planning, minutes of meetings, examples of shifts in student behaviour or 

learning). 

During individual interviews, I asked RTLB and teachers to rate the following six 

dimensions of their collaboration on a 1ï5 scale with 1 being the lowest and 5 the highest: 

¶ Professional relationships between the RTLB & teacher 
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¶ Sharing of power and shared responsibilities between RTLB & teacher 

¶ Teacher perspective/ opinions heard by RTLB 

¶ Teacher participation in the collaborative problem-solving process 

¶ Teacher and RTLB commitment (co-operation/goodwill /support) 

¶ Satisfaction with the process and outcomes for teachers and students. 
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Table 5 

Overview of researcher-participant interviews in which selected dimensions of 

collaborative problem-solving were discussed and rated. 

 INT ERVIEWS I  INT ERVIEWS II  

PARTICIPANTS Researcher-RTLB & Researcher-Teacher Researcher-RTLB & 

Researcher-Teacher 

TIMING  Following the RTLB-Teacher feedback, 

intervention planning meeting(s) 

Following an RTLB-

Teacher 

monitoring & evaluation 

meeting 

COLL ABORATIVE PROBLEM-SOLVING DIMENSIONS (rated separately by RTLB and 

Teachers) 

RTLB-Teacher professional relationships &  responsibilities 

Professional relationship        

between RTLB & teacher 

ã ã 

Teacher perspective/ opinions heard 

by RTLB 

ã ã 

Power shari ng between RTLB & 

Teacher 

 ã 

Sharing of responsibility  between 

RTLB & teacher 

ã ã 

Teacher &  RTLB Commitment 

(support, co-operation/goodwil l) 

 ã 

Satisfaction with the process &  outcomes 

Problem clari fication ã  

Feedback &  data analysis ã  

Intervention: exploration &  

Selection 

ã  

Int ervention: implementation, 

monitoring &  evaluation 

 ã 

Teacher &  student outcomes  ã 
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I asked teachers and RTLB to provide reasons and examples to support the ratings 

given during the interviews. This provided me with opportunities to check and compare my 

own perceptions with those of the RTLB and teachers. RTLB-teacher meeting transcripts 

were also referred to for particular examples and probes during my interviews. Data from 

all  the sources described above were analysed to judge the degree to which there was 

evidence of the dimensions listed earlier. 

Results are presented in Chapters 6 and 7. Findings are based on information from 

selected key meetings between RTLB and teachers during the CPS process, interviews 

with me, and ratings made by RTLB and teachers with accompanying quotes to illustrate 

reasons for their comments. Initials are used to indicate the data sources as follows: 

RT = RTLB ï Teacher meetings 

RJ = RTLB ï Researcher interviews 

TJ = Teacher ï Researcher interviews. 

Initials and numbers have been used to identify relevant quotes from the interviews. 

Numbers refer to each of the nine cases. RT2 refers to a meeting between the RTLB and 

Teacher from Case 2 whereas RJ2 refers to an interview between the RTLB and me (J, the 

researcher) about Case 2. As two teachers were involved in Case 4, a and b were used for 

each one. Examples of the coding system have been summarised below. 
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Table 6 

Examples of codes used to indicate quotes from transcripts of case meetings and interviews 

with the researcher. 

Meeting / Interview Par ticipants Code 

Case 2 meeting RTLB and Teacher(s) RT2 

Case 2 interview RTLB and researcher RJ2 

Case 2 interview Teacher and researcher TJ2 

Case 4 interview Teachers and researcher TJ4ab 

 

Results are presented under key themes within two main sectionsð facilitating and 

inhibiting factorsðin Chapter 6, followed by two in-depth vignettes in Chapter 7. 
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Chapter Five Findings: Study 1 Retrospective Cases 

5.0 Introduction  

This chapter presents the findings from my semi-structured interviews with RTLB, 

teachers and senior leaders about their perceptions of practice during problem-solving 

within different school contexts. RTLB shared their recall of two contrasting cases with me 

that demonstrated their approaches in an inclusive collaborative problem-solving paradigm 

and a traditional non-inclusive paradigm. 

The results include RTLB and teacher perceptions across the four phases of the 

problem-solving process: data gathering (entry and assessment); pre-intervention data 

analysis and interpretation (problem-solving, based on analysis and synthesis of 

assessment and observational data, and exploration of strategies); intervention; and, post-

intervention data analysis (monitoring and evaluation). I used this as a framework within 

which to seek information about the extent of teacher engagement. 

Findings are presented for the contrasting cases designated Type I and Type II. Type I 

cases were where RTLB intended to use the collaborative problem-solving model as taught 

to them during their RTLB learning programme but instead resorted to a more traditional 

student deficit-focussed approach and/or employed withdrawal strategies for intervention. 

Cases where RTLB demonstrated the collaborative problem-solving model and facilitated 

inclusive practices were described as Type II. Their perceptions of practice in Type I 

settings are presented first, followed by their descriptions of practice in Type II settings. 

Results have also been presented in pictorial form in a series of graphs throughout to 

further illustrate the contrasting practices and outcomes of the two different approaches.  

A summary of findings concludes this section. This chapter concludes with a vignette 

illustrating one RTLBôs experience in two schools. Two cases, one with successful 

outcomes and one which was unresolved, are outlined to illustrate the complexity of the 

factors that contribute to the success or otherwise of RTLB use of the collaborative 

problem-solving model. 
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5.1 Type I Practice: RTLB and Teacher Perceptions 

A summary of RTLB and teacher perceptions of professional relationships and teacher 

engagement in the CPS process during type I practice examples have been presented 

below, followed by senior leader perceptions. 

5.1.1 Professional Relationships 

There was some variation for type I referrals with teachers reporting more positive 

relationships than RTLB for the same referrals. Ratings for type I cases were consistently 

low on the professional relationship dimension: only one type I teacher transcript and no 

RTLB transcripts were rated highly (3), (i.e., collegial, warm, empathetic and willing to 

discuss issues). Four type I cases were rated moderately (from two RTLB and two 

teachers) and five were rated low on this dimension (three from RTLB and two from 

teachers) (i.e., distant, defensive or unwilling to discuss issues). 

 

Figure 5. Ratings of RTLB and Teacher perceptions of professional relationships in type I 

and II cases. 

The RTLB (Rose) in one type I case reported frustration with what she viewed as the 

teacherôs negativity towards the referred child. Her observations indicated that the teacher 

had difficulty adapting the programme to meet student needs and with class management. 

Rose had taken the referred child out of the room to assess her literacy levels. The teacher 

reported that the RTLB (Rose) had:  
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offered to help me é but Iôd rather do it on my own. Rose takes her out of the 

class and then shows me what wonderful work [the child] can do. I know she 

can do this. [The child] loves working one-to-one with Rose but itôs not 

resolving the problem in the classroom. [Teacher: Rose I] 

The sole teacher who rated the RTLB highly on the professional relationship 

dimension, described her as: ñvery approachable on thingsé I havenôt felt like I was left 

out. She worked with these children. I trusted her to get on with itò. [Teacher: Denise I] 

The same teacher also commented that one of the strengths was ñthe fact that the RTLB 

was familiar with the school and the teachers. Theyôre not strangers even though sheôs [her 

office is] off siteò. [Teacher: Denise I] 

RTLB often experienced difficulties in setting up meeting times with teachers for type 

I referrals as teachers were not as readily available or changed appointments at the last 

minute. Many of these teachers did not see the need to talk about the problem. In one 

instance, the referring teacher, who was also a senior leader, considered the child to be 

incapable of learning anything new from the outset. The RTLB then felt a responsibility to 

advocate for the child and demonstrate that learning was possible. However, her repeated 

attempts to engage the teacher were unsuccessful. RTLB in type I cases tended to believe 

that teachers believed it was the RTLBôs job to ósort the child outô or ófix the problemô. 

Hence, there were few opportunities to develop or maintain a professional relationship.  

5.1.2 Teacher Engagement in Collaborative Problem-Solving  

RTLB and teachers expressed almost identical views of teacher engagement 

throughout the collaborative problem-solving phases, confirming that the teacher had little 

or no active involvement throughout any of the phases (ratings of 1) in the type I cases (see 

Figure 6 below). These transcripts consistently indicated evidence of non-engagement 

during the intervention phase, even though the extent of teacher participation varied across 

phases. 
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Figure 6. Ratings of RTLB and Teacher perceptions of teacher engagement during the four 

collaborative problem-solving (CPS) phases in type I and II cases. 

For example, one RTLB (Liz) preferred to work in an inclusive way, where she 

worked alongside teachers to adapt curriculum to match the childôs instructional level. She 

was also willing to co-teach with the teacher to model more inclusive teaching approaches. 

Liz found in this school that the teacher often attributed the problem to issues in the childôs 

home. She also had difficulty getting the teacher to commit to meeting times. In her 

interview, the classroom teacher described Liz as: 

very thorough in investigating and generally supportive. [However, in her view, 

there had been] less involvement in terms of getting strategies. I thought she 

would give me strategies but that hasnôt happened. é Liz hasnôt really set up 

anything in the class. She offered to pay for a teacher aide but thatôs not the 

answer. That would make it worse as this is what [the child] loves. It is still 

making her special. [Teacher: Liz I]  

Liz and an RTLB colleague, who worked in the same school, also reported ñfeeling 

frustrated at the lack of staff awareness of needs and their unwillingness to take 

responsibilityò. [Liz I]   
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Figure 7. Ratings of inclusive interventions described by RTLB and Teachers in type I and 

II cases. 

RTLB and teacher perceptions about the presence or absence of inclusive practices 

during the intervention phase were also similar, as illustrated in Figure 7 above. None of 

the type I referrals discussed with me involved inclusive interventions. However, there was 

one example where an RTLB (Denise) and teacher shared assessment and exploration of 

strategies. The teacher commented that she: 

provided the academic data, what their maths level was, the reading level, 

spelling level, that sort of thing. [RTLB Denise] did the observations. é Denise 

would sit down and chat with me and see what was happening, what I thought 

and give me some ideas. é It wasnôt a structured format. é Sheôd work out 

what essentials I wanted, what the kids wanted and then weôd formulate a plan. 

[Teacher: Denise I] 

However, the intervention was carried out by the RTLB and involved parental contact 

in addition to a pull-out group programme. While the teacher was generally satisfied with 

progress made by the children, she had not implemented the new strategies herself. The 

teacher also reported that the childrenôs behaviour was variable when the RTLB was not in 

the room. 

In another type I referral, the teacher ñagreed to it [the paired writing intervention] at 

the meeting but then at the beginning of the year did not want to know about itò. [RTLB 

Barbara I] On reflection, the RTLB realised she had been advocating for the strategy but 




















































































































































































































































































































































