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Concerns about the overrepresentation of non-European American studentsin
specia education as well as the mismatch between arelatively homogeneous population
of school psychologists and a more heterogeneous population of students has led to
guestions about what impacts student outcomes and how best to meet student needs.
Research in the literature regarding beneficial practices for working with culturaly
diverse populationsis limited and little is known about what school psychologists do to
address culture, particularly in consultation with teachers.

This study examined the training, practice, and individual perspectives of school
psychologists for addressing culture in consultation and sought to determine what
practitioners do in consultation cases for non-European American or bilingual students.
Results, obtained from 219 school psychologists who completed a 36-item questionnaire,
indicated that they had relatively little training in both consultation and culturally relevant
consultation at the pre-service level. Those with the most training at the pre-service and
practice levels reportedly gained information primarily through reading, in-services and
workshops. Non-European American school psychologists and recent graduates reported
having the most training overall, particularly through post-graduate/professional

development opportunities. Most school psychologists said they addressed culturein



consultation cases and there was a greater likelihood that this occurred among
practitioners in urban and suburban school settings or among school psychologists who
worked with teacher-consultees of a different ethnicity than the student-client.
Overwhelmingly, participants agreed that having knowledge and awareness of culture's
influence on values, behaviors, communication, and learning were important to daily
practice. However, resultsindicated that school psychologists approachesin
consultation for bilingual or non-European American students varied. Their
understanding of culturally relevant consultation and consultation generally appeared
limited. Responses |eft questions about whether practitioners consistently implemented
stages of consultation to address student-clients' needs and about whether cultural issues
were addressed more than superficially.

Future research is needed to determine how practitioners can consistently be
trained at the pre-service and in-service levels to implement effective practices for
consultation, especially culturally relevant consultation. Additional research should also
explore, in depth, how practitioners actually incorporate culture-related societal,
educational, economic, political, and other influences on student learning and behavior

into consultation.
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CHAPTERI
Introduction

In the field of school psychology varied viewpoints and perspectives exist about
how to effectively provide services in American public schools where student cultural
diversity is continuously increasing. Although many argue that cultural issues, including
economic, social, and political influences on the lives of students and their families, must
be addressed, it is not clear how this information should be implemented into viable
practices (Lopez & Rogers, 2001; Tatum, 1997). There appearsto be aneed for, or at the
very least, an understanding of researched information about how to effectively and
comprehensively address the needs of students from many backgrounds and influencesin
schoolstoday. Consistent with this need for school psychologists knowledge and ability
to work within the consultee (teacher) or client’s (student) context, the second edition of
School Psychology: A Blueprint for Training and Practic€Y sseldyke et al., 1997)
indicates that problem solving, collaboration, and consideration of culture, environment,
and other influences on student learning are necessary to help meet the diverse needs of
students in public schools in order to promote their success. Most importantly, the
Blueprint articulates the value of activities other than assessment and specia education
placement to meet students' needs.

Consultative practices provide an aternate way to determine where a problem lies
and how one could intervene to help improve the problematic situation (Gutkin &
Conoley, 1990). When consultation includes data collection, intervention development,
and monitoring, students' chances for academic and social success in the classroom are
greater (Reschly, 1988; Rosenfield, 1992). The use of consultation with teachers and

other school community members to meet adiverse array of students needs, resultsin



more students served in the general education setting rather than through special
education (Erchul & Martens, 1997; Rosenfield, 1992). Similarly, when consultation
occurs as part of the pre-referra intervention process, there is evidence that suggests
specia education referrals are more accurate (Y ocum & Staebler, 1996). Given the
potentially positive outcomes of consultation, itsinclusion in the Blueprint and its
relevance in schools, it isimportant to determine what effective consultation practices
school psychologists use currently to address students’ needs, and how they address
diverse aspects of culture in consultation.

The literature suggests that consultation within an ecological framework provides
increased possibilities for problem solving in the context of the student’ s environment
(e.g., classroom, school, home, community). From an ecological perspective, school
psychol ogists can assess factors that contribute to a problematic situation and develop
interventions that are acceptable to and/or consistent with an individual’s (or group’s)
environment to reduce or resolve a specific problem (Ingraham, 2000). The inclusion of
environmental factors such asinstruction, classroom dynamics, family, community,
societal norms, and culture allows problems to be addressed within alarger context,
rather than focusing on the internal deficits of an individua as the special education
process does: “We cannot serve children effectively by decontextualizing their problems
asinterna pathologies as the medical model would have us do” (Sheridan & Guitkin,
2000, p. 489). Pedersen (1999) asserts that there is value in exploring each culture’s
unique perspectives and Lopez and Rogers (2001) suggest, “legal, sociopolitical, ethical,
and professional forces all create powerful rationales that prompt psychologists to
develop cross-cultural competencies’ (p. 271). Additionally, Lopez and Rogers and

Tatum (1997) point out that influences of culturally dominant groupsin the U.S. directly



affect the lives of many students served by school psychologists. They note that non-
European American students, frequently identified aslow achieving and often referred
for special education consideration, are in great need of “appropriate psychol ogical
servicesthat are viewed by all children and their parents as sensitive to their struggles
and to their diverse backgrounds’ (p. 271). The literatureis clear that alternative
strategies are necessary, and that school psychological consultation from an ecological
and multicultural perspectiveis promising and beneficial (Ramirez et a., 1998).

While researchers have examined consultation strategies that promote beneficial
outcomes, consultant communication, and how problems should be addressed within the
consultation process (e.g., Knoff, Hines, & Kromrey, 1995; Martens, Erchul, & Witt,
1992; Sheridan, Welch, & Orme, 1996), few have explored consultation that specifically
addresses cultural factors. Even though authors and researchers like Ingraham (2000)
and Lopez and Rogers (2001) provide detailed information about what a school
psychologist should do or know when providing consultation that is culturally sensitive,
thereis limited information about what a school psychologist actually does or needs to do
in practice when providing consultation to teachers that is effective and that incorporates
cultural differences (e.g., Tarver Behring, Cabello, Kushida, & Murguia, 2000; Naumann,
Gutkin, & Sandoval, 1996; Rogers, 1998). Information about the training of school
psychologists to address culture in consultation is likewise limited.

Asthe diversity of the student population continues to rise and the homogeneity
of the school psychologist population in terms of ethnicity remains the same (Reschly,
2001), this need for information seems increasingly important (Henning-Stout & Brown-
Cheatham, 1999; Rogers, 1998). Likewise, the necessity for information about school

psychologists' training and practice in culturally competent consultation seems especially



important given the gaps between ethnic groups in academic achievement generally and
specia education placement specifically (Thernstrom & Thernstrom, 2003). Gravois and
Rosenfield (2002) assert that when consultation is effective, it contributes to areduction
in non-Eurpean American students’ disproportional placement in special education. As
some argue (e.g., Harry, Klinger, Sturges, & Moore, 2002), consultation provides a way
to more effectively and fairly address student needs. Thus, gaining information about
current school psychological training and practice in consultation seems essential. The
purpose of this study isto add to the knowledge base by determining how practicing
school psychologists use the extant literature, their training, or other resources to provide
culturally relevant consultation to teachersin U.S. schools today.

Cultural Issuesin Consultation Practice

Given the growing diversity of student populations in public schools and the
need to address avariety of issues influenced by race, language, ethnicity, gender,
immigrant status, sexual orientation, and/or socioeconomic status, school psychologists
must be aware that problem-solving in consultation means more than just exploring the
student’ s observed school performance. Consultation that considers environmental and
individual factors from the broad influences of one's social and/or economic
circumstance to the student’s home and classroom is considered necessary for
comprehensive problem solving (Erchul & Martens, 1997; Hyman & Kaplinski, 1994,
Lopez & Rogers, 2001; Rogers, 2000; Rosenfield, 2000; Soo-Hoo, 1998). Lopez and
Rogers (2001) and Rogers et a. (1999) also assert that school psychologists have an
ethical and professional obligation to provide culturally relevant psychological services,
including consultation. They recommend that cultural influence be addressed to avoid

misdiagnosis and the implementation of inappropriate interventions.



Knowing a person’s frame of reference may help to ensure a comprehensive
consultation process (Ramirez, Lepage, Kratochwill, & Duffy, 1998; Soo-Hoo, 1998).
Understanding a teacher (consultee) or student’s (client) view of a problem and/or
exploring the teacher or student’s cultural perspective about that problem helps the
consultant to reframe situations in meaningful ways for members of the consultation
triad, i.e., the consultant, consultee, and client (Ingraham, 2000). In some cases, this
exploration of culture' s influence helps the consultant perceive the problem from another
perspective that creates a bridge between consultant and consultee, consultant and client,
or consultee and client (Ingraham).

The ability to transcend one' s own perspective may help a consultant who
attempts to provide culturally relevant consultation. As Soo-Hoo (1998) suggests,
“Consultants who master avariety of cultural value systems and an understanding of
cross-cultural communication and contextual meaning are likely to be more effectivein
their work with diverse clients’” (p. 330). Similarly, the notion of cultural competence
suggests that a consultant needs to know and understand the influence of culture to
communicate more effectively, bridge relationships, and help both consultees and clients
in comprehensive problem solving (Ingraham, 2000; Rogers, 1998). Clearly, thereisa
need for school psychologiststo consider and understand the influence of both
sociopolitical and cultural contexts in which consultees and clients operate.

Structuring Culturally Relevant Consultation

Ingraham (2000) identifies five components of a knowledge base necessary for
consultation that includes the influences of culture in her school-based multicultura
consultation framework. This framework encompasses relevant aspects for

understanding the influence of culture, guiding the consultation process, and informing



the consultant of appropriate approaches to consultation within specific cultural contexts.
It is not intended as a consultation model but as away to adapt current models so the
consultant can explore culture more specifically. As Ingraham points out, the inclusion
of cultural factors can complicate consultation; her framework helps clarify aspects of the
problem solving process. Ingraham emphasi zes the importance of examining the
consultation triad (consultant, consultee, and client), consultant and consultee skill with
and knowledge of diverse cultures, and the consultant’s ability to “bridge and establish
connections across members of the consultation constellation” (p. 329). She proposes
that the multicultural framework provides away to examine consultation and give it new
directionsfor practice. The framework provides a helpful resource for school
psychologists who attempt to refine their consultation delivery and address culture more
directly.

While specific models and general guidelines are used for consultation, these
practices may need modification to address students needs when their culture differs
from the one that is dominant in the school setting or when the school psychologist
differs from the student or teacher in consultation (Ingraham, 2000). Tarver Behring et
a. (2000), for example, found that practitioners modify consultation practices when non-
European American clients and parent-consultees are involved and Ingraham pointed out
that there may be significant variability in the consultation triad. This variability could
lead to differences in approach and/or outcomes for consultation. The importance of
context and an ecological perspective should not be lost.

Cultural Issuesin Consultation Training

Some argue that there is a significant need for school psychologiststo develop

culturally sensitive skills because many provide psychological services to a substantial



number of students and their families who differ from the dominant culture ethnically,
linguistically, racially, and otherwise (e.g., Lopez & Rogers, 2001). Given the number of
areas that must be addressed for consultation to be culturally relevant, training is clearly
needed and school psychologists trained to address culture in consultation may be better
prepared than those without training to provide consultation from an ecological and
culture-inclusive perspective. However, thereislimited information regarding how
school psychologists across the country are trained and the information available does not
suggest that training frequently addresses culture-related issues in consultation or
otherwise (Anton, 2001; Rogers, Ponterotto, Conoley, & Wiese, 1992). Thisis
unfortunate and the lack of information leads to questions, not only about current
practice, but about the skills needed for culturally relevant consultation practice and how
practitionersinitialy gain such skills.

The average school psychologist has practiced in the field for more than five
years (Curtis, Hunley, & Grier, 2002) and their training for current practice, overal, may
come from on-going professiona development rather than graduate school. Practitioners
may increase their knowledge primarily through conference participation, workshop
attendance, or independent reading (Anton, 2001). Although authors like Ingraham
(2000) and Lopez and Rogers (2001) have published information about what is needed to
address cultural issues in consultation and for cross-culturally competent service
provision in genera, however, it is not known whether practicing school psychologists
are receiving this information or whether they use this information to inform and improve
their practicesin thefield.

Within the literature, one can find 89 competencies identified by Lopez and

Rogers (2001). They indicated that identification of the competencies may be helpful for



guiding the provision of training, or for exploring practicing psychologists’ current skills
and needs to improve their ability to provide comprehensive services for culturally,
linguistically, racialy, and ethnically diverse student populations. If it is known what
school psychologists should do to consult effectively (e.g., Ingraham, 2000; Lopez &
Rogers, 2001; Soo-Hoo, 1998), this information could benefit trainers of school
psychologists and practitioners to know what else is needed to improve consultation
services for al student populations.

Statement of the Problem

School psychological consultation in a cultural context has recently received more
attention in the literature through the work of researchers such as Ingraham (2000), Lopez
& Rogers (2001), Ramirez et a. (1998), Rogers (1998, 2000), Rogers et a. (1999),
Sheridan (2000), Soo-Hoo (1998) and Tarver Behring et a. (2000). However, while the
school psychological literature base regarding consultation that incorporates culture is
slowly growing, numerous areas need further exploration. Ingraham (2000) and L opez
and Rogers (2000) for example, identify the competencies necessary for effective
culturally relevant practice. They offer information about what is essential for school-
based consultation that incorporates culture and recommend that further study be
conducted to determine the applicability of their conclusions to the daily practice of
school psychologists. Thework of Tarver Behring et a. provides evidence that suggests
school psychologists do vary consultation methods when addressing the needs of students
from non-dominant cultural groups. Ingraham proposes a framework through which
consultation, no matter the model or process, can be viewed and Lopez and Rogers
provide “best practices’ for cross-cultural school psychology from results of their

empirical study.



The work of these authors gives an indication that consultation across culturesis
multi-faceted, varied, and requires consideration on many levelsto determine culture’s
impact and how it influences any “problem” situation. Given its complexity, specific
training to provide culturally appropriate services to all seems beneficial, regardless of
the school psychologist’s cultural background. However, information about such training
islimited in the literature and knowledge about current consultation practices among
school psychologistsis not available at thistime. Therefore, this study will explore
practitioners perception of training and practice with regard to consultation and culture.
The following questions are asked:

1. How are school psychologists trained to work with and/or provide consultation for
culturally diverse (ethnic, bilingual/linguistic minority) populations? Are differences
in training experiences associated with differences in school psychologists' ethnicity
(European American or non-European American), highest degree, or years since their
training was completed?

2. How do school psychologists address culture in consultation? Are specific models of
consultation used? Are there differencesin who addresses culture or the models of
consultation used?

3. Do school psychologists indicating that knowledge and awareness of cultural
influences are important to daily practice address culture in consultation more than
school psychologists who do not indicate that knowledge and awareness are
important? Are there differences between European American and non-European
American school psychologistsin their assessment of the importance of knowledge

and awareness of cultural influences?
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4. Within the consultation triad, do school psychologists address culture more when the
student’ s (client) ethnicity differs from their own? When the teacher’ s (consultee)
ethnicity differs from the student? When the student is bilingual/linguistic minority?

5. What interventions do school psychologists develop for consultation where ethnic or
bilingual/language minority students are served?

6. What aspects of culture do school psychologists view as central to the student
popul ations they serve?

7. Do school psychologists fedl that cultureisrelevant to their cases and/or are they
satisfied with how culture is addressed?

8. Do school psychologists have questions or comments regarding consultation that

addresses culture?

Definition of Terms

Bilingual/Linguistic Minority Student

Bilingual or linguistic minority refersto students with afirst language other than
English, who live in households where a non-English language is intermittently or
continuously used (Lopez, 1995).

Consultation

Consultation is abroad term that refersto the indirect service provided by a
school psychologist (consultant) for the purpose of solving awork-related problem
presented by ateacher (consultee) about a student (client). In this study, it refersto the
interactive process between a consultant (school psychologist) and consultee (teacher)

that includes:
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1. problem identification (often with data collection),
2. planned interventions,
3. implementation of interventions, and
4. monitoring and evaluation (often measurement of the effects of the intervention
for the client)
(Reschly, 1988; Rosenfield, 1992; Sheridan et al., 1996).
Culture

Culture encompasses characteristics such as race, ethnicity, language, gender, and
socio-economic status. It typically reflects the patterns of a group of peoplein values,
beliefs, communication styles, and norms for interaction (Ingraham, 2000; Ramirez et al.,
1998). Cultureisafluid term and, as such, it should be acknowledged that despite
membership in a particular cultural group, differences often exist among individuals who
identify with that group and individuals are often a part of more than one group.
Definitions of a person’s culture must consider levels of acculturation and personal
identity (Tarver Behring et al., 2000). One must also consider his or her own perception
of another individual’ s culture as this perception may be how the other individual’s
culture is defined, whether that is true for the individua or not (Ingraham).

For the purpose of this study, culture refers to the ethnicity and first language of
members of the consultation triad (school psychologist, teacher, student) and is presumed
to “influence al aspects of the consultation process’ (Ingraham, 2000, p. 326). Within
the questionnaire used in this study, participants were asked questions about whether they
addressed culture in their consultation case. “Address culture” refers to whether or not
participants indicated that they considered culture’ s influence on the problem-situation

and/or with interventions developed for their case. Also within the questionnaire used for



12

this study, participants were asked specific questions about the knowledge and awareness
of cultural influences based on cultural competencies identified by Lopez and Rogers
(2001). Knowledge and awareness of culture refersto the level of importance
participants assign to specific aspects of culture.
Ethnicity

Ethnicity refersto one aspect of culture with which a person identifies
him/herself. Generally, there are four primary categories frequently explored in cultural
research; they include European American/white, African American/black, Asian
American/Asian, and Hispanic/Latino (Tarver Behring et a., 2000; Tatum, 1997).
According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2001), ethnic categories also include American
Indian and Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander. For the
purpose of the current study, ethnicity refersto any of these categories.

Highest Degree

Highest degree refers to the degree title (master’s, specialist/master’ s+30,
doctorate) held by the participant in the study.

Model of Consultation

Within consultation, the model (e.g., mental health, behavioral, instructional,
other, or no specific) refers to the structure or format of consultation that the participant
in the study indicates was used.

Training

Training refers to the knowledge and skills of school psychology a practitioner

obtains as aresult of graduate-level coursework, practica, internship, other field

experiences, and continuing professional development activities such as attendance at
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conferences, workshops or other actions (Anton, 2001; Fowler & Harrison, 2001; Rogers
etal., 1992).
Work Setting

Work setting refers to the region of the continental United States, category of
Local Education Agency (urban, suburban, or rural), school level (elementary, middle, or
high), and school type (general public, private, alternative/special education, combined
programs, or other school placement) in which the school psychologist participating in

the study works.

Y ears Since Training Compl eted

Y ears since training compl eted refers to how long ago participants completed

their designated highest degree.
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CHAPTERII
Review of Literature
[ntroduction
The purpose of this chapter isto review the literature relevant to school

psychologica consultation, training, and multicultural issuesin consultation. The
literature review specifically includes: information about student and school psychologist
demographics; an examination of consultation practicesin school psychology,
specifically consultation with teachers; cultural issuesin consultation; cultural
competence; and training in school psychology. It isintended to provid an
understanding of practicesin the field, training, and how issues relevant to culture are
addressed in consultation. Based on thisreview, it isevident that the research base for
examining cultural issuesin consultation islimited. However, from what is known,
addressing culture in addition to other ecological and experiential issuesin the
consultation process appears to be an effective and appropriate practice for assisting
students from non-dominant cultural groups, teachers and/or families, and school systems
in reaching educationa goals (Nastasi, Varjas, Bernstein, & Jayasena, 2000; Ramirez et
a., 1998; Rogerset a., 1999).

Importance of Including Culture

When students and service providers come from different cultures, consideration
of culture’ sinfluence in the consultation relationship and the problem solving processis
essential (Sheridan, 2000). Currently, there are significant differences in the profiles of
students and the school psychologists that serve them. Asit is hypothesized in this study
that cultural difference influences consultation, the purpose of this section isto explore

the profiles of these two groups.
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Student Population Profile

Several authors have addressed the changing demographics of studentsin U.S.
public schools. Merchant (2000) noted that “the data on the racial, ethnic, and linguistic
composition of today’ s students reflect a clear trend in which young people historically
categorized as ‘minority’ now account for an increasingly large proportion of today’s
public school students” (p. 87). As societies come together more frequently throughout
the world, issues related to culture become even more salient (Pedersen, 1999). Given
that more students are entering schools with limited or no English, this fact may have
even greater significance (Merchant).

According to U.S. census data from 2000, 69.1% of the U.S. population was
European American/white, non-Hispanic/Latino (U.S. Census Bureau, 2001). However,
the number of people from other ethnic backgrounds across the country has steadily
increased and this has occurred in schools as well. During the 2000 to 2001 school year,
of the 47.2 million students enrolled in public elementary and secondary schools, 61.2%
were European American/white, non-Hispanic; 17.2% were African American, non-
Hispanic; 16.3% were Hispanic/Latino; 4.1% were Asian/Pacific Islander; and 1.2% were
American Indian/Alaska Native (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). These statistics
have significantly changed in the last 17 years. In 1986, the numbers of European
American students was higher at 70.4%. At that time, 16.1% of enrolled students were
African American; 9.9% were Hispanic/Latino; 2.8% were Asian/Pacific Islander; and
0.9% was American Indian/Alaska Native (U.S. Department of Education).

Although enrollment of all public elementary school studentsis predicted to
decrease nationally in the next nine years, it is expected to increase in 19 states as a result

of immigration, internal migration, and arelatively high birth rate during the *90s (U.S.
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Department of Education, 2001). High school enrollment was predicted to increase by
5% by 2012 (U.S. Department of Education). Across the country, 86.1% of all public
schools reported offering free and reduced price lunches during the 2000 to 2001 school
year and 39.3% of enrolled students were eligible for free and reduced lunch programs.
Clearly, the general make-up of U.S. school children has changed and thisis evident in
all aspects of the public school system.

With the passage of time, certain non-European American groups of children
receiving special education services have substantially increased at a rate disproportional
to their total numbersin schools. Thisisthe case for African American/black students,
especially when considering specific diagnostic categories for their special education
eligibility. Hosp (2001) indicated that African American students are overrepresented in
categories for mental retardation and emotional disturbance. Asian American students
are underrepresented in all categories but speech-language impairment. White and
Hispanic/Latino students in special education, by diagnositic category, are most
consistent with their total numbersin the school population (Hosp). However, Losen and
Orfield (2002) indicated “inappropriate practices in both general and special education
classrooms have resulted in overrepresentation, misclassification, and hardship for
minority students, particularly African American children” (p. xv).

While explanations for the disparities may vary (see Harry et a., 2002; Hosp,
2001; Oswald, Coutinho, & Best, 2002), acknowledgement that the disproportion exists
allows one to recognize that differences are present for America’s public school children.
It is possible that the likelihood of accurate identification of students with disabilities and

appropriate service provision for al isincreased when school psychol ogists use best
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practice, including consultation, to explore students' needs comprehensively and in the
natural context of their lives (Harry et a.; Yocum & Staebler, 1996).

School Psychologist Profile

Differences in the demographics of school psychologists and the students they
serve could lead to misunderstanding or conflict in practice. Merchant (2000) suggests
that this may happen with educators and students, as the student population is
significantly more diverse than that of teachers and principals. She cautionsthat if
current practices are not reexamined in light of today’ s students’ needs, “ customary
practices and policies (which may have worked well in the past) may now systematically
disadvantage particular groups of students while advantaging others’ (Merchant, p. 87).
It isimportant to consider that differences between students and school psychologists
may require school psychologists to operate differently in order to effectively service
students from all backgrounds and circumstances.

Many surveys have determined the demographics and job-related functions of
school psychologists nationwide. Based on results of these surveys, it is evident that
philosophical positions about and calls for change in the role and function of a school
psychologist have evolved, but minimal change has occurred in the overall profile of
school psychologists and their practice (Curtis, Grier, & Hunley, 2004; Fagan, 2002;
Reschly & Connolly, 1990; Rogers, 1998).

Despite some variability by region, U. S. school psychologists, once
predominantly male, are now primarily female, white, and with an average age above 45
(Curtis et a., 2004; Hosp & Reschly, 2002). Specifically, approximately 93% of al
school psychologists are European American, at least 70% are female, and almost one in

three are 50 or older (Curtis et al., 2004; Reschly, 2001). Most practitioners, regardless
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of ethnicity, hold master’ s/specialist level degrees but increasing numbers of school
psychologists are obtaining doctoral degrees. According to Curtis, Grier, Abshier,
Sutton, and Hunley (2002), between 1999 and 2000, approximately 41% of school
psychologists had master’ s degrees, 28.2% had specialist level degrees, and
approximately 30.3% had doctorates. Most practitioners work in public school settings
with ratios of one school psychologist to over 1,900 students (Hosp & Reschly, 2002;
Reschly, 2001). More African American practitioners work in urban school communities
with more African American students (Reschly, 2001).

In his study conducted to determine roles, assessment practices, reform attitudes,
and job satisfaction among black and white school psychologists, Reschly (2001) found
that among all practitioners, job requirements, assessment practices, and level of job
satisfaction were generally similar. All spent the majority of their timein activities
related to special education (testing, eligibility meetings, etc.). However, more white
school psychologists provided direct interventions and consultation for individual
students. More black school psychologists agreed or strongly agreed that the
overrepresentation of minority studentsin specia education was discriminatory. While
similarities and differences were found, Reschly concluded that the perspectives and
practices of black and white school psychologists were more similar than different.

Although parallels exist among practitioners, the student and school psychologist
populations clearly differ and although school psychologists may work with students of
all cultures, there are concerns about the effectiveness of their primary method of service
delivery: specia education-related activities (e.g., Losen & Orfield, 2002). Especially for
those school psychologists in settings where there is significant cultural diversity or

where students served are significantly different from the cultural majority in the school,
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the methods used may require additiona analysis to determine what best meets students’
needs. Ingraham & Meyers (2000) indicate that “psychologists working in culturally
diverse school settings have had to rely upon models and research not designed for the
specific populations in those settings...” (p. 315). Asaresult of the increasing
heterogeneity among students that exists in many public schools across the country,
school psychological consultation requires a perspective that is culture- inclusive
(Ingraham, 2000).

Triandis (1999) suggests that when students share the same cultural background
astheir service providers, issues related to culture are less significant. However, when
targeted students differ from the dominant culture and/or they are not a part of the
majority culture within the school setting, culture’ s influence likely becomes more
significant (Tatum, 1997). Rather than using models and research for practice that
address atraditionally European American school population, school psychologists must
consider whether their models and theories fit non-European American students’ needs.

Consultation

Given the current study’ s focus on consultation, this section is intended to provide
information about consultation as a method of service delivery. Models and definitions of
consultation are discussed. Specifically, since the current study focuses on consultation
with teachers, a section isincluded that emphasizes literature relevant to teachers as
consultees. Considering the purpose for studying consultation, an exploration of
outcomes of consultation versus test-place practices is also included and specific
consultation practices by school psychologistsisreviewed. In addition, the purpose of
including culture in consultation is introduced in this section.

M odel/Definitions
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Today, school psychologists use varied forms of consultation, although many
suggest that that they are not used often enough (Fagan, 2002) and practitioners have
frequently indicated their preference to consult more, rather than continue to spend the
majority of their time participating in specia education decision-making or related
activities (Costenbader, Swartz, & Petrix, 1992; Fagan, 2002; Hosp & Reschly, 2002;
Reschly, 2001; Shinn & McConnell, 1994). In general, consultation has received more
attention because it is viewed as away to provide support and assistance to both general
and special educators and because of “ educational reforms, changes in beliefs about
service delivery to children, and community pressures’ (Ponti & Flower, 1993, p. 277).

From the school psychology literature it appears that behavioral consultation isa
model used frequently in practice (Erchul & Martens, 1997) and two other models also
predominate when addressing the needs of individua students. They include mental
health consultation and instructional consultation. Other consultation models exist but
these well-known and influential models contribute significantly to the practice of
school -based consultation.

Behavioral consultation is atechnique designed to address the needs of and/or
resolve abehavioral problem for aclient in the social context where the behavior occurs
(Henning-Stout, 1993; Meyers, Alpert, & Fleisher, 1983). It was established initialy
through the work of John R. Bergan (Erchul & Martens, 1997). Thisindirect service
delivery method involves collaboration between the consultant (school psychologist) and
consultee (teacher or parent) and requires the consultee to provide services to the client
(student) (Kratochwill, Elliott, & Carrington Rotto, 1995). Behavioral consultation is
based on the principles of socia learning theory (Meyers et a.; Parsons, 1996) and is

intended to help solve the problems of a client by exploring the “ active roles that the
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consultee and the child play in mediating their own and one another’ s behaviors”
(Henning-Stout, p. 23), developing effective interventions, and also improving the
consultee' s knowledge and behavior (Erchul & Martens; Parsons, 1996). It includes four
stages of problem solving: a) problem identification to establish the consultation process,
identify intended outcomes of the process, and gather specific data about the problem; b)
problem analysis in which the consultant hel ps the consultee identify factors that might
help resolve the problem; c) intervention plan development and implementation; and d)
problem evaluation in which the consultant and consultee determine if goals for the client
have been met, if the plan has been effective, and to determine if consultation should
continue or end (Brown, Pryzwansky, & Schulte, 1998; Erchul & Martens, 1997;
Kratochwill, Elliott, & Carrington Rotto, 1995).

Mental health consultation, like behavioral consultation, is a stage-based model
designed to improve client functioning. Unlike behavioral consultation, mental health
consultation was initially designed for community mental health centers and then adapted
for use in schools. Caplan (1970) developed this model for use within a nonhierarchical
relationship between a consultant and consultee to address a client’ s problem identified
by the consultee. Although there are three other types of mental health consultation
(client-centered case consultation, program-centered administrative consultation, and
consultee-centered administrative consultation), Erchul and Martens (1997) indicate that
afourth type, consultee-centered case consultation is “most closely associated with
Caplan” (p. 75) and thisform is most relevant for the indirect service provided by the
school psychologist working with the teacher to affect the student.

Key aspects of the mental health consultation model include the consultee’s

responsibility for the client, the optional use of recommendations made by the consultant,
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the consultant having no responsibility for the outcomes of consultation, and the
centrality of the relationship between the consultant and consultee (Caplan, 1970). The
stages of mental health consultation include: a) establishment of arelationship with the
consultee; b) assessment of the problem situation; ¢) development of interventions to be
implemented by the consultee; and d) evaluation activities to determine how consultation
should continue (Caplan).

In instructional consultation (Rosenfield, 1987), the consultant and consultee also
work together to address the needs of aclient. Similar to behavioral and mental health
consultations, it requires aworking relationship between a consultant and consultee and
follows specific stages. Theinstructional consultation model stresses collaboration
between consultant and consultee and requires exploration of not only what the student
brings to a problem situation but also what task requirements and environmental
influences affect student functioning. Rosenfield (1987) introduced this form of
consultation for use in schools and emphasized the importance of addressing a student-
client’s academic needs.

The model follows a non-traditional paradigm in that it looks at the learner
(client) in the context of school and classroom, rather than assuming that learning
difficulties are the result of internal deficits. Rosenfield (1987) points out that the use of
consultation to address students’ needs actually “facilitates aleast-restrictive-
environment solution for anumber of children who might otherwise receive alabel of
mildly handicapped” (p. 18) and helps to increase the possibility of solutions for students
without special education.

This focus on resolving an instructional mismatch between the student-learner and

his/her environment, requires problem solving to examine ways to improve outcomes for
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the student rather than labeling and placing him/her in a different instructional setting
without clarifying how the student could become more successful (Rosenfield & Gravois,
1996). The stages of instructional consultation include: a) entry and contracting where
the relationship and general plan for consultation are established; b) problem
identification and analysis; ) intervention in which plans are established and
implemented to address the problem; and d) evaluation/termination in which the
intervention and its outcomes are assessed and decisions about how or if consultation
should continue are made.

Clearly, behavioral, mental health and instructional consultation models have
common features though the emphasis of each specific model differs. All include a
triadic relationship that is voluntary and that requires the consultant and consultee to
work together to solve a client-related problem in away that not only resolves the current
problem but contributes to future problems not occurring or being handled more
efficiently because of skills gained by the consultee in the consultation process (Parsons,
1996). Inany case, the process includes a consultant (e.g., school psychologist) working
with a consultee (e.g., teacher) to address the needs of another individual (e.g., student)
(Erchul & Martens, 1997; Sheridan et al., 1996). The pair move through several stages
for solving client problems. These stages are not always sequential and the consultant
and consultee may fluidly move from problem analysis to intervention to evaluation and
back to problem analysis, for example, depending on circumstances (Ponti & Flower,
1993).

Consultation with Teachers

Regardless of the consultation model used, teachers are most frequently the

consultees in consultation cases facilitated by school psychologists (Harris, Ingraham,
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Lam, 1994). For thisreason, many have focused their research on the consultation
process between school psychologists (consultants) and teachers (consultees) and looked
at issues related to the influence of gender in consultation, consultant effectiveness
overal, and the implementation of interventions developed in consultation.

Harris et a. (1994) examined teacher perceptions of consultant effectivenessin
the consultation process and looked to seeif there were differencesin teacher
expectations that depended on the gender of the consultant. They surveyed 265
elementary and middle school teachers using a 75 item rating scale and descriptions of a
male and femal e consultant to determine if their expectations for that consultant matched
what school psychology literature indicated was important for effective consultation. The
rating scale was an adaptation of the Consultant Effectiveness Survey by Knoff,
McKenna, and Riser (1991). Among respondents, 52% taught a single grade in general
education and had been teaching for an average of almost 16 years. The majority of
respondents had al so worked with their school building’s school psychologist in
consultation within the school year the survey was completed. Although a definition of
consultation was not provided, the researchers indicated that, on average, teachers
consulted with their school psychologist twice per month.

Harris et al. (1994) found that “teachers expect consultants of either gender to
exhibit high levels of interpersonal skill, professionalism, and efficiency” (p. 138).
Teachers' rankings of specific attributes on the scale were fairly consistent with what
trainers and practitioners of previous studies indicated were important for effective
consultation. Differencesin the expectations for male and femal e consultants were not
identified. Although the focus of Harris et a.’s study differs from the current one in its

emphasis on gender rather than cultural ethnicity, the study helps to exemplify the need
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for trained professionals who can provide quality consultation. Thisfinding is promising
since differencesin the profiles of school psychologists and students are present and will
likely continue and since most school psychologists are female. While addressing
culture, gender may be one factor that does not heavily influence teacher expectations for
consultation service.

In another study by Flugum and Reschly (1994), consultation outcomes were
explored for cases involving teachers as the consultees. Although the majority of
included consultants were school psychologists, special education consultants, school
socia workers, speech pathol ogists and other professionals managed cases aswell. The
researchers’ focus was on 312 students who did not qualify for special education services.
The purpose of their study was to determine if pre-referral interventions that included
quality indices (“i.e., behaviora definition, direct measure, step-by-step plan, treatment
integrity, graphing of results, and direct comparison to baseline”, p. 1) predicted
beneficial outcomesin consultation. Consultants and consultees independently
completed questionnaires that asked for information about the intervention(s)
implemented, intervention outcomes, and quality indicators. Responses from consultants
indicated that, “With the exception of abehavioral definition and baseline data, each of
the quality indices was associated with positive student outcomes. ... Teachers' responses
produced fewer significant correlations between the quality indices and outcome
measures’ (p. 8).

Flugum and Reschly (1994) concluded that most interventions lacked expected
quality. However, those cases that included the quality indices were considered more
successful by both consultants and consultees. “The authors strongly suspect that greater

implementation of the quality indicators would produce more effective interventions and
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better outcomes for students” (p. 11). Thisfinding was significant because pre-referral
interventions are arequired and essentia first step before considering specia education
and/or that it isastudent’sinternal deficits that are preventing greater academic success.
Interventions implemented improperly or not at all may continue to affect the numbers of
students referred and placed in special education.

In addition to expectations for consultants and outcomes of the consultation
process, many other aspects of consultation with teachers, including communication and
perceived skills, are explored within the literature and discussed later in the chapter (e.g.,
Bossard & Gutkin, 1983; Rogers, 1998). Conoley, Conoley, Ivey, and Scheel (1991)
explored ways to ensure teacher-consultees implemented agreed upon interventions as
planned. They indicated that lack of implementation is often a problem in consultation
and is often the result of consultees not fully accepting or agreeing with the intervention
design.

In Conoley et al.’s (1991) study, teachers were asked their beliefs after reading
about afictitious student’s problem. Later they were given the same description with an
intervention and rational e for the intervention then asked to rate the acceptability of
recommendations about the case. Teacher-participants were given the case descriptions
threetimesin all, one with arationale that matched their beliefs, one that was a
mismatch, and one that had no rationale. Ratings of the participants indicated that the
“use of arationale matching the consultee's beliefs about the case description of the
problematic child led to greater acceptance of the recommended intervention than did a
mismatched rationale’ (p. 548). Given this finding and the findings of Flugum and
Reschly (1994) and Harris et al. (1994), there appear to be specific things a school

psychologist-consultant can do related to interpersonal interactions and the integrity with
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which interventions are developed and implemented to encourage effective interactions
with consultees that result in quality interventions and improved outcomes for students.

Consultation versus Test-Place Practices

While specific practices in consultation can be identified that support effective
outcomes, it is clear from the literature that practitioners continue to spend most of their
professional timein activities related to specia education (Hosp & Reschly, 2002) and
the outcomes for their effortsin this domain may be less clear. However, thereisaclear
division within the literature about the benefits of consultation and the questionable
nature of test-place special education activities.

Consultation can be used to indirectly service one individual, asmall group, a
class, or aschool asawhole. It tendsto move participants away from diagnostic labeling
(e.g., special education), toward an exploration of why certain events or actions take
place, and toward the devel opment of interventions to be implemented within the natural
setting (e.g., classroom). This may be daunting for some, a difficult shift, and/or aless
comfortable means of service delivery than providing information obtained through
standardized tests (Pianta, 2000) as school psychol ogists have traditionally done.

Despite potentia difficulties, practitioners, researchers, advocates, and criticsin
the field of school psychology have continually called for change and/or emphasized the
need to move beyond traditional test and place practices to help students be successful
learnersin their general education classrooms (Harry, 1994; Rosenfield, 2000; Rosenfield
& Gravois, 1996; Sheridan & Gutkin, 2000; Shinn & McConnell, 1994). In part, requests
for reform may be because of on-going concern about the effectiveness or

appropriateness of special education for many students.



28

If school psychologists continue to work primarily from adeficit model, a
traditional paradigm of school psychological practice and special education, students will
continue to receive interventions that do not produce results that help them progress
toward academic goals within the general curriculum and this is inadequate (Sheridan &
Gutkin, 2000). Those advocating for change have encouraged school psychologists to
work more frequently and consistently within an ecological framework that considers the
child in context (e.g., classroom, school, home, community, etc.) rather than continuing
to focus on the assessment and diagnosis of internal deficits among individual children
(Rosenfield, 2000).

In the last 15 to 20 years it has become increasingly evident that school
psychologists must do more prevention and intervention, rather than remain
“gatekeepers’ of special education (Erchul & Meyers, 1997; Y sseldyke et a., 1997).
Thisis especialy relevant because since the 1970s, there has been a consistent pattern of
non-European American students being placed in special education programs at higher
rates than European American students (Hosp, 2001; Losen & Orfield, 2002). These
students lag behind once placed in special education and do not catch up even after
school iscomplete. For example, Oswald et al. (2002) note that three to five years out of
school, African American students who received special education are amost two times
as likely as European American students in specia education not to be employed. Given
societal differences and disadvantages for those in a non-dominant cultural group, exiting
school even further behind peers and with fewer opportunities for employment is clearly
problematic (Tatum, 1997).

Oswald et a. (2002) closely examined this issue of disproportionality in their

national study using data from the Elementary and Secondary School Civil Rights
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Compliance Report for the 1994-1995 school year. They explored ethnicity, gender, and
other demographic factors on student placement in special education through the
disability categories of serious emotional disturbance (SED), learning disabilities (LD),
and mental retardation (MR). They also gathered information about the school districts
percentage of non-European American students, percentage of linguistic minority
students, percentage of studentsin households below the poverty line, and student-
teacher ratios (Oswald et a.). Theresearchers asked, “Are these district-level and child-
level variables significantly associated with the likelihood of being identified as a child
with MR, SED, or LD?’ (p. 5). Information about the number of students involved was
not provided, however, the researchers indicate that they used enrollment and disability
categories data collected through the Department of Education’s Office of Civil Rights
for itsannual report.

Oswald et a. (2002) found that ethnicity and gender, and factors such asthe
economic level of the school district and percentage of non-European American students
were al significantly associated with the risk of placement in special education. With the
exception of Asian American/Pacific Islander male students, white, Hispanic, American
Indian, and black males were more likely to be identified as SED than any group of
females. Specifically, in comparison to white females, white males were 3.8 times more
likely to beidentified as SED. Black maleswere 5.5 times and American Indian males
were 5.0 times more likely to be identified in thisway. In districts with lower poverty
rates, MR among black males was identified more but as poverty rates increased, blacks
and Hispanics were identified more frequently as SED or LD rather than MR. For white
students, identification as mentally retarded was not beyond expectation given the student

population and other school district variables. However, in communities with higher
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percentages of non-European American students, European American students were less
likely to beidentified as LD and in these settings, American Indian students were more
likely to be identified as emotionally disturbed.

While some details about the study were excluded (e.g., all analyses and
information on participants and procedures), information provided in the chapter by
Oswald et a. (2002) exemplifiestheracial inequities that exist in specia education and
that Losen and Orfield (2002) attempted to illustrate in their edited book. Given therole
that school psychologists play in the identification of students for special education
through the use of assessments and participation in special education decision-making, it
appears that many factors must be carefully considered when determining that a child
qualifies for specia education.

Through consultation, school psychologists can potentially help to ensure that
students benefit from prevention and intervention activities that increase chances for
them to efficiently progress within the general education curriculum. Though thisis not
to suggest that consultation is the only solution, and given that it is not more widely,
more frequently used, or more effectively used (Fagan, 2002; Flugum & Reschly, 1994),
it seems that no matter the hurdles, consultation that emphasi zes educational issues from
an ecological perspective may provide abeneficia aternative for meeting needs and
enhancing outcomes for students of all cultural backgrounds (e.g., Harry et a., 2002;
Pianta, 2000; Ramirez et al., 1998).

Consultation among Practicing School Psychologists

While the benefits of consultation or other aternatives to traditiona practice may
be evident to some, school psychologists do not always provide consultative services. A

study conducted by Bahr (1996) explored thisissue. One hundred fifty nine randomly
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selected members of the National Association of School Psychologists completed a
survey after two rounds of mailings. Of the returned surveys, 137 were completed
adequately for inclusion in the study intended to determine school psychologists
perception of their role and function. Of the participants, 80% reported that they were
practitioners in schools; 13% reported being trainers or school administrators; 6%
reported working in related fields (e.g., therapist); and 1% did not report job title. The
participants were predominantly female (86%) and European American (93%). Half
(50%) were between the ages of 40 and 49. They came from all areas of the country.

Bahr (1996) conducted a three-part survey by mail to: a) gather demographic
information; b) obtain information about actual and preferred time in specific job-related
functiong/roles; and c) to assess participants perceptions of reform and job roles. The
third section utilized a semantic differential-type scale in which participants rated 21
statements on a continuum. The statements ranged from “traditional practice” (e.g.,

“ Assessment that results in classification and placement decisions is useful.”) to “reform
position” (e.g., “ Assessment that results in development of interventionsis useful.”) and
included areas related to assessment, consultation and intervention, classification, and
training and professional activities.

Of the 21 items from the third part of the survey, participants rated 13 of the items
neutrally and eight itemsin the reform position. Two of 10 assessment items were in the
reform category; four of six consultation and intervention items were in this category;
and two of two itemsrelated to training and professional activities were in the reform
category. All threeitems related to classification were in the neutral category. Further
analysis was conducted to determine what professional activities predicted “reform

mindedness.” Bahr (1996) found that school psychologists working as administrators or
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trainers and practitioners who conducted 25 or fewer assessments “had more favorable
attitudes toward reform” than othersin the study (p. 305). Those conducting curriculum
based assessment also provided more ratings consistent with the reform position.
Interestingly, among practitioners who rated more items in the reform category, they
provided more counseling than consultation or intervention development. The researcher
noted that despite school psychologists frequently reporting a desire to conduct more
consultation, those that can actually provide more counseling. Overadl, however, he
concluded that participants were neutral, not significantly traditional nor reform-minded.
Based on his and other research findings, Bahr questioned whether school psychologists
feel the “cognitive dissonance of implementing a ‘ refer-test-place’ model while
preferring an expanded role” (p. 306).

Just as Bahr (1996) acknowledged school psychologists frequently reported
preference for practices other than assessment, several national surveys conducted within
the past few decades have determined that although school psychologists would prefer to
provide consultation services to address students' needs, they continue to primarily
conduct assessments. Among those who would prefer to consult, they say additional time
and training is needed (Costenbader et al., 1992; Fisher, Jenkins, & Crumbley, 1986).
Those with time to consult more frequently are the school psychologists who provide
service to asmaller number of students. Curtis et al. (2002) found that where the ratio of
school psychologist to students was less, school psychologists reported that they
consulted more frequently. National surveys have typically been conducted with
members of national professional school psychology organizations and their samples

have been primarily European American. Most included fairly even divisions between
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male and female practitioners. Their findings almost consistently indicate that the roles
for school psychologists have not changed significantly, despite calls for reform.

Meacham and Peckham (1978) randomly surveyed members of the American
Psychological Association’s Division of School Psychology and members of state
associations to assess the training, roles, and preferences of practicing school
psychologists. Survey participants were 55.9% male and 44.1% female. Information
about race or ethnicity was not included. Most participants were trained specificaly in
school psychology programs and the majority held master’s degrees. The average ratio
of practicing school psychologist to student was 1:4,556. Though participants were asked
about consultation, details about specific models were not provided. Based on results of
their national study, Meacham and Peckham determined that practitioners' primary focus
in training and practice was assessment. Though consulting was most preferred, school
psychologists indicated that it was done less frequently in practice and that they received
lesstraining in this area than in assessment and interpretation.

Since this survey in 1978, severa others have been conducted nationally that
explored similar issues. Martin and Meyers (1980) more closely examined consultation.
Through their study, information about the school psychologists’ actual rolein
consultation was elaborated on in the literature. Though several limitations were noted
about the sample for the study, their research provided some clarity about consultation
practice just over two decades ago.

One hundred twenty two school psychologists randomly sampled from the
American Psychologica Association’s Division of School Psychology were included in
the study by Martin and Meyers (1980). The average age of the sample was 45.2 years.

In terms of race and gender, 56% were male, 44% were female, and 97.1% were
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European American. The mgjority (44.8%) indicated that they spent 11 to 30% of their
time in consultation activities. Those with higher salaries were found to consult more
frequently than others. Most utilized a client-centered approach guided primarily by a
conceptualization of humanistic psychology and/or behaviorism. The authors did not
provide detail s about these concepts (e.g., humanistic psychology, behaviorism, ego
psychology, socia psychology theories, organizational development) nor how
respondents might have defined these concepts. Unfortunately, a specific definition of
consultation was also not provided. This may have helped to clarify what the conceptual
approaches meant to school psychologists' practice. Differences were not found in types
of consultation practices by gender or salary.

Martin and Meyers (1980) also asked respondents to identify factors perceived to
affect consultation outcomes. To this, respondents indicated that the sex and/or age of
the consultee did not influence results. However, respondents primarily consulted with
teachers and information about their cultures was not explored.

Smith (1984) found that randomly selected practicing school psychologists from
the National Association of School Psychologists and the American Psychological
Association’s Division of School Psychology, spent the majority of their timein
assessment though they desired more time for intervention, consultation, and research.
Similar to the sample from Meacham and Peckham’s (1978) study, Smith’s sample was
54% male and 46% female. The magjority were trained in school psychology programs
and held non-doctoral (e.g., Bachelors, Masters, Specialist) degrees. Though not looked
at for differences, ethnicity was also included: 97% of the sample was European
American. Most practitioners primarily worked with the special education population

though they also desired more time for the general population school-wide. Regional
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differences were noted in the division of school psychologists' time and those
practitioners with a student ratio or 1:1,500 or less spent more time in consultation and
intervention than in assessment activities.

Fisher et al. (1986) replicated Meacham and Peckham’s (1978) survey and found
that training and practice were more congruent then they were previously. Also,
practitioners indicated that their roles were more consistent with what they desired,
though most still preferred to provide more consultation. However, training was
considered inadequate for the provision of consultation. Since the same survey was used,
information about the types of consultation provided was not obtained. School
psychologists in the sample were over haf- female (43.9% male; 56.1% female). Most
had non-doctoral degrees and were primarily trained in school psychology programs.
The majority of practitioners’ time was spent in special education and the average ratio of
school psychologist to student was 1:2,2009.

While Martin and Meyers (1980) further explored school psychologists rolein
consultation in the empirical literature and Fisher et al. (1986) expanded on it,
Costenbader et a. (1992) extended this exploration further by examining consultation
training and practice from the practitioners perspective. Similar to the study by Martin
and Meyers (1980), consultation was not defined by the authorsin this study. Thisis
problematic because, though the general definition of consultation may be understood,
critics of consultation literature point out that this lack of definition may be a hindrance
to fully understanding the practice of school-based consultation and its benefits
(Pryzwansky, 1986).

Costenbader et a. (1992) investigated school psychologists' training, practice,

perception of competence in consultation, and preferred versus actual participation in
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consultation activities through their random survey of practitioners of the National
Association of School Psychologists. Participants in the study were 34% male, 66%
female, 75% non-doctoral, with an average age of 40.9. According to the authors, the
sample was representative of school psychologists nationally. However, information
about race and/or ethnicity was not provided. Costenbader et a. found that almost two-
thirds of the school psychologists surveyed were not formally trained in consultation.
This was consistent with the findings of Fisher et a. (1986). Participants viewed training
in this areato be a central aspect of being a school psychologist. Doctoral-level school
psychologists and more recent graduates reported having more formal training (e.g., at
least one course) in consultation.

These studies share some aspects in common. With the exception of Bahr’'s
(1996) study, all solely used practicing school psychologists randomly selected from
national and state professional organizations. They provided information about gender,
age, degree level, basic information about training, and some included information about
the number of years participants had practiced as school psychologists since they were
trained. Of the studies that included information about race, all included 93% or more
European American participants. Though this information and results of these studies are
helpful for understanding what school psychologists have done in practice for the last 25
years and their opinions about reform, it also indicates that few systematic studies have
occurred to assess specific consultation practices in school settings nationally. Similarly,
it demonstrates that little exploration of the influence of race and culture in consultation

has occurred (Ingraham, 2000).
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Rationale for the Inclusion of Culture

Interestingly, few national studies have explored how race, ethnicity, or other
cultural factors contribute to or impact the outcomes of consultation though thereis
evidence to suggest that consultation is effective (Sheridan et al., 1996) and aviable
alternative to traditional test and place practices (Flugum & Reschly, 1994). Given the
limitations of special education and issues related to the overrepresentation of some non-
European American populations in specia education (Oswald et al., 2002), exploring
alternative practices seems essential and necessary for appropriate service provision.
Rogers et a. (1999) indicate that if cultural influences are neglected they can lead to
misdiagnosis, problematic interventions, and other errors that do not serve children well.
As stated previously, providing psychological services, including consultation, to
racially, ethnically, linguistically, and otherwise culturally-different student popul ations
requires school psychologiststo develop culturally sensitive skills (Lopez & Rogers,
2001) and skills to include culture in the problem solving process (Ingraham, 2000;
Jackson & Hayes, 1993).

Although the information is limited, it is possible to examine consultation models
from a cultural perspective to determine if the same or other approaches are needed to
provide effective consultation services to address the needs of diverse student
populations. Brown et al. (1998) made this point when they discussed the cultural
limitations of behavioral consultation. They indicated that this model of consultation is
“anchored in two of thetraditional values of our Eurocentric culture: individual
achievement and future time orientation” (p. 65). For cultural groups that value
cooperation and group rather than individual achievements or are present-time oriented,

behavioral consultation may not result in desired outcomes. For instance, if timeis not
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addressed differently, groups that do not emphasize the attainment of short and/or long
term goals may not see the benefit of goal setting as this consultation model has one do.
Similarly, if individual rather than group reinforcement strategies are used as part of the
intervention, clients of some cultures will not value or be motivated by these strategies.

The authors acknowledge that if modifications are made to fit with the values and
belief systems of individuals for whom consultation interventions are devel oped and
applied, the consultation process may be more appropriate and therefore, more effective
with individuals of non-Eurocentric backgrounds (Brown et al., 1998). In order for such
modifications to be made, however, the consultant has to be aware that cultural
differences affect clients or consultees in consultation. A consultant who does not
consider culture may continually help devise interventions that do not fit the perspective
of the client.

So0-Hoo (1998) presents a case study to illustrate this point. She describes a
situation in which arecently immigrated Filipino mother stays with her seven-year-old
son during the school day despite the school’ s efforts to encourage the mother to help the
child become more independent. After afirst meeting with the mother, the African
American female school psychologist and European American and Filipino-American
teachers learn that the mother is trying to protect her son and that she believes the United
States to be a dangerous place. Because the mother smiles politely and nods with
apparent understanding of what the school staff says, they believe that sheisin
agreement with them. However, her polite smiles and nods are a show of deference
rather than agreement. Their meeting, afirst attempt at intervention, is unsuccessful and
the mother continues to accompany her son to school and stay with him. Another

intervention is tried in which the mother is allowed to stay at school as avolunteer,
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hel ping with papers and other tasks. However, thistoo is unsuccessful as the mother and
son continue to stay very close to each other throughout the school day.

Asthe staff considered all possibilities for why their interventions were
ineffective, they determined that cultural difference may play arole. In Filipino culture
interdependence is valued more than independence and the mother’ srole, in part, is that
of protector and director of her child slife. With thisinformation, the school staff shifted
their approach rather than continuing to address the mother from their American-cultural
point of view. In their third meeting with her, the school psychologist and Filipino-
American teacher acknowledged the mother’ s concern about being protector and ensuring
her son’s safety. Their focus had “ shifted to how everyone could protect her child more
effectively. Protecting her child no longer meant that she needed to hover over him....
Rather it meant that she and the teachers needed to teach him to take care of himself
according to his age level” (Soo-Hoo, 1998, p. 340). From this vantage point, the
mother’ s trust in the school increased and together, they were able to establish a plan for
teaching the child safety.

Though this case is not specifically an example of culture included in behavioral
consultation, it illustrates the importance of considering culture’ s influence when
problem solving. Prior to doing this, the school staff’s interventions were ineffective.
However, after exploring culture’ s influence, communication improved and interventions
could be devel oped with the mother that proved effective.

Sheridan (2000) provided another view of consultation, giving consideration to
diversity and multiculturalism, and concluded that more information is needed to
determine how to consult most effectively in multicultural settings. Sheridan specifically

looked at conjoint behavioral consultation, “an extension of behavioral consultation that
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combines the resources of the home and school to effect positive change in a child-client”
(p. 344). She suggested that since culture is aterm with many implications and
meanings, and since there is typically extensive within group difference, multiculturalism
should actually be defined by individual rather than group differences. “Consultation
requires consultants to appreciate that each family isunique” (p. 345) and varied in level
of acculturation, ethnic heritage, language practices, socioeconomic status, involvement
with extended family, ability levels of members, belief systems, and religious and life-
style orientation (Sheridan).

As such, Sheridan (2000) suggested that multicultural conjoint behavioral
consultation can look within an ecological framework to determine how to help
consultees identify individual problems and reduce any mismatch between the client’s
unigue circumstance and the expectations or requirements of the client’s environment.
She indicated that with parents and teachers, the consultant can help identify goals that
are consistent with the family’s cultural values and/or beliefs. Data can be gathered in
multiple settings and with the client’ s family background in mind. When defining a
problem and developing an intervention plan to addressiit, “ understanding ethnically and
culturally mediated variables can be invaluable to identifying important contextual
features of acase” (Sheridan, p. 348). Interventions that are acceptable to both parent
and teacher consultees may more likely be implemented as planned. Therefore, problem
solving within acultural context may result in better consultation (Sheridan). However,
Sheridan acknowledges that research about multicultural conjoint behavioral consultation
is non-existent and there is aneed for empirical study to determine not only how
consultation should be conducted but how best to address issues such as communication

and interpersonal relationships within the context of the consultation.
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Cultural Issuesin Consultation

Without doubt, influences of ethnicity, gender, socioeconomic status, and other
cultural variables play arolein student outcomes (e.g., Ingraham, 2000; Jackson &
Hayes, 1993; Losen & Orfield, 2002; Oswald et a., 2002; Soo-Hoo, 1998). In this
section, more attention will be given to defining culture, addressing culturein
consultation, exploring current culturally-relevant consultation practices, and identifying
the skills needed for competent consultation practice that incorporates culture.

Definitions of Culture

While different models of consultation have been explored to determine their
applicability to a specific cultural group, clarifying what culture actually entails seems
relevant to an exploration of multicultural consultation. As Sheridan (2000) suggested,
cultureis amultifaceted concept. Frisby (1992) stated that this concept becomes
confusing because it has many connotative meanings in everyday language. Toillustrate
this, he provided six examples of how culture can be defined: a) the customs, traditions,
values, attitudes, and patterns of living within agroup; b) the artistic, humanitarian,
scientific achievements of membersin or of ancestors from a group; c) the attitudes and
beliefs that guide feelings about, interests in, or identification with issues affecting a
group, or agroup’s social and political world view; d) the values and norms within which
aperson is socialized; €) the clothing styles, music or dance styles, religious practices,
food, or speech and language styles of a groups; or f) outer appearance.

Frisby (1992) asserts, “most casua statements found in the education and school
psychology literature (e.g., ‘teachers must be sensitive to cultural differences,” or ‘school
psychologists must take into account cultural factors') do not convey the degree of

precision that is necessary” (p. 535) for truly addressing culture and its influence.
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Though statements like this may be made, it isimportant to ensure that everyone
involved understands the meaning behind such statements. Likewiseit isimportant to
recognize that while generalizations are made about the characteristics of members of a
specific group, this should not stereotype all individuals within that group (Frisby). For
example, to say that Asian Americans and Native Americans value cooperation, so an
individual-focused approach like behavioral consultation will not work for any Asian
American or Native American person is to make a stereotyped assumption. Likewise, to
assume that all Filipinos value interdependence rather than independence is making a
stereotyped assumption that could lead to false conclusions about a person. Instead, it is
important to recognize that these generalized statements may be applicable for an
individual but not necessarily a certainty for how that individual will perceive or be
affected by the consultative approach. Because the meaning of culture may differ for
different individuals, consultants must be able to explore and address the needs of the
individual. In addition, he or she should be able to examine the specific case in the
context of broader cultural, school, and/or societal issues (Lopez & Rogers, 2001; Tatum,
1997). Clearly cultureis acomplex construct that influences and is affected by American
society. Whether because of others' perceptions, self-identification, or the realities
associated with being a part of adominant cultural group or not in the United States,
consideration of culture in consultation seems essential in public schools where cultural
diversity is continually increasing (Soo-Hoo, 1998).

Consultation within a Multicultural Framework

Ingraham (2000) acknowledges that school psychologists consultation practiceis
influenced by the settings where they work. In schools where many cultures are present,

she suggests that a“lens” is needed through which to view consultation to ensure that
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cultural factors are addressed. Ingraham presents aframework for multicultural
consultation that includes five components and has two primary purposes: to help the
consultant consider how culture influences the expectations, behaviors, and thoughts for
each person involved in the consultation, and based on those considerations, to make
adjustments in consultation “to develop and maintain rapport and understanding with the
consulteg(s) and client(s)” (p. 326).

Thefirst component in Ingraham’s (2000) framework addresses the consultant.
Within this component are eight domains. 1) understanding one’s own culture; 2)
understanding the impact of one' s own culture on others; 3) respecting and valuing other
cultures; 4) understanding individual differences within cultural groups and multiple
cultural identities; 5) cross-cultural communication/multicultural consultation approaches
for rapport development and maintenance; 6) understanding cultural saliency and how to
build bridges across salient differences; 7) understanding the cultural context for
consultation; and 8) multicultural consultation and interventions appropriate for the
consultee(s) and client(s) (p.327). Ingraham provides detailed information about each
domain and its relevance to effective consulting, based on the literature (e.g., Ramirez et
a., 1998; Rogerset a., 1999; Soo Hoo, 1998). She emphasizes the importance of the
consultant understanding his or her own culture, and its impact, and cultural saliency, or
“the elements of one’ sidentity that are raised in another’ s awareness during the cross-
cultural interaction” (Ingraham, p. 329).

The second component of Ingraham’s (2000) framework focuses on the
consultee's concerns and what he or she brings to the consultation triad. Consistent with
Caplan’s (1970) consultee-centered case consultation, the emphasisin Ingraham’ s second

component is on the consultee' s learning and development. The domains for this area



include knowledge, skill, objectivity, and confidence. These domains should be
considered, though the consultee may or may not have difficulty or needs in these areas.

With regard to knowledge, Ingraham (2000) indicates that the consultee should
have some understanding of the client’s familial background in order to “develop
effective classroom lessons that build upon the student’ s previous experiences and
conceptual development” (p. 331). Consultees should also have skills for working with
diverse student populations. The knowledge and skill necessary for effective
consultation, Ingraham suggests, requires the consultant to both assist the consultee in
gaining the information needed to work with students of all backgrounds and assist the
consultee in helping the client in ways consistent with any consultation model. The
consultee should aso be objective about the client and be able to explore a variety of
possibilities for how hisor her persona perspective can influence a presenting problem.
Ingraham indicates that a consultee should not rely on stereotypes for understanding
individuals from varied cultural groups, i.e., overemphasize culture, ignore culture, nor
be afraid of making a mistake regarding the client’s culture. Ingraham also suggests that
the consultee’ slevel of confidence for working with diverse student populations will
impact the consultation process. Though the consultant may or may not be able to affect
this domain or any other, Ingraham states that the consultant “ competent in MSC
(multicultural school consultation) will assess the extent to which any one or more of
these needs for consultee learning and development are involved in a case and will
intervene to address the needs’ (p. 334).

Ingraham’s (2000) third component addresses cultural variations in the
consultation triad. These variations occur when there are differences among the

consultant, consultee, and client. They include consultant-consultee similarity, client
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difference; consultant-client similarity, consultee difference; consultee-client similarity,
consultant difference; and consultant-consultee-client difference. According to
Ingraham, when considering culture in this way, what is most important is cultural
saliency, how one perceives another’s culture, rather than cultural identity, the way an
individual defines his or her own culture. The consultation triad can expand beyond the
differences and similarities identified above. Thistypically occurs when parents are
involved or when consultation includes more than one consultee or client. Ingraham
indicates that with an understanding that cultural saliency contributes to the consultation
process, the consultant can address issues in the consultation that may result from the
influence of culture.

The fourth component of Ingraham’s (2000) multicultural consultation framework
encompasses context and the influences of power within that context. The consultant
may need to address the specific issues faced be the triad’s common culture when all
members of the consultation triad are of asimilar culture that differs from the larger
context (e.g., school, community). Sheindicates, “ The skilled multicultural consultant
can select the most appropriate course of action: focus upon cultural issues, acknowledge
them while working toward another goal, or exclude them from the discussion
completely” (p. 336). Ingraham suggests that the consultant must consider issues within
the consultation case in the context of the school and/or community environment. Issues
that influence individuals within the consultation triad must be considered to determine
their relevance to the consultation process.

The fifth and final component in Ingraham’s (2000) framework considers
hypothesized methods for providing effective consultation services. Thisdimension

focuses on how the problem in consultation is framed and what the consultation process
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entails. While Ingraham acknowledges that more research is needed to determine what
methods are most effective for addressing culture, she suggests that ways of
communicating, helping members of the triad feel safe, balancing supportive and
directive assistance to the consultee, continuing professional development, and using
systematic interventions are all areas that would likely benefit the multicultural
consultation process.

Ingraham (2000) points out that “the MSC (multicultura school consultation)
framework may be well-suited to addressing the differences in perspectives held by
individuals, but its strength is in focusing upon issues that emerge when the differing
perspectives are associated with major cultural identities’ (p. 341). Although detailed
and multidimensional in its presentation, Ingraham’ s framework provides an outline for
ensuring that a consultant is aware of and can work with the many factors that may
influence the consultation process and its outcomes. Asit is not intended to replace
consultation models, the multicultural school consultation framework provides away for
consultantsto ook at their consultation practices. This may be very important,
considering Brown et al.’s (1998) assessment that all models may not be sensitive to
cultural difference. While they address behavioral consultation specificaly, any model
can be looked at for its relevance to various cultures. Through Ingraham’s framework it
is possible that any model could be modified to more appropriately fit the cultural values
and/or beliefs of those in the consultation triad. However, as Ingraham indicates, more
research is needed to determine what is essential for effective consultation in settings
where different cultures are represented. Unfortunately, extensive research was not
found.

Consultation that Addresses Culture in Practice
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Some researchers and theorists have explored culture-related factorsin
consultation though it appears that more empirical research is necessary to determine
effective practices for addressing culture or accommodating cultural influences when
consulting (Ingraham, 2000). Ingraham points out that most empirical work is *based
upon analogue studies that examine how consultant and/or consultee race influences
ratings of consultant competence, multicultural sensitivity, intervention acceptability, and
preferences for consultation style” (p. 321). Additionally, arecent study (Tarver Behring
et a., 2000) was conducted that explored how consultants approach aspects of
consultation dependent on their client’srace. While this type of study provides some
information about culture’ s influence and the importance of itsinclusion when
consulting, questions remain about what generally occurs in practice. However, such a
study offers an important first step.

One example of research found on how consultation is modified or varied to
ensure that the processis culturally relevant and appropriate for al involved, came from
the work of Tarver Behring et al. (2000). They conducted a qualitative study of 28,
mostly female, master’ s-level school psychologistsin their first year of employment to
determine if consultation practices were modified in cases where consultees and clients
were of the same or different race or ethnicity as the consultant. Sixteen European
American, four African American, four Asian American, and four Latino consultants
worked with teachers who were primarily European American to address concerns about
28 male and femal e students who ranged in age from three to 15 and represented a variety
of cultural backgrounds. European American consultants worked with teachers and
parents, in some cases, and with students (clients) of each of the four racial/ethnic groups.

African American consultants addressed the needs of African American students, Asian
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American school psychologists provided consultation for Asian American students, and
Latino consultants serviced Latino students.

The researchers asked open-ended questions of the participants to determine what
they did in their consultation cases. The activities to be completed in consultation were
identified in 20 distinct categories. The categories included consultation models used,
stages included, types of communication, level of service, the process of collaboration
and development of consultee knowledge and skill, awareness of cultural differences and
cultural self-awareness, and the inclusion of parents. Information provided by study
participants was divided and assigned to these designated categories for the researchers to
determine if participants acted differently in their cases.

Tarver Behring et al. (2000) found that regardless of the consultees’ ethnicity,
most of the twenty categories for activitiesin consultation were completed. More
specifically, at least 13 of the 20 categories were reportedly completed by consultants
who worked with consultees and clients of the same or different ethnicity as themselves.
However, with Latino consultants working with European American consulteesto
address L atino students, only eight of the 20 categories were identified as being
completed. Few or no culture-related activities were included when the consultation triad
was all European American or when the consultant and consultee were European
American and the client was Asian American. When everyone in the consultation was
African American, Latino, or Asian, consultants more frequently reported consideration
of parental influences and made home visits. In each case where the consultant was non-
European American, at least one culture-related activity was acknowledged or included.
Consultants frequently reported that they helped consultees to develop an awareness of

how students' cultural differences influenced class performance or that they helped
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teachers develop skills to work with studentsin a culturally sensitive way. Non-
European American consultants included more and varied culture-related activities more
frequently, especially with casesinvolving parents. For example, additional time was
provided to develop arelationship with the parent- consultee, and in cases where
language differed, consultants reported conducting consultation in the parent’s native
language.

Based on their findings, it may be that consultants readily ater their approach in
consultation to accommodate the perceived needs of some of their clients. However,
given the multiple activities the researchers explored, it is somewhat unclear what models
of consultation were actually used in the cases discussed. Also, this study was based on
the work of psychologists who were new to the field; there may be differencesin the
approach or model used by more seasoned practitioners and/or practitioners with more or
less training or experience with cultural and/or cross-cultural issues. Given the
framework presented by Ingraham (2000), the context or setting in which the consultation
takes place may aso have as much significance as the salient cultural characteristics of
all those in the consultation triad. Though the study by Tarver Behring et al. (2000) may
give some insight into how consultation might be altered, more information is needed
about how this occurs in practice, when, and by whom among school psychologists.

In any model of consultation, school psychologists must be viewed as effective
and skilled in order for recipients of consultation services to find benefit from such
services (Bossard & Gutkin, 1983). Clearly, in working with diverse student populations,
additional skills may be required to help the consultee work with the client and to ensure
that the client’s needs are met (Ingraham, 2000; Soo Hoo, 1998). When pre-service

teachers rated consultants in videotaped consultation sessions, Rogers (1998) found that
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both African American and European American consultants were rated as more
competent and sensitive when they discussed racia themes openly. Those considered to
have ignored race were viewed as less multiculturally sensitive and less competent.

Rogers (1998) utilized multivariate and univariate analyses to determine the
meaning of ratings from 154 African American and European American pre-service
teachers (47.4% African American, 52.6% European American). Despite limitations
identified by the author such as the use of pre-service instead of experienced teachers as
research participants and the use of an exploratory instrument to assess “multicultural
interpersonal skills,” (p. 278) results of the study lead one to conclude that thereis value
in considering culture in the exploration of a problem situation in consultation.
Regardless of race, it is possible that a consultant’ s willingness to talk about race and
culture make for more effective problem solving in consultation.

It appears that the consultant’ s ability to attend to issues of race and its influence
may be more significant than the consultant’ s race itself. If accurate, this conclusion is
hopeful since the population of school psychologistsis largely homogeneous and
different than the U.S.’s public school student population overall. And, thereis evidence
to suggest that the consultant’ s race may not play a significant role in what transpiresin
the consultation caseitself. Naumann et al. (1996) explored thisissue and conducted a
study to assess the affect of race in consultation.

Naumann et al. (1996) asked undergraduate teachers-in-training (67% female;
97% between the ages of 19 and 25; 95% European American) to participate in their
study examining consultation cases with African American and European American
consultants, consultees, and clients. The 71 participants, in randomly assigned conditions

and in groups of four, were given background information (client’s grade, consultee's and
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consultant’ s teaching experience) and pictures (with clear racia differences) of the
consultation triads then asked to listen to audio-taped simulated consultation sessions.
The researchers provided participants with the same information in each experimental
condition but changed the race of the child and school psychologist. After listening to
the tapes, participants completed rating scales that assessed the acceptability of
intervention plans, credibility of the consultant, and that assessed the participants’ recall
of information provided prior to and in the taped consultation.

Naumann et a. (1996) found no statistical differencesin respondents’ perceptions
of the credibility of consultants and the acceptability of interventions dependent on the
consultant or child’srace. The researchers acknowledged limitations in the study,
including that participants were pre-service teachers and of one race primarily. Also,
given the simulations used, the researchers indicated that results may have differed if the
study was conducted in a school setting. Despite these limitations, Naumann et a.’s
study was considered afirst-step in the exploration of race and culture in consultation.
They concluded that, “the statistically nonsignificant findings that are reported
optimistically suggest that the impact of race on at |east some aspects of the consultation
process may not be substantial” (Naumann et a., p. 158).

While Naumann et al. (1996) focused on the influence of the consultant and
client’ s race, Gibbs (1980) discussed the impact of the consultee's race and developed a
model for personal interaction in consultation that discussed differencesin the preferred
approaches of African American and European American consultees. Following
observations, previous research, and personal experience as a consultant, Gibbs indicated
that African American consultees had an interpersonal orientation that emphasized the

importance of the consultant’ s ability to interact with the consultee. On the other hand,
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she identified an instrumental orientation that European American consultees preferred
that emphasized the consultant’s skill with tasks of the consultation process itself.

At atime when few authors discussed the relevance of race in consultation,
Ingraham (2000) described Gibbs' (1980) work as innovative. Though not based on
empirical study, Gibbs work suggested that there may be more significance in the
consultant-consultee dyad that may influence consultation outcomes than had been
addressed in the literature by others since that time (Ingraham). Unfortunately, thereis
not evidence in the literature to suggest that this issue was explored empirically.
Therefore, questions about how the consultee's (Gibbs), consultant’s or client’s
(Naumann et al., 1996) race contributes to the consultation process and its outcomes
persist. Although Ingraham’s framework explores the potential influence of culture and
how it can be addressed in consultation, it is also not clear how these variables can be and
are currently addressed for improved consultation outcomes.

Considering Rogers’ (1998) and Naumann et al.’s (1996) findings, if the
consultant is able to discuss race or culture-related issues and is perceived as credible and
interventions are acceptable, the framework may provide the guidelines needed for
multicultural consultation. Lopez and Rogers (2001) aso provide some direction through
the areas of competence identified for school psychologists working with culturally-
diverse student populations.

Multicultura Competence

There are clearly a number of significant variables that contribute to the
consultation process when culture is factored in and it seems that specific skillsor
practices (competencies) are needed to provide consultation that fits within a

multicultural framework (Ingraham, 2000; Rogers et a., 1999). Lopez and Rogers
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(2001) utilized the Delphi technique to determine what experts agreed were essential
competencies for school psychological practice with culturally diverse student
populations. They defined “ cross-cultural competence” as “the ability to demonstrate
cross-cultural knowledge and engage in behaviors or skills that reflect an awareness and
sensitivity to cross-cultural issues’ (Lopez & Rogers, p. 274).

The researchers selected panelists for their study using five criteriato determine
expert-ness: @) authorship related to multicultural issuesin school psychology; b)
presentations in National Association of School Psychology or American Psychol ogical
Association at least three times on culturally relevant topics; c) faculty position held in
school psychology program emphasizing multicultural or bilingual training; d)
practitioner with at least five years experience working with culturally and linguistically
diverse student populations; and €) supervision experience while working with culturally
diverse students (Lopez & Rogers, 2001). In all, 128 school psychologists from across
the country were identified who met at least two of the five criteria. Of those, 64 were
randomly selected for participation in three rounds of the questionnaires. Thefinal panel
of expertsincluded eleven participants who responded to all rounds of the questionnaires
(nine female, two male; six European American, three Hispanic, one African American,
and one Native American). Most had specialist degrees (45% held doctoral degrees) and
the magjority practiced school psychology in schools (36% were faculty members). On
average, the experts had ten years of experience working with culturally diverse
populations (Lopez & Rogers).

After gathering background information in the first part of the questionnaire, the
second part of the questionnaire asked participants to identify and then rate cross-cultural

competency areas (Lopez & Rogers, 2001). This part was also used in two subsequent
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rounds. After all rounds of the Delphi questionnaires, the expert panelists had identified
463 competencies. Of those, there was agreement about or arating of “important” to
“very important” for 89 competencies that were categorized into 13 areas of professional
practice. These areas included cross-cultural awareness, assessment, counseling, and
consultation; knowledge of language development, bilingual education curriculum, cross-
cultural research, and legal and ethical issues; ability to work with interpreters; skillsin
using culturally-appropriate interventions, in working with diverse families, and in
working within organizations; and professional issues.

Among the competencies, four were specifically relevant to consultation: a) skill
in working with others; b) skill in demonstrating sensitivity to others’ cultures; c)
flexibility in exploring possible solutions to cross-cultural issues; and d) knowledge of
how culture may influence problem solving and how to make accurate assessment of a
problem in light of cultural differences (Lopez & Rogers, 2001). Other competencies,
though not directly attributed to consultation, also seem relevant to consultation and
related practices. Lopez and Rogers include competencies for culture such as knowledge
of different cultural groups’ attitudes and values, an appreciation of differences, and
understanding culture’ simpact. Interms of professiona characteristics that a practitioner
should have, they indicate that an ability to model tolerance, respect for and sensitivity
toward different cultures, an ability to recognize personal limits and knowledge of one's
own cultural values are also important to cross-cultural competence.

The authors identified some limitations to their study, and indicated that a larger
panel of expert participants may have resulted in a broader range of competency items,
though smaller panels are reported better for Delphi techniques. Lopez and Rogers

(2001) aso indicated that the large number of competencies identified may make their
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differentiation seem trivial to some or just a clearer indication that the competencies
needed for school psychological service to diverse student populations are complex and
varied. Another areaidentified as alimitation to the study was the “high ceiling effects
obtained in thisinvestigation. Overall, the mgjority of the items were rated between
‘very important’ and ‘important’ by the panelists’ (Lopez & Rogers, p. 292). While
limitations such as these were noted, the authors al so suggested the need for further
exploration of how school psychologists are prepared to provide services to diverse
student populations. “Professionally and ethically, school psychologists have a
responsibility to develop the cross-cultural competencies that will allow them to provide
appropriate psychological servicesto culturally and linguistically diverse populations’
(Lopez & Rogers, p. 290).

Culturaly Relevant Training for Consultation in School Psychology

Given the complex nature of consultation that addresses culture, and the need for
competence in a number of areas, training that explores the influence and significance of
culture seemsvital. Inthis section, the literature is explored to determine what training
school psychologists have for providing consultation services, their training to address
culture and training to address culture in consultation. As the development of cultural
competence likely occurs through and beyond graduate school, formal training and
professional development activities are considered.

Consultation Training

Practicing school psychologists have indicated that their training in consultation is
limited (e.g., Fagan, 2002) and while many say they want to consult more, they
acknowledge that their skillsto do this may not be adequate (Costenbader et a., 1992;

Fisher et a., 1986). Curtis & Zins (1988) conclude that school psychologists preparation
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for consultation lags behind demands for consultation services. Based on the literature
(e.g., Anton, 2001; Meyers, Wurtz, & Flanagan, 1981), it appears that consultation
training has expanded slowly over the last few decades and there appears to be room for
growth in the ways practitioners are trained to provide consultative servicesin varied
school settings.

Goh (1977) surveyed school psychology graduate training programsin the United
States and Canada and determined that, “school psychology studentsin the 1970’ s were
being trained with skills to work not only with the child but also with hislearning
environment” (p. 217). More programs since the ‘60s included school-based
consultation, behavior modification, and other academically oriented interventions (Goh).
Although other aspects of training were explored, his finding about the growing
significance of consultation was important since it was at that time that it appears more
attention was given to the examination of “problems’ in the context of one’s
environment. While cultural factors were not addressed in the study, information
suggesting that consultation training considered the learning environment seems to have
been an initia step toward assessing factors other than a child' s deficits in school.

Meyerset a. (1981) also found that consultation was taught more consistently.
Based on their research of 121 of 203 school psychology programs nationwide, Meyers et
al. determined that specific consultation training (one or more courses) was offered in
40% of all training programs studied and they found that there were more opportunities
for consultation training in doctoral versus non-doctoral-only programs. Varied methods
were taught and most emphasized behavior modification and mental health consultation

as primary approaches for school-based consultation. The researchers found that training
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options varied, and although some programs offered at least one course in consultation,
less than half of the programs provided field experiences for consultation practice.

Aswith Goh’'s (1977) study, Meyers' et al. (1981) research provided little
information about the details of consultation training. This leaves one with questions
about how practitioners gained specific skills for consultation and how practitioners were
trained to explore the learning environment in a comprehensive way when problem
solving in consultation. In arecent study by Anton (2001), issues related to consultation
training were examined in more detail. Results from her study suggested that while
progress continues to be made in consultation training in school psychology programs
across the country, the influence and relevance of culture in consultation still deserves
more attention.

Anton (2001) surveyed 104 trainers/supervisors from school psychology
programs nationwide about school psychology consultation training. With a 48% return
rate, Anton indicated that while findings did not necessarily represent all programs across
the country, they provided an indication of how many school psychology professionals
were trained in the field.

Anton (2001) found that the mgjority of programs included at least one coursein
consultation. Most (91%) of all programs instructed students in behavioral consultation
and many (63%) taught a variety of models, including mental health consultation,
instructional consultation, and/or organizational consultation. In addition to training
through a course, program respondents indicated that training was provided through
practicum and internship. School psychology students primarily acquired consultation
skills through role-play and case simulationsin class (88%) and through work with actual

cases in practicum (82%) and coursework (80%). Supervision for the cases came from
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weekly class discussions, small group sessions, or in some cases, individual supervision
where cases were reviewed. Anton found that with smaller consultation class sizes, more
individual supervision was given on aregular basis. Thisfinding may be significant
because, although not reported as part of formal training in the study, students may have
received supervision for cases that addressed culture during coursework, practicum, or
internship. However, this could not be determined based on Anton’sresearch. While the
majority of programs emphasized skill devel opment with interventions, maintenance of
the consultation process, and theory and concepts of consultation, little time was spent on
the development of multicultural consulting skills. Since 99% of programs taught a
stage-based model for problem solving, this minimal emphasis on multicultural issues
seems problematic, given the changing demographics in schools.

Fortunately, in comparison to earlier studies, Anton (2001) determined that
improvements have been made in the training of doctoral and non-doctoral level pre-
service practitioners for consultation. Thiswas promising because earlier findings did
not indicate that such training was available for all. For example, Costenbader et al.
(1992) found that doctoral-level school psychologists and more recent graduates reported
having more formal training (e.g., a least one course) in consultation while others had
consultation addressed in another course or not at al during their formal training.
Meyerset a. (1981) aso found that more doctoral level programs offered more training
in consultation than non-doctoral level programs.

Fowler and Harrison (2001) explored school psychologists continuing
professional development needs following graduate school. They randomly surveyed
500 members of the National Association of School Psychologists (NASP). Of those,

235 members (47% return rate; 75.3% female; 64% between ages 41 and 55; 95.7%
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European American; 52.8% held masters or specialist degrees) participated in the study
by completing a continuing professional development needs inventory. Theinventory
asked participants to rate 40 skill areas “ defined by NASP as necessary components of a
comprehensive psychological service delivery model” (Fowler & Harrison, 2001, p. 77).
In terms of current activities, the researchers found that participants primarily gained
continuing professional development through in-service training, workshops, and self-
studies. Most participated in activities related to direct service (e.g., interventions for
individuals and groups, and social/emotional interventions) on a quarterly basis. Interms
of needs, participants indicated that their greatest needs were in direct service and
consultation. However, Fowler and Harrison noted that many areas were identified as
continuing professional development needs though participants engaged in continuing
professional development activities regularly. They did not find differencesin ratings
among demographic groups or by pre-service training. Thisis interesting since other
studies of graduate programs found differences in training between doctoral and non-
doctoral level curriculums. Anitem related to culture, family, and environment was
included as part of the assessment category and was not included as part of consultation.

Training to Address Culture

While the evidence from the literature may cause concern about levels of training
and preparation in consultation among practicing school psychologists, concern about
training to address cultural issuesis even greater (Anton, 2001; Lopez & Rogers, 2001).
It does not appear that school psychologists have received adequate training to address
students’ needs, especialy in diverse school settings (Rogers et a., 1992) and they may

or may not recognize it to be an area of need.
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Rogers et a. (1992) conducted a national survey of school psychology training
programs to determine the extent to which cultural issues were included in the
curriculum. The researchers requested participation from all program directors included
in adirectory of school psychology training programs. Fifty-seven percent responded
resulting in 47 doctoral/non-doctoral programs and 74 non-doctoral programs being
represented in the study. Rogers et al. (1992) found that training programs devoted
minimal time to issues specifically related to people of non-dominant culturesin their
core courses. Most time (26% or more) addressing non-dominant cultural issues came
during practicum and internship experiences. The mgjority of programs included in the
study indicated that only six to 15% of consultation course time was devoted to related
multicultural issues. Even more programs spent the same amount of time addressing
multicultural issues related to assessment. Thelir “finding suggests that a subgroup of
school psychology students have either limited or no direct exposure to culturally diverse
clientsduring field training” (Rogers et a., p. 607).

Some differences were noted between doctoral and non-doctoral curriculums and
“PhD granting programs were more inclined to emphasize involvement in minority issues
research, exposure to minority themes in assessment coursework and optional minority
courses, and student competencies in a second language” (Rogerset al., 1992, p. 611).
Differences were also noted by region and the authors found that in larger cities,
opportunities for involvement with diverse populations were greater within those
programs and among school populations accessed for training. Although Anton (2001)
found that training programs included more direct teaching in consultation, her study

indicated that there may have been little change in consultation training to address culture
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since Rogers et a.’ s study that addressed multicultural issuesin any area of school
psychology service delivery.

Unfortunately, with the exception of Rogers et a.’s (1992) study, little minimal
information about school psychologists’ training to address cultural issues generally or in
consultation was found in the literature. While researchers and theorists have advocated
for and identified skills needed for appropriate and culturally sensitive practice (e.g.,
Ingraham, 2000; Lopez & Rogers, 2001; Rogerset a., 1999; Ysseldykeet al., 1997), itis
not clear how school psychologists develop the skills needed for such practice either in
pre-service training (Anton, 2001) or through continuing professional development
activities.

In the study by Lopez and Rogers (2001), they utilized “experts’ for their Delphi
poll. They defined expertise, in part, based on experience. While some studies found
that non-doctoral level practitioners had less training to address multicultural issues (e.g.,
Anton, 2001; Meyers et a.,1981), many may utilize other avenues for increasing their
skill inthisarea. The majority of “experts’ in Lopez and Rogers' study were non-
doctoral.

Although there is no evidence that any specific consultation model included in
training addresses cultural issues more effectively than another, school psychologists may
independently develop skills necessary to tailor chosen consultation models to include
cultural issues. It is possible that with more experience, exposure to diverse groups,
and/or one' s own cultural identity, a school psychologist would be better able to explore
Ingraham’ s (2000) multicultural consultation framework, for example, and independently
work to develop or enhance their skills for multicultural practice. Similarly, continuing

professional development provides an opportunity, on aregular basis, to get new
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information, explore ideas, be supervised, and/or otherwise update skills (Hynd, Pielstick,
& Schakel, 1981; Fowler & Harrison, 2001). Through continuing professional
development, it may be possible for school psychologists to become “experts’ in the use
of skills for multicultural consultation practice.

It is suggested, “knowledge gained through graduate preparation quickly becomes
obsolete or dated as new devel opments occur in the profession. ...it might be estimated
that the half-life for a school psychologist’s knowledgeis...perhaps three to five years”
(Hynd et al., 1981, p. 480). Practitioners who continually gain new knowledge can
develop skills necessary for improved practice in diverse settings. However, despite the
need for on-going education and development, clearly the basis for school psychology
practice comes from graduate training, including internship and supervision (Aless,
Lascrurettes-Alessi & Leys, 1981; Knoff, 1986). If graduate level training programs give
more attention to cultural issues, more practitioners will likely be prepared or at |east
aware of the need to consider culture' sinfluence in most all cases. Although formal
graduate training in consultation has generally been limited (Costenbader et a., 1992;
Fisher et a., 1986) and formal training in consultation incorporating culture has been
even more so (Anton, 2001), conclusions by Lopez and Rogers (2001) suggest that
school psychologists have aresponsibility to become culturally competent. Questions
remain about how this occurs and how practitioners gain the skills needed to effectively
provide consultative services that include culture and meet the needs of diverse student
populations.

Summary and Critique

The purpose of this chapter was to explore the literature relevant to school

psychological consultation and cultural issuesin consultation. It was intended to provide
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information about current practices in the field and training related to school
psychologists culturally competent provision of consultation services. Though the
research base examining culture and consultation was limited, information in this chapter
stressed the importance of including culture in consultation.

There are increasing numbers of studentsin U.S. public schools from non-
dominant cultures (e.g., African American, Asian American, Hispanic/Latino, etc.) and a
disproportionate number of them arein special education programs (Hosp, 2001; Losen
& Orfield, 2002). Given concerns about special education placement, its effectiveness,
and the outcomes from such placement (Kavale & Forness, 1999; Oswald et al., 2002), it
IS not surprising that researchers, advocates, theorists, and others are encouraging school
psychologists to reform their practices to ensure that appropriate services are provided to
al students (e.g., Harry, 1994; Rosenfield, 2000; Sheridan & Gutkin, 2000).

Consultation provides an aternative to traditional test and place practices and
creates an opportunity to resolve problematic situations in the context (e.g., school or
classroom) in which they occur (Hyman & Kaplinski, 1994; Rosenfield & Gravois,
1996). Broadly, it is defined as a voluntary relationship between the consultant (e.g.,
school psychologist) and consultee (e.g., teacher) to address the needs presented by a
client (e.g., student). It isaproblem-solving process that follows four basic and
potentially recursive stages of contracting, problem identification and analysis,
intervention, and evaluation and termination. Based on the findings of severa nationd
studies over the last 25 years, researchers have found that school psychologists say they
want to consult more but do not and that they feel under-trained to provide consultation
effectively (Meacham & Peckham, 1978; Martin & Meyers, 1980; Smith, 1984; Fisher et

al., 1986; Costenbader et a., 1992). They have aso found that school psychologists are
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primarily European American, female, trained at the non-doctoral level, providing more
assessment service than any other service in practice, and working with aratio of
approximately one school psychologist to 2,000 students (Costenbader et al., 1992; Curtis
et a., 2002; Fagan, 2002; Hosp & Reschly, 2002; Reschly, 2001; Rogers, 1998).

Through thisliterature review, cultural differences between the increasingly
heterogeneous U.S. student population and the homogeneous popul ation of school
psychologists were identified. Differences were also noted between the consultation
models used and the students they are used for (Ingraham, 2000). When different
cultures are involved in consultation, Sheridan (2000) suggested that this must be
considered in consultative relationships and the problem solving processitself. Aswas
pointed out in work from Brown et a., (1998) and Sheridan (1998), cultural limitations of
currently used consultation models have not been explored in empirical research.
However, in studies looking at culture in consultation, evidence suggests that
maodifications are made to consultation practices and that consultants are viewed as more
effective when they openly address cultural issues (e.g., Tarver Behring et al., 2000;
Rogers, 1998). Ingraham (2000) established a comprehensive framework for school-
based multicultural consultation that encompasses many aspects of what the researchers
explored. The framework also outlines components necessary for culturally relevant
consultation.

Based on Ingraham’ s (2000) framework and findings indicating that addressing
cultural influencesis beneficial to the consultation process, information from the
literature suggests that school psychologists may need more preparation to provide
effective culture-inclusive consultation. Graduate training is clearly not adequate and

there are differences in the preparation of doctoral and non-doctoral school psychologists
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(Anton, 2001; Meyerset a., 1981; Rogerset a., 1992). It isnot clear that opportunities
for continuing professiona development provide what is needed to increase the
competence of school psychologists regarding culture in consultation.

Presently, there is more discussion than empirical research about culturally
competent professionals and effective multicultural consultation. These commentaries,
specifically that culture-inclusive consultation is beneficial and that school psychologists
with the skills needed for effective practice can meet the needs of culturally diverse
student populations (Harry et a., 2002; Ingraham, 2000; Lopez & Rogers, 2001; Ramirez
et a., 1998; Rogers et a., 1999) have not been thoroughly explored in the literature. If
one concludes that culturally competent school psychologists provide effective services, a
guestion remains about how school psychologists become competent to address culture in
consultation.

Among the extant empirical studies, there are limitations. Consultation research
does not generaly explore culture-related issues. Those that include culture are limited
and do not extensively address school psychologistsin practice. Regarding training,
among graduate programs that address cultural factors, studies do not explore how
multicultural issues are taught or discussed in a comprehensive way. Information about
continuing professional development to gain cultural competence or consultation skills
was also not found. Studies of those in practice are aso limited and rely on the
perspectives of pre-service or new teachers and school psychologists. Information from
the literature also does not explore competence in terms of identifying who is competent,
who is hot, and what occurs as aresult of competence levels.

This study adds to the current literature by focusing on what school psychologists

in practice actually do and how theoretical and empirical information and other



recommendations for practice are actually used. This study extends studies conducted
previously by including the perspective of experienced professionals nationwide to
determine how current practices are influenced by training and perceived
knowledge/competence, work setting, and ethnic differences in the consultation triad.
The study a so identifies questions and comments practitioners have about consultation

that incorporates culture.

66



67

CHAPTER |11
Methodology
[ntroduction

The current study explores school psychologists' inclusion of cultural factorsin
school-based consultation with teachers. Specifically, the study is designed to determine
if differencesin school psychologists' practice of consultation that incorporates culture
are associated with the school psychologist’s ethnicity; ethnicities of the school
psychologist, teacher-consultee, and student-client; training; work setting; and/or
perceptions of the importance of cultural knowledge in daily practice. The purpose of
this chapter isto describe the study’ s methodol ogy including participants,
instrumentation, procedures, and data analysis.

Participants

School psychologists were identified for participation in this study from alisting
provided by the National Association of School Psychologists (NASP). NASP supplied,
free of charge, the sorted then randomly selected names of 300 non-European American
and 300 European American members from their database after arequest for this
information was made in writing.

Previous studies (e.g., Costenbader et a., 1992; Fisher et al., 1986; Martin &
Meyers, 1980; Meacham & Peckham, 1978; Smith, 1984) on school psychologists' role
and function using samples from NASP have typically reflected nationa estimates that
school psychologists are at least 94% white (e.g., Reschly, 2001). Though these studies
included samples representative of the national population of school psychologists, it is
difficult to determine if differences exist between practicing school psychologists by

ethnic group when such percentages are used in empirical study. In an effort to
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determine whether there were differences among school psychologistsin their practice of
consultation by ethnicity, this study solicited equal numbers of European American and
non-European American NASP members for participation. Rogers (1998) used a similar
procedure of stratified random sampling.

With a stratified sampling of school psychologists, an equal number of NASP-
identified European American and non-European American school psychol ogists was
obtained for the current study. Salant and Dillman (1994) indicated that this procedureis
appropriate when members of the population being studied have unequal chances of
being selected for the study’s sample. In this case, given that the membership of NASP is
predominantly European American, non-European American school psychologists would
have alesser chance of selection if random sampling rather than stratified random
sampling were used. Tarver Behring et al. (2000) also used a stratified sampling
procedure when they selected participants “ based upon the similarity or difference
between the cultural backgrounds of the consultants and the students’ (p. 357).

Of the 600 names and addresses of school psychologists provided by NASP, those
that included university addresses were excluded from the total. Thiswasdonein an
effort to reduce the number of solicited school psychologists who would not be school -
based practitioners. Two hundred fifty names of European American and two hundred
fifty names of non-European American NA SP members were then randomly selected for
participation in this study. This random selection was completed using a program found

on the world-wide-web for random selection (www.randomizer.org).

A return rate of approximately 50% was expected since other studies using a
similar survey format obtained such returns (Irgens, 2000; Salant & Dillman, 1994). Of

the 500 questionnaires sent, 311 were returned for an actual return rate of 62.2%. The
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majority of questionnaires (240) were returned after the first mailing. Specifically, 137
participants from the NASP list of European American members returned the first
guestionnaire and 103 reportedly non-European Americans returned the questionnaire.
Seventy one additional questionnaires were returned after a second questionnaire was
sent to potential participants. Among those were 27 from reportedly European American
NASP members and 44 were from members included on the non-European American list.

Of the total 311 returned, 79.7% (N=248) of respondents indicated that they
practiced school psychology in schools and 70.4% (N=219) indicated that they provided
consultation servicesto teachers. In all, 70.4% of the returned questionnaires were fully
completed and 219 school psychologists who practiced in schools and provided
consultation to teachers were included in the study. These participants provided
information about their backgrounds, training, practices, and personal perspectives about
consultation that included culture. Table 1 includes detailed information about
participant demographics. The sample of school psychologistsincluded in this study
differs somewhat from national estimates of school psychologists' demographically.
Researchers have indicated that approximately 93% of school psychologists are European
American and 70% are female, 41% hold master’ s degrees, 28.2% hold specialist degrees
and 30% hold doctoral degrees (Curtiset al., 2004; Hosp & Reschly, 2002; Reschly,
2001). Asexpected, using a stratified random sampling procedure, a higher percentage
of non-European American school psychologists are included in this study. A higher
percentage of females and specialist-level degree holders also responded to the
guestionnaire.

Table 1. Participant demographics.

N Percent*
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Gender Female 176 80.7%
Mae 42 19.3%
Ethnicity African Am 28 12.9%
Asian Am 8 3.7%
European Am 131 60.4%
Hispanic/Latino 32 14.7%
Other 18 8.3%
Highest Degree Master’s 25 11.4%
Speciaist/M+30 134 61.2%
Doctorate 60 27.4%
Y ears Since Completion of  1-5 years 64 29.2%
Degree 6-10 years 39 17.8%
11-15 years 31 14.2%
16-20 years 37 16.9%
21 or moreyears 48 21.9%
Yearsin Practice 1-5years 57 26.0%
6-10 years 29 13.2%
11-15 years 33 15.1%
16-20 years 38 17.4%
21 or moreyears 62 28.3%
Work Location/ Continental  Northeast 48 22.2%
U.S. Region** Midwest 55 25.5%
South 61 28.2%
West 52 24.1%
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Work Setting Urban 74 34.9%
Suburban 94 44.3%
Rural 44 20.8%

* Excludes Missing Values (information not provided by participants)

** Northeast- Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New Y ork, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania
Midwest- Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, lowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota,
Nebraska, Kansas
South- Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Georgia, Florida, Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas
West- Montana, daho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada, Washington, Oregon, California

I nstrumentation

Questionnaire

A questionnaire was devel oped to explore the practice, training, and perspectives
of school psychologists regarding consultation and cultural issues. It was designed to
answer the study’ s research questions and was based on the literature about school
psychologists consultation practices and training, and cultural factors in school-based
service provision. A pilot study was conducted to ensure clarity of the questionnaire (see
Appendix A) and the final questionnaire was revised based on information obtained
through this pilot study (see Appendix B). It consisted of 36 items divided into five
sections (background information, work setting, training, practice, individual
perspectives). Most items were close-ended and provided space for participants to check
off or fill in selected information. Some items included an open-ended statement
(“Please share any comments’) with space provided for participants to share comments
related to the specific items.

Specificaly, al solicited NASP members who returned the questionnaire
completed items 1 and/or 2. Those who were currently practicing in schools and
provided consultation to teachers also answered most or all of the remainder of the

guestionnaire. Items 3 through 7 obtained background information about the
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practitioners. Items 8 through 10 addressed work setting. Items 11 through 17 focused
ontraining. Item 18 asked if practitioners had conducted a consultation case in which the
student-client was non-European American or whose first language was not English.
Those who had such a case completed items 19 through 30. All participants were asked
to complete questionnaire items 31 through 36 that focused on individual perspectives
about culture and consultation.

Procedures

Initially, a 30-item questionnaire was devel oped based on information within the
literature and information from the researchers’ practice in a public school setting. The
original questionnaire underwent multiple revisions based on feedback from participants
and faculty advising in apilot study (see Appendix A for a complete description of the
pilot study). The pilot study was completed in six rounds and changes were made to both
the content and format of the questionnaire based on the input of participants at each
round. Inall, 15 practicing school psychologists from a suburban school district ina
mid-Atlantic state contributed to the revisions. Asaresult of the pilot study, a 26-item
guestionnaire was finalized to gather information about practitioners backgrounds,
training and practice experiences, and perspectives about cultura influencesin
consultation. Participantsin the study all received thisfinalized questionnaire (see
Appendix B).

Participants were selected from a NASP membership mailing list through a
stratified random sampling procedure. In an effort to have similar numbers of
participants from primary ethnic groups, an equal number of European- and non-
European American school psychologists from the NASP mailing list were selected. For

confidentiality, each name on the list of participants solicited was assigned a code
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number. These code numbers were used to track returned surveys. Solicited NASP
members were contacted two or more times through mailings, similar to procedures
recommended by Salant and Dillman (1994).

Solicited NASP members were first sent aletter, the questionnaire, a pencil, a
post card, and areturn envelopein one mailing. The letter (see Appendix C) provided
information about the study, invited school psychologists to participate in the study
voluntarily, and described procedures for confidentiality. A pencil was provided as an
incentive for participation and to thank participants for returning compl eted
guestionnaires. A post card was included, without postage, for participants to provide
their names and addresses if they wished to receive results of the study. Returned post
cards were kept separately from the questionnaires. A return, self-addressed, stamped
envelope was also provided for participants to return their completed questionnaires to
the researcher with no identifying information. Each envelope and questionnaire had a
matching code number.

All participants were asked to return the completed questionnaire within three
weeks. Three weeks after the initial mailing, the 500 individuals were sent a post card to
thank those who returned the questionnaire and to remind those who had not sent it in to
send it in (see Appendix D). Two weeks after the “reminder/thank you” post card was
mailed, a second letter and additional copy of the questionnaire was sent to everyone on
the mailing list who had not returned the questionnaire previously (see Appendix E).

DataAnaysis

Data collected through the questionnaire were analyzed to answer the research

guestions outlined in Chapter 1 and included in Table 2. Techniques used for analysis

included both quantitative and qualitative methods. Research question 1 focused on
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training. Descriptive statistics and qualitative analysis of participants comments were
conducted to answer all parts of this question. Research questions 2 through 5 focused on
consultation practices. Logistic regression and descriptive statistics were calculated and
gualitative analysis was used to answer these questions. Research questions 6 and 7 were
also answered using descriptive statistics and qualitative methods. These questions
focused on practitioners perspectives about culture s relevance to their cases and to the
student populations they served. Qualitative analysis was used to answer research
guestion 8, to identify questions and comments practitioners had regarding consultation
that incorporated culture. (See Table 2 for questionnaire items relevant to each research

guestion and for a summary of methods used for analyses).
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Dataanalysis

Research question Questionnaire
item(s)
How are school psychologists trained to work with 4-6, 11-17

and/or provide consultation for culturaly diverse
(ethnic, bilingual/linguistic minority) popul ations?
Are differencesin training experiences associated with
differencesin school psychologists' ethnicity
(European American or non-European American),
highest degree, or years since their graduate training
was completed?

Descriptive statistics were used to describe training
to work with culturally diverse populations,
consultation, and professional development
activities.

Chi-squares were calculated to determine if
differences between specific groups were significant.
Qualitative analysis was conducted to determine the
details of school psychologists' training.

How do school psychologists address culturein 4, 8-10, 22-27
consultation? Are specific models of consultation

used? Are there differences by specific groups

(ethnicity and/or work setting) in who addresses

culture or the models of consultation used?

Logistic regression was used to determine which
demographic categories, if any, predict the
likelihood that school psychologists considered
culture sinfluence on the problem situation and on
interventions. Independent variables are ethnicity,
work region, LEA, school level and school type.
The dependent variables are whether or not
participants considered culture in consultation with
the problem situation and with the intervention.
Descriptive statistics were used to describe ways that
school psychologists indicated they addressed culture
and to describe models used by participants.
Chi-squares were calculated to determine if
differences by ethnicity were significant in the
models used by participants.

Qualitative analysis was conducted to explore the
comments participants provided about ways they
addressed culture.

Do school psychologists indicating that knowledge and 4, 23, 26, 31-
awareness of cultural influences areimportant to daily 34

Descriptive statistics were used to describe
participants’ ratinas.
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practice address culture in consultation more than
school psychologists who do not indicate that
knowledge and awareness are important? Are there
differences between European American and non-
European American school psychologistsin their
assessment of the importance of knowledge and
awareness of cultural influences?

participants’ ratings.

Chi-squares were calculated to determine whether or
not differences between groups were significant.
Logistic regression equations were calculated to
determine the likelihood that one group of school
psychol ogists addressed culture in consultation more
than the other group. School psychologists' ratings
of items related to knowledge and awareness of
cultural factors were independent variables. Whether
or not school psychologists considered culturein
consultation with the problem and with the
intervention were dependent variables.

Within the consultation triad, do school psychologists
address culture more when the student’ s (client)
ethnicity differs from their own? When the teacher’s
(consultee) ethnicity differs from the student? When
the student is bilingual/linguistic minority?

4,18-21, 23,

Descriptive statistics were used to describe
participants’ responses to the relevant questionnaire
items.

Logistic regression was used to assess the likelihood
that school psychologists addressed culture in
consultation more frequently when they differed
from the student ethnically or when the student and
teacher differed ethnically. The school
psychologists' ethnicity paired with the students
ethnicity and the teachers' ethnicity paired with the
students’ ethnicity were the independent variablesin
the logistic regression equation. Whether or not
school psychologists considered culturein
consultation with the problem and with the
intervention were dependent variables.

Logistic regression was also used to assess the
likelihood that school psychologists addressed
culture in consultation more frequently when the
student’ s first language was not English. The
student’ s language was the independent variable and
whether or not school psychologists considered
culture in consultation with the problem and with the
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intervention were dependent variables.

What interventions do school psychologists develop 28 Qualitative analysis of participants’ written responses

for consultation where ethnic or bilingual/language about their interventions was conducted to determine

minority students are served? what interventions were devel oped.

What aspects of culture do school psychologistsview 35 Descriptive statistics were used to describe aspects of

as central to the student populations they serve? culture that school psychologists indicate are most
relevant to the students they serve.

Do school psychologists feel that cultureisrelevantto 29, 30 Qualitative analysis of participants’ responses and written

their cases and/or are they satisfied with how cultureis comments about culture in their cases was conducted to

addressed? determine whether or not school psychologists felt culture
was relevant and satisfactorily addressed.

Do school psychologists have questions or comments 36 Qualitative analysis of survey participants comments

regarding consultation that addresses culture?

will be completed in an effort to identify themes and
describe what the comments included.




81

CHAPTER IV
Results

School psychologists who worked in school settings and provided consultation to
teachers during the 2002-2003 school-year completed a questionnaire, responding to
items about their training and practice with regard to addressing culture in consultation
with teachers. Respondents were all members of the National Association of School
Psychologists (NASP). This chapter provides quantitative and qualitative analyses of
their completed questionnaires to answer the research questions posed by this study.
Specifically, descriptive statistics, logistic regression, and qualitative methods were used
to answer the research questions. Calculated data associated with the quantitative
analysesisincluded in Appendix G. A statistical significance level of .05 was used to
interpret all quantitative results.

Research question 1: How are school psychologists trained to work with and/or

provide consultation for culturally diverse (ethnic, bilingual/linguistic minority)
populations? Are differences in training experiences associated with differences in school
psychologists ethnicity (European American or non-European American), highest
degree, or years since their training was compl eted?

Descriptive statistics were calculated to assess participants responses to
guestionnaire items about their graduate level training and training in the last five years
(see Appendix B, items 11 and 16) to work with culturally diverse populations. School
psychologists' reported graduate school training experiences varied and ranged from
many who had little or no training to afew who had specific research experience with a

culture-related issue. While some indicated that they only received one type of training
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to work with culturally diverse populations, others indicated that they received more than
onetype of training. Table 3 details training participants received.

Table 3. Participants graduate level training to work with culturally diverse populations.

n Percent

No training 42 19.2%

Onetype of training 119 54.3%

Periodic class discussion 47 39.5%

Specific topics explored in core courses 37 31.1%

At least one course devoted to multicultural issues 33 27.7%

Research targeting multicultural issues 2 1.7%

More than one type of training 58 26.5%
*All training:

Periodic class discussion 63 28.8%

Specific topics explored in core courses 86 39.3%

At |east one course devoted to multicultural issues 80 36.5%

Research targeting multicultural issues 24 11.0%

* “All training” includes al respondents who indicated having a specific type of training, regardless of their inclusion
in the category for one type of training or more than one type of training. Total percents do not sumto 100% because
respondents were asked to check more than one type of training.

On the questionnaire, participants were provided alist and they checked all
categories of training that applied to their preparation for working with culturally diverse
populations in graduate school. As evident in Table 3, most participants' training was
obtained through topics explored within a course or through a specific course devoted to
multicultural issues. Some provided additional information about graduate level training

and thiswill be discussed later in the chapter. A sum of categories checked was
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determined to further explore what practitioners had more or lesstraining. Inal, the
majority of respondents (80.8%, n=177), who at least had periodic class discussions, did
not indicate that they had substantial training beyond this while in graduate school. Only
18.7% (n=41) indicated that they received at |east two types of training and 7.8% (n=17)
identified three or more types of graduate school training to work with culturally diverse
populations.

No significant differences were found in the training school psychologists
reported having for work with culturally diverse populations across ethnicity, degree, or
years since graduate training was completed. Table 4 illustrates this finding.

Table4. Chi-squaretest results for graduate level training to work with culturally diverse

by groups.

X Df p
European American and non European American 2.204 3 531
Highest degree 1.184 6 978
Y ears since training compl eted 9.813 12 .632

In addition to graduate school, school psychologists reported additional training in the
last five years to work with culturally diverse populations. They generally participated in
professional development activities such as in-services, conference workshops, and
independent reading (see Table 5 for all types of training). As shown in the table, most
practitioners indicated that they had more than one type of training. Figure 1 providesa
summary of the frequency of training activities all participants (n=219) reported engaging
in during the last five years for working with culturally diverse populations.

Asindicated, the mgjority of school psychologists participated in training through

in-services, conference workshops, and independent readings. The mgjority also reported
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participating in all training opportunities five or fewer times. When comparing groups,
significant differences were found among the activities some respondent groups reported
participating in during the last five years (see Table 6).

A higher percentage of non-European American school psychologists participated
in one or more in-services, conference workshops, and independent readings. For the
three categories of training, a higher percentage of non-European Americans indicated
that they participated in five or more training activities. Unlike ethnicity, a school
psychologists highest degree or category of years since they completed their training did
not result in significant differences for training in the three areas. Master’s level,
master’s plus 30, and doctoral level practitioners reported having varied but not
significantly different training. School psychologists who were trained one to five, six to
ten, 11 to 15, 16 to 20, or 21 or more years ago also did not differ significantly in their
reported training experiences.

Among those who included additional descriptions of their training to work with
culturally diverse populations while in graduate school and since, eight practitioners
indicated that their training was in-depth. Three school psychologists indicated that their
dissertation topics focused on multicultural counseling and working with non-American
families. Threeindicated that they obtained bilingual school psychology certification that
emphasized bilingual assessment, multicultural counseling, and bilingual education. One
school psychologist completed a doctoral fellowship in multilingual -multicultural
Table5. Participants' training to work with culturally diverse populationsin the last five

years.

n Percent

No training 9 4.1%




85

Onetype of training 22 10.0%
In-service 4 18.2%
Conference workshop 5 22.7%
Independent reading 9 40.9%
Peer coaching 2 9.1%
Course at a graduate school 2 9.1%
Taught a course 0 0%
Conducted a workshop/in-service 0 0%
Wrote for publication 0 0%

More than one type of training 188 85.8%

*All training:

In-service 140 63.9%
Conference workshop 169 77.2%
Independent reading 177 80.8%
Peer coaching 69 31.5%
Course at a graduate school 43 19.6%
Taught acourse 25 11.4%
Conducted aworkshop/in-service 49 22.4%
Wrote for publication 13 5.9%

* “All training” includes all respondents who indicated participation in a specific type of professional development
activity at least once, regardless of their inclusion in the category for one type of training or more than one type of
training. Total percents do not sum to 100% because respondents were asked to check more than one type of training.

education and one school psychologist indicated that her doctoral program was designed
specifically to address working with culturally diverse populations (see Appendix F for

respondents’ comments). Among the eight school psychologists who indicated that they
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had specific training either through research or certificate programs, six identified
themselves as Hispanic/L atino (one specifically as Puerto Rican), one as Asian
American, and one as European American. Four of these school psychologists were
female and four were male. Six held doctoral degrees and two held master’ s/specialist

degrees.

Participant Training in the Last Five Y ears to Work with Culturally Diverse Populations
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Figure 1. Training activities of total sample during the last five years to work with
culturally diverse populations.
Table 6. Chi-sguare test results for recent training to work with culturally diverse by

groups.

European American and non-European American

In-service 12.655 4 .013
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Conference workshop 13.385 4 .010

Independent reading 17.364 4 .002
Highest degree

In-service 8.008 8 433

Conference workshop 15.459 8 .051

Independent reading 4.446 8 815

Y ears since training compl eted

In-service 18.776 16 .280
Conference workshop 23.891 16 .092
Independent reading 22.752 16 121

education and one school psychologist indicated that her doctoral program was designed
specifically to address working with culturally diverse populations (see Appendix F for
respondents’ comments). Among the eight school psychologists who indicated that they
had specific training either through research or certificate programs, six identified
themselves as Hispanic/L atino (one specifically as Puerto Rican), one as Asian
American, and one as European American. Four of these school psychologists were
female and four were male. Six held doctoral degrees and two held master’ s/specialist
degrees.

In terms of their training in consultation and specifically, training to address
culture in consultation, descriptive statistics were used to assess participants' training
during graduate school and within the last five years (see Appendix B, items 12-15 and
17). Similar to their training to work with culturally diverse populations, school
psychologists' reported training varied. With the exception of twelve practitioners, all

indicated that they had some type of graduate level consultation training (see Table 7).
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More than half of all participants indicated that their training was gained through multiple
training activities. The total number of categories checked for training was calculated
and comparisons were made between European-American and non-European American
respondents, by highest degree, and by years since graduate training was completed (see
Table 8). Although no significant differences among respondents were found by
ethnicity, significant differences were found by degree and by years since graduate
training was completed. Those with speciaist level (master’s plus 30 or more credits)
and doctoral degrees had significantly more training in consultation than those with
master’s degrees alone. Likewise, more recent graduates (those who completed training
within the last ten years) had more training in consultation.

Asked if they had received supervision for cases in which they were consultants
during graduate school, 163 (74.4%) practitioners indicated that they had. Of these
respondents, 109 (66.9%) said that they discussed the potential influence of culturein
their consultation case(s) during supervision.

Excluding issues discussed in supervision, participants were asked what other
graduate level training they received to address culture and develop culturally relevant
interventionsin consultation. Most had limited training in this area (see Table 9).

Table 7. Participants graduate level training in consultation.

n Percent

No training 12 5.5%
Onetype of training 93 42.5%
Overview course 29 31.2%
One course 36 38.7%

More than one course 14 15.1%
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Practicum 4 4.3%
Internship 10 10.8%
More than one type of training 114 52.0%
*All training:
Overview course 55 25.1%
One course 91 41.6%
More than one course 53 24.2%
Practicum 100 45.7%
Internship 111 50.7%

* “All training” includes all respondents who indicated having a specific type of training, regardless of their inclusion
in the category for one type of training or more than one type of training. Total percents do not sumto 100% because
respondents were asked to check more than one type of training.

Table 8. Chi-sguare test results for graduate level training in consultation.

X df p
European American and non European American 5.162 4 271
Highest degree 18.444 8 .018
Y ears since training compl eted 39.408 16 .001

In all, 29 school psychol ogists reported taking a course specifically devoted to
multicultural consultation. Among these participants were 19 females (65.5%), 10 males
(34.5%), 16 European Americans (55.2%), and 13 non-European Americans (44.8%).

Of the non-European Americans, five participants were African American (17.2%), one
participant was Asian American (3.4%), four were Hispanic/Latino (13.8%), and three
identified themselves as “ Other” (10.3%). One held a master’s degree, 16 held

master’ s+30/speciaist degrees, and 12 held doctoral degrees. Eight worked in the
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Northeast, six worked in the Midwest, eight worked in the South, and seven worked in
the West.

Table9. Participants graduate level training to address culture in consultation.

n Percent

No training 76 34.7%

Onetype of training 120 54.8%

Class discussion 65 54.2%

Specific topic in course 41 34.2%

At |east one course 14 11.6%

More than one type of training 23 10.5%
*All training:

Class discussion 78 35.6%

Specific topic in course 62 28.3%

At |east one course 29 13.2%

* “All training” includes al respondents who indicated having a specific type of training, regardless of their inclusion
in the category for one type of training or more than one type of training. Total percents do not sumto 100% because
respondents were asked to check more than one type of training.

A sum of training categories identified by participants was calculated for the total
sample (n=219) and comparisons were made for training between European American
and non-European American practitioners, by degree, and by years since completion of
graduate training. Most differences were not statistically significant but differences were
found by years since training was completed. Recent graduates reported having the most
training in this area (see Table 10).

The magjority of respondents indicated that they received at least some training to

address culture and devel op culturaly relevant interventions in consultation during
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graduate school. In asection on the questionnaire, provided for “other” training activities
not listed, some practitioners indicated that they received training and supervision
through graduate programs that integrated consultation and/or cultural issuesinto
coursework, through specific doctoral programs, or through teaching (see Appendix F for
written responses to questionnaire items 12 and 15).

Table 10. Chi-square test results for graduate level training in multicultural consultation.

X df p
European American and non European American 3.518 3 318
Highest degree 3.055 6 .802
Y ears since training compl eted 21.184 12 .048

Most school psychologists indicated that they had between one and five training
experiences in the last five years to address culture in consultation and to develop
culturally relevant interventions. Table 11 illustrates participant responses. Even though
the majority of participants indicated that they received more than one type of training in
the last five years to address culture in consultation, the percentages of practitioners
indicating that they had this training were less than that of those with general training to
work with culturally diverse populations. Aswas found with general training, most
attended in-services, conferences, or read independently to gain information about
addressing culture in consultation. Few respondents said they participated in peer
coaching, took a course, taught a course, conducted a workshop or in-service, or
published something about the topic. Figure 2 includes al training activities participants
indicated having within the last five years.

School psychologists reported training experiences varied somewhat and some

differences were found between groups for the three types of training (see Table 12). In
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terms of significant findings, with regard to ethnicity, more non-European Americans
indicated that they completed more readings to address culture in consultation. Similarly,
those with higher degrees a so reported more independent readings. Differences were
also found for in-service participation; more recent graduates reported participating in
more in-Services.

Research question 2: How do school psychologists address culturein

consultation? Are specific models of consultation used? Are there differences by
specific groups (ethnicity and/or work setting) in who addresses culture or the models of
consultation used?

Questionnaire items asked how school psychologists assessed culture' s influence
on the problem situation and in the intervention. They were provided choices to check
whether they completed specific activities or not and given space to write comments.
Table 13 illustrates what practitioners said they did to consider culture’ s influence on the
problem-situation (see Appendix B, questionnaire item 24). Forty-four practitioners

Table 11. Participants' training to address cultural in consultation in the last five years.

n Percent

No training 56 25.6%
One type of training 43 19.6%
In-service 10 23.3%
Conference workshop 13 30.2%

Independent reading 14 32.5%

Peer coaching 4 9.3%
Course at a graduate school 1 2.3%

Taught a course 1 2.3%
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Conducted a workshop/in-service 0 0%
Wrote for publication 0 0%
More than one type of training 120 54.8%
*All training:
In-service 99 45.2%
Conference workshop 106 48.4%
Independent reading 115 52.5%
Peer coaching 48 21.9%
Course at a graduate school 23 10.5%
Taught acourse 19 8.7%
Conducted a workshop/in-service 28 12.8%
Wrote for publication 11 5.0%

* “All training” includes all respondents who indicated participation in a specific type of professional development

activity at least once, regardless of their inclusion in the category for one type of training or more than one type of
training. Total percents do not sum to 100% because respondents were asked to check more than one type of training.

included comments in response to this questionnaire item (see Appendix F for written

responses to questionnaire item 24). Several indicated that they were able to provide

information in consultation because they shared or came from a culture similar to the

student’s.
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Participant Training in the Last Five Y ears to Address Culture in Consultation
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Figure2. Training activities of total sample during the last five years to address culture
in consultation.

When asked how knowledge was gained about cultural factors that may have
affected their assessment of the problem, school psychologists comments suggested that
they had knowledge from previous experiences and from communicating with others (see
Appendix F for written responses to questionnaire item 25). Based on the items chosen
from thelist provided on the questionnaire for thisitem (see Appendix B, questionnaire
item 25), respondents primarily spoke with someone else about their cultural concerns
(see Table 14).

Table 12. Chi-square test results for recent training to address culture in consultation.

X df p

European American and non-European American
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In-service 8.797 4 .066
Conference workshop 7.407 3 .060
Independent reading 18.460 4 .001

Highest degree
In-service 11.151 8 193
Conference workshop 8.624 6 .196
Independent reading 20.733 8 .008

Y ears since training compl eted

In-service 26.357 16 .049
Conference workshop 13.097 12 .362
Independent reading 13.516 16 .635

Similarly, when considering whether interventions were culturally appropriate
(see Appendix B, questionnaire item 27), the mgjority of school psychologists said they
talked with their teacher-consultee or someone else (see Table 15). Many conferred with
their student-client’s parents or guardians. In addition, some respondents indicated that
personal knowledge and experience helped them to determine if interventions were
culturally appropriate (see Appendix F for written responses to questionnaire item 27).

To determineif differences in school psychologists consideration of culture's
(ethnicity/language) influence on the problem situation and with interventions to address
the identified problem (Appendix B, questionnaire items 23 and 26) were present, two
logistic regression equations were used. These equations characterized the likelihood that
acertain group of school psychologists would address culture in consultation more than
another group. Qualitative information was also obtained through the questionnaire as

respondents were asked to share comments about most al questionnaire items.
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Table 13. How practitioners considered culture s influence on the problem-situation.

N Percent
Practitioner introduced topic 119 54.3%
Practitioner gathered and shared information 57 26.0%
Information from another staff member 45 20.5%
Teacher introduced topic 36 16.4%
Teacher gathered and shared information 28 12.8%

Table 14. How practitioners gained knowledge about cultural factors.

N Percent
Spoke to someone of same culture 50 22.8%
Spoke to someone with knowledge about culture 66 30.1%
Conferred with colleague 67 30.6%
Teacher had knowledge 50 22.8%
Read/reviewed publications 52 23.7%
No additional knowledge needed 40 18.3%

In this case, whether or not school psychologists considered culturein
consultation with the problem and with the intervention were the dependent variables.
The school psychologists ethnicity and work setting (region, LEA, school level and type)
were the independent variables. When asked if they considered culture’ s influence on the
problem-situation, an overwhelming majority (n=176; 80.4%) of school psychologists
indicated that they did. Their comments regarding what they considered can be
categorized into four general areas. Among the 68 written responses, practitioners

assessed the student’ s circumstance and parent/family information primarily. They
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considered issues such as the student’ s language, family belief systems, and child rearing
practices. In addition, some responses suggested that school psychologists focused on the
influence of culture in specia education assessment, or whether or not the teacher
working with the student was aware of cultural influences that might affect the student in
school (see Appendix F for written responses to questionnaire item 23).

Table 15. How practitioners determined appropriateness of interventions.

N Percent
Taked with the teacher 97 44.3%
Talked with students' parents/guardians 9 42.9%
Conferred with a colleague 69 31.5%
Talked with another adult of similar culture 59 26.9%
Talked with the student 40 18.3%
No additional knowledge needed 40 18.3%

Regarding the logistic regression calcul ated to answer the research question, the
model of independent variables (ethnicity and work setting) predicting this dependent
variable (school psychologists consideration of culture) was significant (X* =22.669,
df=13, p=.046). Collectively, apractitioner’s ethnicity and work setting all contributed to
whether a school psychologist considered culture when assessing the problem. However,
with one exception, each independent variable was not a significant predictor. Local
Education Agency (LEA) was significant and practitioners working in urban and
suburban locations were more likely to address culture when assessing the problem.
Ethnicity and other aspects of work setting alone did not predict the likelihood that a

school psychologist included culture when exploring a problem (see Table 16).
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Table 16. Logistic regression results for school psychologists consideration of culture

by ethnicity and work setting.

wadxX df p

Ethnicity (European American, non-European American) 1.130 1 .288
Region (Northeast, Midwest, South, West) 4178 3 243
Location (urban, suburban, rural) 6.077 2 .048
School level (elementary, middle, high) 3.955 3 .266

School type (public, private, special education, combined, other)  0.960 4 916

When asked if school psychologists considered whether or not interventions were
culturally appropriate, 76.7% (n=168) indicated that they did. Among those, 32 provided
additional comments about this (see Appendix F for written responses to questionnaire
item 26). Some indicated that language, family input, and other aspects of the student’s
background were continually factored in to problem solving and intervention planning.

Unlike the independent variables collectively predicting whether or not school
psychologists considered culture in the problem-situation, these variables did not serve as
acollective predictor when devel oping interventions (X°=19.014, df=13, p=.123). Table
17 provides information about each independent variable’ s contribution to the regression
model.

In terms of the consultation model used, the majority of school psychologists,
including the 29 who reported taking at |east one course specifically devoted to
multicultural consultation, indicated that they primarily used behavioral consultation or
no specific model when consulting with teachers (see Table 18).

Table 17. Logistic regression results for school psychologists consideration of culture

with intervention by ethnicity and work setting.
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wadxX df p

Ethnicity (European American, non-European American) 272 1 .602
Region (Northeast, Midwest, South, West) 4.062 3 255
Location (urban, suburban, rural) 17.777 2 .020
School level (elementary, middle, high) 1.403 3 .705

School type (public, private, special education, combined, other) 0.639 4 .959

Among those who reported taking a course and indicated a model used (n=24),
nine said they used behavioral consultation, four said they used mental health
consultation, five said they used instructional consultation, and six said they used no
specific model. Although some variability was noted (see Figure 3), no significant
differences were found in the models used by European American and non-European
American school psychologists (X’=4.317, df=4, p=.365).

Research question 3: Do school psychologists indicating that knowledge and

awareness of cultural influences are important to daily practice address culturein
consultation more than school psychologists who do not indicate that knowledge and
awareness are important? Are there differences between European American and non-
European American school psychologistsin their assessment of the importance of
knowledge and awareness of cultural influences?

School psychologists were asked to rate specific items on the questionnaire in
terms of their importance to daily practice (see Appendix B, items 31-34). In responseto
these items, 130 European American and 83 non-European American practitioners
provided ratings. Overall, respondents said that knowledge and awareness of cultural
influences were important to very important. Few respondents rated the items as not

important or slightly important (see Figure 4).
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Table 18. Models of consultation used by practitioners.

n Percent
No specific model 64 34.8%
Behavioral consultation 57 31.0%
Instructional consultation 37 20.1%
Mental health consultation 11 6.0%
Other 15 8.1%

Two logistic regression analyses were used to characterize the likelihood that a certain
group of school psychologists would address culture in consultation more than another
group. Aswith research question two, in this case, whether or not school psychologists
considered culture in consultation with the problem and with the intervention were the
dependent variables. School psychologists' ratings of items related to knowledge and

awareness of cultural factors were the independent variables.
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Models of Consultation Used by European American and Non-European American
Practitioners
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Figure 3. Consultation models used by European American and non-European

American participants.

With regard to school psychologists consideration of culture' sinfluencein the
problem-situation (questionnaire item #23), the independent variables, taken together, did
not predict school psychologists behavior in consultation (X°=20.331, df=14, p=.120).
Individual independent variables were also not significant (see Table 19).

Unlike the results for the school psychologists assessment of the problem, the same
independent variables were collectively found to predict whether school psychologists
considered the cultural appropriateness of interventions (see Appendix B, questionnaire
item 26). Those that indicated knowledge and awareness of cultura influencesto be
important or very important were more likely to consider culture when devel oping

interventions (X* =32.036, df=14, p=.004). Similar to the result above, however, each
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independent variable was not a significant predictor of the school psychologists actions

with regard to intervention (see Table 20).

School Psychologists Ratings of Items that May Influence Practice
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Figure 4. Total percentsfor participants ratings of knowledge and awareness that may

influence practice.

To determine if differences were present by ethnicity in the ratings provided by

respondents, ratings by European American and non-European American school

psychologists were compared. Figures 5 and 6 display ratings for the 130 European

American respondents (n=129 for item 34) and the 83 non-European American

respondents.  While most respondents indicated that the knowledge and awareness items

were important or very important, there was variability between European American and

non-European American respondents that was significant. Table 21 illustrates this.

Although the majority of all respondents rated the items related to knowledge and
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awareness of culture’ sinfluence as important or very important, more non-European
Americans rated the items as very important.

Table 19. Logistic regression results for school psychologists consideration of culture

by ratings.

Wwad X  df p
Knowledge of how culture influences values and behaviors 2.885 3 410
Knowledge of how culture impacts learning and behavior 201 4 .995
Awareness of verbal and non-verbal cues 4.524 4 .340
Knowledge of how culture may influence assessment of a 1.021 3 .796
problem

Table 20. Logistic regression results for school psychologists consideration of culture

with intervention by ratings.

wadxX df  p

Knowledge of how culture influences values and behaviors 3.147 3 370
Knowledge of how culture impacts learning and behavior 2.672 4 .614
Awareness of verbal and non-verbal cues 5.082 4 279
Knowledge of how culture may influence assessment of a 1.265 3 .738
problem

Research question 4: Within the consultation triad, do school psychologists

address culture more when the student’ s (client) ethnicity differs from their own? When
the teacher’ s (consultee) ethnicity differs from the student? When the student is

bilingual/linguistic minority?
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Table21. Chi-square test results for school psychologists ratings of knowledge and

awareness by ethnicity.

X df P
Knowledge of how culture influences values and behaviors 21.020 3 .000
Knowledge of how culture impacts learning and behavior 22.374 4 .000
Awareness of verbal and non-verbal cues 9.619 4 .047
Knowledge of how culture may influence assessment of a 10.855 4 .028
problem
European American Respondents' Ratings of Knowledge and Awareness that May Influence
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Figure 5. Tota percentsfor European American ratings of knowledge and awareness that
may influence practice.
Among respondents, 86.1% (n=186) indicated that they had been consultants for

cases that included a non-European American or linguistic minority student (Appendix B,
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guestionnaire item 18). They consulted for cases in which 95.7% (n=178) had teachers
and students of different ethnicities. For 72.5% (n=158) of the cases, the school

psychologist and student were not of the same ethnicity.

Non-European American Respondents' Ratings of Knowledge and Awareness that May
Influence Practice
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Figure 6. Total percentsfor non-European American ratings of knowledge and
awareness that may influence practice.

Two logistic regression equations were calculated to assess the likelihood that
school psychologists’ would address culture in consultation more frequently when he/she
differed from the student ethnically or when the student and teacher differed ethnically.
Whether or not school psychologists considered culture in consultation with the problem
and with the intervention were the dependent variables. The school psychologists
ethnicity paired with the students' ethnicity and the teachers' ethnicity paired with the

students’ ethnicity were the independent variables.
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Collectively, the model of independent variables predicting whether the school
psychologist considered culture’ s influence on the problem situation was not significant
(X*=4.333, df=2, p=.115). Together, an ethnic match or mismatch between the school
psychologist and student or teacher and student did not predict whether the school
psychologist as consultant addressed culture or not when exploring the problem
(questionnaire item 23). The model of independent variables predicting whether the
school psychologist considered culture with interventions was significant (X*=6.800,
df=2, p=.033). Thus, the match or mismatch within the consultation triad contributed to
whether or not the practitioner addressed culture when devel oping interventions
(questionnaire item 26). Table 22 includes the data relevant to these conclusions.

Study participants indicated that they had 186 (86.1%) consultation cases for
bilingual/linguistic minority students and/or non-European American students. Among
those, 56.99% (n=106) of the students were bilingual/linguistic minorities. School
psychologists reported that 74.5% of their student-clients spoke Spanish as afirst
language, 21.7% spoke alanguage other than Spanish, and 3.8% spoke more than one
non-English fist language. Logistic regression equations were used to characterize the
likelihood that school psychologists addressed culture when exploring a problem or
devel oping interventions (dependent variables) more when the student’ s first language
was not English (independent variable). In both cases, a different language was not
significant and did not serve as a predictor of the school psychologist’s actions.
Practitioners were not more likely to consider culture when exploring a problem (Wald
X? =.009, df=1, p=.923) or when considering interventions (Wald X =.212, df=1,

p=.645) in cases where the student’ s first language was not English.
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Table22. Logistic regression results for school psychologists consideration of culture

by ethnic matches or mismatches within the consultation triad.

wadxX df  p

Consideration of culture with problem situation
Match/mismatch between school psychologist and student  0.911 1 .340
Match/mismatch between teacher and student 4.078 1 .043
Consideration of culture with interventions
Match/mismatch between school psychologist and student  3.808 1 .051

M atch/mismatch between teacher and student 1.588 1 .208

Research question 5: What interventions do school psychologists develop for

consultation where ethnic or bilingual/linguistic minority students are served?

When asked what interventions were implemented in participants’ consultation
cases (see Appendix B, questionnaire item 28), 167 (76.3%) school psychol ogists
provided written answers. Their responses to the open-ended question varied and ranged
from specific, detailed descriptions to vague comments. Many respondents discussed
more than one intervention; in al they provided 283 comments that were categorized into
eight broad areas of what was addressed in consultation. Table 23 provides a breakdown
of the eight types of responses and includes examples of participants comments. All

responses are included in Appendix F.

Table 23: Interventions implemented in consultation cases.

Description of Responses and Examples N Percent

I ntervention addresses culture: 23 8.1%
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“Teacher intervention: promoted understanding of the student’s
language, dress, and mannerisms.”

Intervention addresses first language (not English):

“Continued ESL classes. Support services 45 minutes per day. More
contact with parents. Help parents understand importance of using
English at home.”

Intervention addresses inclusion of parent/family:

“Helping teacher to understand what that meant in that particular
culture. Working with child to explain culturein USA. Speaking with
parents to explain situation and how to deal with it at home.”

Intervention addresses behavior:

“Tangibles and non-tangibles to increase school attendance. Identified
astudy buddy for class support. Reduced homework but increased
class-timetutor. Added topics of study that are of interest to the
child.”

I ntervention addresses academics:

“ Assistance to address academic concerns (reading and written
language), small pull out group (four students) four times per week for
30 minutes to address | etter-sound identification.”

Intervention includes counseling:
“Use of mental health facility within areathat was culturally sensitive
to client needs.”

Response primarily related to special education evaluation or |EP:
“Delayed viewing student as appropriate for testing as a specia
education student. Language acquisition was more of an issue than
delays of performance and seemingly below age learning.”

Statement does not indicate intervention:

“In this case, the student’ s progress will be monitored. No
interventions were implemented because the team decided the
behavior was related to his cultural background and personality rather
than a problem with hislearning.”

41

36

74

41

31

25

12

14.5%

12.7%

26.1%

14.5%

11.0%

8.8%

4.2%

Comments frequently suggested that school psychol ogists addressed academic

and behavioral issues, worked in some capacity with parents, and recommended

counseling. Comments also suggested that practitioners may not have provided

consultative services to teachers nor provided consultation within a stage based model of
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problem solving. For example, one respondent said, “ The child’s family came to the US
from Mexico. The child had dysmorphic features... we evaluated her through an
interpreter and she was found to be educable mentally disabled.” Another practitioner,
who reportedly used instructional consultation said, “Language based LD (non-verbal
LD) with right brain hemisphere deficits that contributed to behavioral and instructional
difficulties, aswell as school based assessment of limitations, possibly affected by
ethnic/cultural differences.”

Research question 6: What aspects of culture do school psychologists view as

central to the student populations they serve?

School psychologists were asked to rate and/or identify aspects of culture that are
most salient to the populations they served. Although some respondents (21 or 9.58%)
wrote in aspects, including sexual orientation, family structure, and former educational
background, most rated aspects among those provided on the questionnaire (see
Appendix B, questionnaire item 35). For each aspect, respondents’ ratings varied. Many
indicated that English as a second language and socio-economic status were most
significant and that religion was least significant for the populations they served (see
Table 24 for rankings).

Research question 7: Do school psychologists fedl that cultureisrelevant to their

cases and/or are they satisfied with how culture is addressed?

Table 24: Aspects of culture that are central to the populations served by participants.

Gender Englishas Religion Socio-  Immigrant Race/Ethnicity
Second Economic

Language Status

Most
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Significant 15.2% 36.6% 8.0% 47.1% 0.6% 30.4%
Very
Significant 18.4% 21.3% 12.7% 22.0% 21.9% 25.4%

Significant  27.8% 12.6% 20.0% 15.2% 19.4% 26.0%

Somewhat

Significant 22.2% 14.2% 24.0% 8.4% 14.8% 12.2%
Least

Significant 16.5% 15.3% 35.3% 7.3% 13.5% 6.1%

The magjority (84.4%) of school psychologists responding to the questionnaire
item about culture’' s relevance to their cases indicated that cultural issues were relevant.
Among the 118 comments that respondents provided, many suggested that the student’s
background, including family’s culture, was very important to the issues addressed in
consultation (see Appendix F for written responses to questionnaire item 29). They
addressed issues related to language acquisition, immigration to the U.S. from other
countries, race, socio-economic status, and educational differences. From their
comments it was clear that the issues were frequently complex, variable, and often
affected the work they did with both teachers and families. One school psychologist
commented that, “Not only did his language proficiency interfere with his learning, but
he had recently moved to the U.S. from another country where his family had
experienced many traumatic events. Collaboration between school personnel and family
also was affected by cultural differences.” Another said, “9" grade student recently

moved from Puerto Rico. He refused to speak English and would not participate in class.
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He was angry about the move and wanted to return to Puerto Rico. Teachers were not
nurturing/aware and viewed student as lazy.”

One school psychologist was required to consider the student’ s perspective, the
school district, and his or her own perspective in dealing with the student’s needs. This
school psychologist’s comment was that, “Older sister believes all issues are related to
the color of her skin and has the younger sister starting to believe the same. This school
district is culturally limited and I’ m sure people do judge the student by the color of her
skin.” Another indicated that, “The child was African American, lower socioeconomic.
His values are different than many of the staff and many other students.”

A small number of respondents indicated that culture was not relevant to the case.
For example, one commented that, “...most of the educational and behavioral problems|
encounter are not related to cultural factors. They are usually the result of academic
deficits or personality characteristics.” Another respondent indicated that cultural factors

may or may not have played aprimary role. “...l1 now understand the parents
perspective. ...his problems were not exactly derived from cultural impact. He had
reading comprehension problems that could be remedied by learning strategies. But, his
low self-esteem could have been related to being a minority and/or learning disabled.”
Among those who indicated that culture was relevant to their case, 88.2% also
indicated that they were satisfied that culture was effectively addressed in the case. Their
comments suggested that the influence and input of parent/family aswell as the teacher
was important for addressing students' needs. Again, language, socioeconomic status,
and differing experiences of international students and their families were the focus of

respondents’ commentary. One school psychologist said, “We worked around the

family’s priorities and ‘added to’ instead of ‘took away’ their supports.” Another said,
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“Discussion with parents hel ped the school to develop behavioral expectations that were
acceptable to both the family and the school.” Another school psychologist said, “The
family continues to respect and accept help from school personnel. The teacher learned
to accept the parents’ cultural heritage and outlook.”

Some school psychologists (11.8%) indicated that they were not satisfied with
how culture was addressed and suggested that some school personnel working with the
student did not view cultural issues as importantly as the school psychologist thought
they should. For example, one respondent said, “ Teachers were resistant to interventions,
refused to believe culture was such a significant factor in this case. Dueto the severity of
his behaviors/emotional problems he was sent to another school.” Another stated, “The
issue was addressed clearly. However, there was much teacher bias and inflexibility. So,
regardless of how or if it was addressed, the teacher’ s attitude set atone- many teacher
compliance issues were also called into question.” Another respondent added, “ School
administrators and teachers fail to realize the impact that cultural experiences have on
students. They expect al children to fit a certain mold and have great difficulty
accommodating differences.”

Research guestion 8: Do school psychologists have questions or comments

regarding consultation that addresses culture?

Lessthan half of al respondents (27.4%) provided aresponse to the final item of
the questionnaire (see Appendix G for responses). Some posed guestions while many
commented on their general impressions about needs of school personnel, their individual
cases, or the questionnaire itself. Questions and comments varied and while most
indicated support for or an opinion that the inclusion of cultural factors was necessary in

consultation, three indicated that culture should not be addressed specifically or that the
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guestionnaire did not address culture adequately. Responses fit within three broad
categories. One focused on school psychologists' practice or the field itself. Another
category focused on issues and needs of school personnel and/or school settings and a
third category captured comments related to the study.

In acomment related to school psychologist practitioners, one participant asked,
“How do you avoid stereotyping cultural behaviorsto alow for individual differences
within the same culture?’ Another stated, “ Understanding the culture of a student/family
is part of understanding the psychology of that student. To use that understanding,
service providers must be aware of and sensitive to cultural differences.” With regard to
school personnel generally, one practitioner said, “As the school population increasesin
diversity, | believe that it is essential that staff development for all school personnel be a
high priority with regard to cultural issues, their impact on assessment, instruction that is
appropriate and expectationsin general.” In contrast to the comments suggesting that
issues related to culture were significant and warranted attention, three participants
expressed concern about the current study. One of the three's comment suggested that an
exploration of culture was counterproductive. “Honestly, al of thisistotally
unnecessary- why spend so much time categorizing everyone. Instead of spending time
putting students into categories; let’ s focus on their individual needs.”

Results Summary

The current study explored school psychologists' training and practicesin
consultation with regard to culture. The study sought to determine what training
practitioners had for addressing culture and what they did related to culturein
consultation. The study also sought to determine if differencesin training and practice

existed among school psychologists primarily by ethnicity and work setting. Twelve
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research questions were posed and 219 practicing members of the National Association
of School Psychologists from across the continental United States completed a 36-item
guestionnaire.

In sum, among the 219 participants who provided consultation to teachersin
schools, most had limited training to work with culturally diverse populations generally
and in consultation specifically. Those with the most training were master’s
+30/specialist or doctoral level practitioners. Non-European American school
psychologists and recent graduates reported having the most training, particularly through
post-graduate/professional development opportunities. Despite their levels of training,
most all school psychologists addressed culture in consultation cases and there was a
greater likelihood that this occurred among practitioners in urban and suburban school
Settings.

When asked how they addressed culture, the majority of school psychologists
indicated that they introduced the topic of culture and it was discussed at |east once when
considering a problem and when developing an intervention. Many said they gained
knowledge about students' cultures by talking with colleagues or others with knowledge
about the students’ culture and some indicated that they had first hand knowledge of
and/or experience with a particular student’s culture.

With few exceptions, practitioners indicated that it was important to have
knowledge and awareness about culture’ s influence on values, behaviors, verbal and non-
verbal communication, learning, and actual problem situations and whether the school
psychologist was the same ethnicity as the student-client or not, practitioners addressed

culture. In cases where the school psychologist worked with a teacher-consultee who
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was of adifferent ethnicity than the student, chances were greater that they addressed
culture.

While there was some variability between European American and non-European
American practitioners in their use of consultation models, most used behavioral
consultation or no specific model for their cases. Overal, their interventions addressed
English language acquisition, and behavioral and academic concerns. School
psychologists reported that socio-economic status and English as a second language were
significant cultural variablesin the populations they served. In addition to these factors,
they considered race and family background (including immigration to the U.S.), most
relevant to their cases. A small number of practitioners indicated that they were not
satisfied with how culture was addressed in consultation. They expressed dissatisfaction
with teachers' and other school personnel’s views of cultural influences and/or their
inflexibility in accommodating cultural differences. Severa practitioners commented
that more training was needed for both school psychologists and other school personnel

to understand the influence of culture and how to address it appropriately.
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CHAPTER YV
Discussion
[ntroduction

Given the growing cultural diversity within U.S. public schools, thereis
significant support for attending to culture when addressing students’ needs (e.g.,
Ingraham, 2000; Lopez & Rogers, 2001; Tatum, 1997). Information from education and
the school psychology literature suggests that school psychologists have an obligation to
consider culture's contribution to student functioning and there is increasing support for
the use of consultation to more effectively address students’ needs (Harry et al., 2002;
Gravois & Rosenfield, 2002; Ingraham; Sheridan et a., 1996; Pianta, 2000). Fortunately,
school psychologistsin this study concurred. Overwhelmingly, practitioners said they
addressed culture in their consultation cases and that cultural influences are important to
consider. Despite evidencein the literature that the inclusion of culture in consultation is
beneficial, information about culturally relevant consultation among current practitioners
has not been available previously. This study adds information about school
psychologists' training and their incorporation of culture in consultation practice from
across the United States.

This chapter discusses the findings of this study in light of previous research and
commentary from the literature. It also explores the implications of the findings,
considering what is known about school psychologists consultation practices and the
student populations served in U.S. schools. In addition, limitations of the study are

identified and recommendations are offered for direction in future research.
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Integration and Explanation of Results

The sample of school psychologistsincluded in this study purposefully differs
from national estimates of school psychologists demographically in that more non-
European American practitioners are represented, although like national estimates, the
majority are female, with master’ s+30/speciaist level degrees. While other studies
exploring training and practice in school psychology (e.g., Bahr, 1996; Costenbader et al.,
1992; Fowler & Harrison, 2001) included at least 90% European American participants,
the use of a stratified random sampling procedure resulted in a greater number of non-
European American school psychologists’ inclusion in this study. Approximately 60% of
the sample was European American and approximately 40% was not. This was done to
provide a more balanced perspective of what school psychologists of varying ethnicities
report about their training, practices, and individual perspectives regarding cultural issues
in consultation.

School Psychologists' Training

School psychologists, regardiess of ethnicity, degree, or years since compl etion of
degree, had limited graduate level training to provide consultation, and even less training
that addressed culture in consultation services. All groups had more general training in
consultation, either through a course, practicum, or internship experience than in
culturally relevant consultation. With few exceptions, school psychologists gained
experience with cultural issues in consultation through class discussion or specific topics
addressed in aclass. Given Anton’s (2001) finding that few graduate programs offered
training opportunities to address culture in consultation, this result was not surprising.
However, within the last five years, many practitioners, especially non-European

Americans and recent graduates, reported post graduation participation in an in-service or
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conference workshop, or completed independent reading to increase their skills for work
with culturally diverse populations. Considering that Lopez and Rogers (2001) identified
89 competencies for cross-cultural work and that School Psychology: A Blueprint for
Training and Practice (Y sseldyke et a., 1997) also presented recommendations for
addressing culture, environment and other influences on student learning, the limited
extent of school psychologists' reported levels of graduate and post-graduate training | eft
guestions about whether practitioners are sufficiently prepared for consultation that
addresses culture.

Addressing Culture in Consultation when Identifying the Problem or Developing

| nterventions

The mgjority of practitionersin this study conducted consultation for a non-
European American and/or alinguistic minority student. For these cases, an
overwhelming majority indicated that they addressed culture. While participants may
have responded in more socialy desirable ways or been limited by the questionnaire
options provided, there was some variability in who (groups considered by ethnicity,
work location, school level) addressed culture. However, differences were not as
substantial asthey werein Tarver Behring et a.’s (2000) study that concluded that non-
European American school psychologists' practice was more inclusive of culture when
student-clients were a so non-European American. In the current study, when
considering the problem or developing interventions, practitioners reportedly addressed
culture, an important finding given that Rogers (1998), Naumann et a. (1996), Ingraham
(2000), and Soo-Hoo (1998) concluded that if practitioners address culture becauseit is

evident in the composition of the consultation triad, outcomes should be better.
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However, the extent and depth of this attention given to culture is not clear.
School psychologists addressed cultural influences by discussing it at least once with
their teacher-consultee. Some gathered additional information through communication
with someone considered knowledgeabl e about the student’ s culture or by conferring
with a colleague then talking with the teacher and/or the student’s parents or guardians.
However, the mgjority of practitioners did not provide details about how they addressed
culture beyond what was offered in the questionnaire. This means that school
psychologists who explored cultural perspectives and developed an understanding of their
own and their consultee’ s view of culture were included in the same category of school
psychologists who introduced the topic and discussed it in one consultation session.
Since the mgjority of participants did not provide commentary beyond the questionnaire
items, it could not be determined how extensively culture was considered.

Based on comments that were provided, it isimportant to note that practitioners
did acknowledge the relevance of culture and the importance of addressing it in
consultation. However, the depth of their understanding of culture' srelevance is not
clear from their comments. Considering the extent of Ingraham (2000) and L opez and
Rogers's (2001) exploration of culture, practitioners’ responses | eft questions about how
their identified beliefs and reported practices actually reflected their understanding and

implementation of consultation that is culturally relevant.

Importance of Knowledge and Awareness of Culture' s Influence

With few exceptions, practitioners agreed that knowledge and awareness of

culture sinfluences on behavior, values, learning, communication, and assessment of a
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problem situation were important or very important. Although more non-European
American practitioners indicated that this knowledge was very important, the majority of
all school psychologists indicated their understanding of the importance of this domain.
Participants could have provided socially desirable responses to questions about the
importance of culture' s influence and the results of their responses to questionnaire items
may not fully reflect beliefs about culture in general.

Consultation Models Used

Treatment integrity of the consultation process was an issue. Participant
responses suggested that while avariety of issues were addressed, practitioners
understanding of the consultation process varied widely. The majority of responders said
they primarily used behavioral consultation or no specific model in their consultation
cases. Because many indicated that no specific model was used, questions were raised
about practitioners’ consultation training, and the use of that training in practice. Flugum
and Reschly (1994) found that in cases where quality indices of consultation (e.g.,
definition of problem, direct measure, intervention plan, treatment integrity) were
implemented, the outcomes of consultation for students were better. Given thisfinding, it
IS concerning that more practitioners did not identify a consultation model that
appropriately matched the client or consultee’ s needs.

Likewise, Brown et al. (1998) suggested that the model used in consultation
should fit the values and beliefs of the individualsin consultation. They questioned the
appropriateness of behavioral consultation for all cultural groups. Even though
behavioral consultation iswidely used in training as well as practice (Anton 2001; Erchul
and Martens 1997), Ingraham (2000) recommends that the model of consultation used be

tailored to cultures represented in the consultation triad. It was not clear from
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participants’ responses that the use of behavioral consultation or no specific model were
based on the make-up of the consultation triad (school psychologist, teacher-consultee,
student-client) or was a function of personal choice by practitioners.

Participants Reported Interventions

School psychologists provided highly varied responses to an open-ended question
about interventions devel oped through consultation for their cases. These responses
confirmed that many practitioners used no specific model of consultation even in cases
where a specific model was reportedly used. Many provided brief statements related to
specia education consideration. Othersreferred to counseling or additional supports
provided by outside agencies. Some described interventions that addressed specific
academic and behavioral problems. Responses aso suggested that some practitioners
may consider part of their role in specia education as consultant, while others consider
thelir role as consulnt separate from specia education processes. This difference
influences the type of interventions developed and rai ses questions about practitioners
use of consultation. In some casesit is considered an aternative or precursor to
traditional test place methods; however, in other cases school psychologists appear to be
using consultation as part of the special education assessment process.

Implications of Findings

Although participants in this study provided information to help explore culturally
relevant consultation practices from severa vantage points, three themes emerge as the
most salient in terms of what these findings mean. First, school psychologists' training to
address culture in consultation is limited. Second, school psychologists' praision of
consultation is limited and even more limited for culturally relevant consultation. Third,

many school psychologists' understanding of culture appears to be superficia at best and
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not nearly reflective of the existing literature on culturally relevant practices and
consultation.

Culture in Consultation Training

Whether or not specific training already exists, it appears that a great deal moreis
needed to prepare practitioners to comprehensively address cultural variablesin
consultation. Ingraham (2000) suggests that to be effective, open communication,
feelings of safety, appropriately framed problems, systematic interventions, and
supportive and directive assistance may all be necessary. Today, many practitioners do
not appear to have the skills needed to ensure that these components are a part of the
consultation process. Graduate training, professiona development activities, and an
acknowledgement of personal life experiences are needed to ensure that practitioners can
address the components with knowledge about cultural differences, including an
awareness of how one’s cultural perspective impacts others (e.g., Ingraham). School
psychologists preparation in this domain should lead to the more effective provision of

consultation that creates positive change for the student-client and teacher-consultee.

Consultation Practice

Although likely related to training, school psychologists operate differently as
consultants. While some follow a stage-based model that includes specific activities for
specific purposes, others may not. Those who do not may consider their efforts
consultation but their practice is not congruent with best practicesin consultation, nor is
it likely to lead to interventions that serve as a viable aternative to special education
decision-making. In cases where students do not receive appropriate interventions, they

may inappropriately be considered for special education or may persist in problematic
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situations when interventions are not developed or implemented within a problem solving
framework.

Flugum and Reschly (1994) found that when consultants and teacher-consultees
did not adhere to quality indices such as definitions of the problem, direct on-going use of
measures, a step-by-step plan, and treatment integrity, outcomes were not considered
successful. Yocum and Staebler (1996) concluded that consultation and the devel opment
of appropriate interventions contributes to more accurate referrals to special education.
While some students may receive the benefits of effective consultation practices of
quality, others may not. Thisfinding of the study highlights inconsistent practices among
school psychologists and it warrants further attention within the field.

Culturaly Relevant Consultation Practice

Overdl, thereislimited information found in the literature about the inclusion of
culture in consultation. The literature addresses significant issues within specia
education assessment and related practices by school psychologists (e.g., Harry et al.,
2002; Kovale & Forness, 1999; Losen & Orfield, 2002; Sheridan & Gutkin, 2000),
discussion supporting the use of stage-based consultation that considers environmental,
societal, and individual influences (Lopez & Rogers, 2001; Rogers, 2000; Rosenfield,
2000), and information about the importance of including culture in consultation practice
(Ingraham, 2000; Rogers et a., 1999; Soo-Hoo, 1998). Although present in the literature,
consultation practices among school-based practitioners may not yet be influenced by this
information. Particularly given the recommendations provided by Ingraham and L opez
and Rogers, school psychologists may consider themselves culturally competent when in
fact the meaning of competence extends far beyond what they reported through their

guestionnaires.
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Given the variability in feedback about interventions, it is probable that some
school psychologists are not providing consultation that is consistent with a stage-based
problem-solving model intended to identify and resolve problems. Instead, they may be
communicating with teachers and/or parents about a concern and referring to that
exchange as consultation. This difference in definitions leads to questions about how
culture in consultation truly fitsinto the thinking and services school psychologists
actually provide.

Limitations of the Study

Limitations of this study exist in two main areas. One isthe sample from which
guestionnaire results and conclusions were drawn. The other is with the format and
content of the questionnaire itself.

Regarding the sample, school psychologists from the National Association of
School Psychologists were included in this study. NASP members may differ from non-
NASP members on any dimension related to consultation practices and views on the
influence of culture. Although the return rate was more than 50%, a sample of 219
school psychologists may or may not be representative of the views of school
psychologist members of NASP. Likewise, there was a substantial group of individuals
who were solicited but did not complete the questionnaire; information about these
practitioners could not be obtained so differences between responders and non-responders
could not be explored. Due to self-selection inherent in a questionnaire, the sample used
in this study may not be fully representative of school psychologists on anational level
either. Those who responded to the study may have a specific interest in the topic and

this may differ from other practitioners.
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Other information about the sample might have supported additional
understanding of the results. Information about where participants received their
graduate level training could have been helpful in determining what programs within
different regionsin the country provided more or lesstraining in culturally relevant
practice. A questionnaire item about the ratio of school psychologiststo students or the
number of schools serviced was not included. Curtiset al. (2002) found that where the
ratio of school psychologists to students was less, practitioners reported that they
consulted more. Practitioners who do not provide consultation because of job-related
factors may have been excluded from the sample. Their training experience is not
known.

The questionnaire used in this study was designed specifically to obtain
information relevant to this particular study and participants were asked to focus their
discussion of culture in consultation cases to ethnicity and/or language difference. This
definition of culture was narrow and did not encompass the depth of cultural differences
such as gender, sexual orientation, religion, socioeconomic status, or other aspect of
cultural influence. The definition likely limited what practitioners could address with
regard to the consultee’s or client’s culture overall.

The format of the questionnaire may have prevented a more comprehensive
picture of school psychologists current practices. Aspects of the questionnaire could
have been presented differently in terms of word choice and/or format. The way the
guestionnaire was constructed could have led participants to respond in perceived
socially desirable ways or to assume that they had more competence than that which
meets Lopez and Rogers' (2001) definition of “competence.” Although piloting

improved the clarity of questionnaire items, participantsin the pilot study may not have
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had adequate knowledge and skill with culturally relevant consultation practices and
related literature. This, in addition to the lack of psychometric data, |eaves questions
about the reliability and validity of the questionnaire itself.

Given that the questionnaire requested self-reported information, actual events
that took place in consultation were not captured. With individual questionnaire items,
participants were given options for what they did in practice. It ispossible that they
checked what sounded appropriate but not necessarily what they did in their consultation
case. Likewise, providing options may have limited the information practitioners
provided about their cases or they may have checked what resembled but was not actually
what they did in consultation.

Significant to this study, Tarver-Behring et a. (2000) found that practitioners
often modified consultation practices with non-European American clients and parent-
consultees. Based on this study, it is not known exactly how, or if, practitioners modified
practice because most everyone provided similar responses. Overwhelmingly,
participants indicated that they addressed culture and that they did this at least with one
conversation with their teacher-consultee. It isnot possible from the results to discern
what the content of the conversations contained.

Future Directions for Research

This study provides one look at practitioners’ efforts to address culturein
consultation and it provides an introduction to the actual training and practice of school
psychologists for work with culturally diverse student populations. In addition to its
findings, their implications, and limitations, additional questions need to be explored.

Future research is needed to more directly examine school psychologists

consultation practice and related outcomes. Using methods that include direct
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observation and interviews with members of the consultation triad would be beneficial to
this examination. Although self-report is useful, given the variable dynamics that may
occur within a consultation triad, information is needed that includes more than the
consultant’ s perspective. The input of teachers and/or a direct assessment of student
outcomes could aid in determining the actual benefits of consultation generaly and its
utility as ameans of reducing the disproportion of non-European American studentsin
special education or helping to close the achievement gap.

Given that participants post-graduate training primarily comes from conference
workshops, in-services, and independent readings, further study of the topics covered in
workshops, in-services, or literature read could help to identify what training and
professional development activities are most used by practitioners. Although Ingraham
(2000) identifies a framework and Lopez and Rogers (2001) identify competencies within
the literature, the use or view of these recommendations by practitioners is not known.
Future research should explore what and how information for professional development
isactually used by practitioners.

Future research to clarify outcomes of consultation that includes culture should be
conducted to determineif culture’ sinclusion in consultation leads to positive outcomes
for students more than consultation that does not address culture. Further study could
help to determine what effective “inclusion of culture’” meansin practice and whether this
contributes to reduced referral rates to special education or other programs that may deter
or prevent non-European American students academic acceleration.

Avenues used to develop school psychologists' ability to work within a cultural
context, accounting for the needs of all involved in the consultation triad, should also be

explored. Future research in this area could investigate concepts promoted by Ingraham
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(2000) that include practitioners' cultural self-reflection and understanding, developing a
consultee’s cultural knowledge and understanding, and how to address prejudice and
other biases that affect student performance. Likewise, additional information from
practitioners could help to determine what school psychologists see astheir role in
consultation for non-European American students in terms of advocacy, and addressing
other educational and societal issues.

Conclusions

Results of this study reflect limitations in training and practice with regard to
cultural influencesin consultation. Results also reflect practitioners’ general willingness
to explore cultura influencesin practice despite the lack of training. Although
consultation is not the only alternative to traditional practices among school
psychologists, it may be one avenue useful for addressing non-European American
students’ needs on an individual, class or school level. It helpsto identify and then
address problems in ways that should reduce inappropriate referrals to special education
or other discrepanciesin school programs. Despite variationsin its use, and differences
in practitioners’ understanding, culturally relevant consultation may provide
opportunities for school psychologists to address students' needs in more comprehensive
and effective ways.

As culture plays asignificant role in American life, whether because of its
individual influences or because of discriminatory practices based on specific group
identities, it is an important component that warrants our attention. School psychologists
who are open to exploring their own and others' cultural influences and/or who are
willing to consider ways that cultural identity helps or hinders students may be best able

to ensure that al students receive what is needed for educational success. On a day-to-
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day basis, school psychologists must consider individual issuesin the context of their
larger implications. Thisisacomplicated task for any practitioner. Clearly more
information is needed to improve training and enhance services for consultation and
within practice generally. This study provides afoundation for the further investigation

of cultural issuesin school psychology practice.
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APPENDIX A: Pilot Study

Participants

For the pilot study, 16 practicing school psychologists from a suburban school
district located in amid-Atlantic state were contacted and asked to participate in the pilot
study. These practitioners were colleagues of the researcher who were known to provide
consultation servicesin their schools. Their training and practices related to culture were
not known by the researcher in advance of their participation in the pilot study. Fifteen
of the 16 practitioners solicited agreed to participate and the pilot study was completed in
five rounds (see Table 25 under Pilot Study Results for an outline of each round, number
of participants, and outcomes). Among those involved in the pilot were four black and
seven white females, and one Asian American and three white males. Three participants
held doctoral degrees and al others held specialist level (master’s +30) degrees.
Procedures

A guestionnaire was initially devel oped based on information found within the
literature related to culturally relevant training and practice, consultation, and culturally
relevant consultation (e.g., Anton, 2001; Brown et al., 1998; Curtis & Zins, 1988; Flugum
& Reschly, 1994; Ingraham, 2000; Lopez & Rogers, 2001; Rogers, 2000). Questions
were initially revised and organized based on input from faculty advising. Based on the
researcher’ s ideas and the additional advice, a 30-item questionnaire was completed.
This questionnaire was viewed by pilot study participants in the first round of the pilot
study.

de Vaus (1995) provides information about evaluating a questionnaire and

recommends that four areas be explored as part of its pilot. They are: flow, question
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skips, timing, and respondent interest and attention (de Vaus, pp. 100-103). The pilot
study participants were asked questions that addressed each area:

1. Did the questions seem to fit together?

2. Arethetransitions from one section to another smooth?

3. Wasit clear what questionnaire item to complete next if directed to skip a

guestion based on a given response?

4. How long did it take you to compl ete the questionnaire?

5. Did the questionnaire seem too long?

6. Did the questionnaire sustain your attention?

7. Do you have other suggestions for improving the questionnaire?
Participants completed and responded to questions about the questionnaire with the
researcher present or they independently completed the questionnaire and were contacted
by phone for feedback. Based on their responses, the questionnaire was revised. (See
Table 25.)

Results

Participants in the pilot study provided helpful information for improving the
guestionnaire, ensuring that its items were interpreted consistently, and ensuring that its
content resulted in accurate information obtained from participants. Overall, feedback
for questions one through six, devised from de Vaus's (1995) recommendations,
indicated that all pilot study participants agreed that the questions fit together, had
smooth transitions, clearly indicated what to do when directed to skip a question, that the
guestionnaire did not seem too long, and that it sustained their attention. The fifteen

participants also indicated that the questionnaire took approximately 10 to 15 minutes to
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complete. When asked for suggestions to improve the questionnaire, all participants gave

input about questionnaire items (see Table 25 for details of the feedback).

Table 25: Pilot study procedures and results

Round Number of Questionnaire Administration Results*
Participants
1 2 A 30-item questionnairewas  Seven items were revised for
completed with the researcher  clarity. Oneitem was added for
present and feedback was participants to share more about
given in person. their perspective on culture.
2 4 A 3l-item questionnairewas  Seven items were revised for

completed with the research
present and feedback was

given in person.

clarity. Oneitem was added to
prevent respondents from
answering questions that did not

pertain to their practice.
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A 32-item questionnaire was
sent by mail, completed
independently, and feedback

was given by phone.

The 32-item questionnaire of
round three was also
completed with the researcher
present and feedback was
given in person.

The 36-item questionnaire
was mailed to participants,
completed independently, and

feedback was given by phone.

Seventeen items were revised to
improve their clarity,
conciseness and specificity.
Three formatting changes were
made and one question was
added to gather additional
information. One questioned
was revised to create four

separate questions.

Minor changes were made to the
layout of the questionnaire but
no items were revised, added, or

deleted.
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6 5 Faculty of the researcher’s Six itemswere revised to
dissertation committee improve clarity, conciseness, and
provided final commentsand  consistency. Four items were
recommendations for revision  added to gather additional
in person. information about the

participants’ perspectives on
thelr consultation cases. Four
items were del eted because they
would likely not yield accurate
information. Revisions resulted

inafinal, 36-item questionnaire.

* Questionnaire item changes are discussed within the text.

Pilot study round one.

Initially, 30 items were included in the questionnaire. Pilot study participants
provided feedback about the wording of items, order of questionnaire items, and
indicated what they understood a question to mean to ensure that their understanding of
items was the same. Based on thelir input, item six’s choices for response was changed to
include degree titles (master’ s, master’ s +30, doctorate) because one participant who was
still enrolled in graduate school for her doctorate indicated that potential study
participants might indicated that they have not yet completed graduate training. Also as
part of item six, degrees were added with years for participants to check the degree(s)
they held and time frame within which it was completed (e.g., 1-5 years ago, 6-11, etc.).

Item 10 was moved and revised from “Did you talk about the potentia influence

of culturein your consultation cases during supervision provided through a course?’ to
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“Did you or your supervisor initiate discussion about the potential influence of culturein
your consultation cases during supervision provided through a course?’ because
participants wanted to clarify whether they or their supervisor raised issues related to
culture. Items 13 and 14 were moved and reworded to be more specific after participants
indicated that the items were vague and did not capture professional development
activitiesin aclear and concise way. Rather than asking, “...since completion of
graduate training, how has additional training been received?’ participants were asked to
indicate how many times within the last five years they participated in specific training
activities. The category of “work setting,” items 15-18, were moved to follow
“background information” since participants felt it followed background information
more logically.

For items 19 and 20, the words “consultee” and “client” were changed to
“teacher/consultee” and “ student/client”, respectively to ensure that it was clear that the
case should include ateacher as consultee, not a parent or other person, and a student.
Item 28 was reworded based on feedback that it did not seem to be asking something
different than what item 26 asked. An item was added to the questionnaire after
participants said that they would want to indicate that other factors, in addition to cultural
ethnicity, influenced their consultation cases.

Pilot study round two.

Four participants completed the questionnaire for the pilot study’s second round.
Based on their feedback, some items were reworded, moved, completed changed, or
discarded. Item six was changed from “How long ago did you complete your graduate
training?’ to “How long ago did you complete your highest degree?’ for clarification.

Item nine was revised to include the additional option of a“combined program” for the
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type of schools worked in because participants indicated that they worked in programs
that included general and special education programs and were unsure that checking
“comprehensive public school” and “other” adequately captured their work settings. Item
11 was revised because, like participants in round one, participantsin round two
indicated that the question was difficult to answer. While some participants questioned
whether this question, “How would you characterize the student population you serve?’
referred to the school district or their individual school, others indicated that they served
more than one school and more than one choice of response applied to their work setting.
The question was changed to, “For the school in which you do the most consultation,
please estimate the percentage of cultural groups in that school’ s student popul ation.”

Items 17 and 18 included space to check off professional development activities
that participants in which ever engaged. Feedback from participants indicated that the
space to check items off was somewhat confusing and unnecessary. Although thelist of
activities and format for responding remained the same (participants were asked to check
appropriate columns and rows indicating if and how many times they had participated in
a specific activity), the space to check items off was deleted. An item was added that
asked whether or not participants had been case managers for cases that included a non-
European American student because pilot study participants suggested that they should
be directed not to complete certain questionsiif they did not have a case with a non-
European American student because those questions would not be relevant.

Item 29 was revised because participants felt a broader rating continuum would
help them more accurately identify their skill level. Rather than arating from one (little
to no skill) to three (highly skilled) the response choices were changed to arating of one

(little to no skill) to five (highly skilled). Item 30 was reworded because participants
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expressed confusion about what the question was asking. It was revised from, “Please
rank the top four aspects that are central to your definition of culture and that are aso
relevant to the student population you serve’ to “Please rank the aspects that are central
to the student population you serve.”

Pilot study rounds three and four.

Five pilot study participants were mailed the 32-item questionnaire and then
contacted by phone for feedback. Two additional participants completed the same
guestionnaire with the researcher present and they provided oral feedback. The seven
participants’ input about this third version of the questionnaire was combined and
changes were made based on their collective feedback. A reminder to refer to the
definition of consultation was added to item two (in parentheses “ see definition above™)
following suggestions that potential study participants should be clear about the
definition of consultation used in the study. For item six, the category for “speciaist”
degree was changed to “ specialist/master’ s +30” after some participants indicated that
their degree was not called specialist but they had more than thirty additional hours of
training for an advanced degree beyond the master’s. Rather than include ranges for years
since completion of their degree, space was included next to the degree title for
participants to write in the actual years since they completed graduate training. Likewise,
for item seven, ranges for years in practice were deleted and space was provided for
participants to write in the actual years they have practiced school psychology in a school
setting. “_ 1-5; 6-11;  12-17;  18+” waschangedto“_  years.” ltemsnine
and ten were reversed. Items nine and eleven were combined to create a three-part
guestion regarding the school in which the most consultation was provided. Part A was

added to gain additional information about the school level worked in (e.g., elementary,
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middle, high). Item nine became part B and item 11 was revised and changed to part C.
Item 11 was revised so that instead of requesting percentages of specific cultural groups,
participants were asked to indicate what cultural groups were predominant in their school
setting. Most pilot study participants said that answering item 11 was difficult because
they wanted to provide accurate information and did not feel comfortable estimating
percentages of groups in the student population they served.

Initems 17 and 18 the words, “check all that apply” were deleted because
participants agreed that that additional information was not needed. Item 18 was changed
to reflect the inclusion of linguistic minority students in the consultation case participants
could use to respond to questionnaire items about consultation practice. The statement,
“Have you been case manager for a case that included a non-white student?’ was revised
to, “Have you ever been case manager for a case that included a non-white or linguistic
minority student?’ Initem 20, “white/Caucasian” was inadvertently excluded and it was
added to the questionnaire revised following rounds three and four. Items 20 and 21
asked the race/ethnicity of the teacher and the student and a category for “bi-racial” was
included. Some participants suggested that this could become confusing and possibly
lead to more speculation on the part of the study participant. Therefore, the term was
excluded but the category for “other” was kept and could have been used to capture these
teachers and students if participants knew thisinformation. Additionally, with items 20
and 21, the terms “consultee” and “client” were added again, in parentheses, following
the suggestion of some pilot participants. Item 22 was atered to exclude two responses
of “no” to the question, “Did you consider how culture (race/ethnicity) influenced the
problem situation?’ and the questions wording was changed to “Did you consider how

culture (race/ethnicity/language) influenced the problem situation?’ Pilot participants
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indicated that the choices for “no” may not capture what they were intended to since
many participants would likely not acknowledge that they “did not have a sense of how

culture did contribute.” Response choices were changed to “yes,” “no,” or “other.”
Additional choices were added to response options for item 23 following participant
suggestions that further clarification and additional choices were warranted. The
guestion’ s wording in item 24 was revised to be more concise and consistent with item
23. It was changed from, “As you and your consultee discussed the problem, how did
you talk about the influence of culture (race/ethnicity) to the situation?’ to, “How did you
consider culture influence on the problem-situation?’” Response options were also altered
and the choice, “we did not talk about culture,” was deleted. Item 25’ s language was also
revised to improve clarity and conciseness. It was changed from, “Asyou and your
consultee devel oped the intervention(s) to address the identified problem(s), did you
consider the influence of culture on the client’s learning and behavior?’ to, “Did you
consider whether or not your intervention(s) to address the identified problem was (were)
culturally appropriate?’ Also for clarity, and like question item 22, response options

were changed from three possibilities with explanations to, “yes,” “no,” or “other.”
Questionnaire items 27 through 30 were revised resulting in seven instead of four
guestions for participants to rate their knowledge and skills about cultural and general
competence. For items 27, 28, and 29, rather than asking participants to rate their
knowledge, awareness and sensitivity on arating scale ranging from oneto three,
participants were asked to rate these items on a scale of oneto five. Item 30 was divided
into four separate questions to be rated on the same scale as items 27-29 for consistency.

The wording of item 31 was changed following questions and suggestions from the pilot

study participants to make thisitem clearer. It was changed from, “Race/ethnicity isjust
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one aspect of culture. Please rank to aspects that are central to the student population you
serve (1=most significant; 8=least significant).” to “For the school where you do the most
consultation, please rate the aspects of culture that are central to the student population
you serve. (For each item you identify as relevant, please rate 1=most significant;
5=least significant.” Some participants indicated that the model of consultation used
could contribute to the consultation process and, based on this feedback, an item was
added to ask participants what consultation model they used for their case.

Pilot study round five.

Two participants completed afourth version of the questionnaire. Based on their
feedback, minimal changes were made to the layout of the questionnaire but no items
were revised, added, or deleted.

Pilot study round six.

The questionnaire underwent afinal revision after feedback was obtained from
faculty of the dissertation committee. Several response options were deleted from item
four to be consistent with four major categories of race/ethnicity and the term
“Caucasian” was deleted and “ European American” was used instead (e.g., Tarver
Behring et al., 2000). Throughout the questionnaire, the term “Caucasian” was replaced
with “European American.” Initem 8, “region” was added next to “state” in the question
that asked participants where they worked. Initem 10, part C was discarded because of
concerns about the clarity and inconsistency of potential responses to the question asking
participants about the predominance of ethnic groupsin the student popul ation served.

Initem 17, to improve readability and emphasi ze the difference between this
guestion and item 16, the word “ consultation” was underlined. An item was added (item

21 in final questionnaire) to the questionnaire asking participants to indicate, “If not
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English, what was the student’ s first language?’ For items 25 and 27, a response option
was added to the checklist: “1 conferred with a colleague,” to gain knowledge about
culture. Additional items were added to gain additional information about interventions
and participants opinions about their cases. In the final questionnaire, an item asked
participants to include their interventions (final item 28), indicate whether they
considered culture relevant to their case (final item 29), and indicate whether they were
satisfied with how culture was addressed (final item 30).

In addition, instructions for completing items related to personal knowledge and
awareness of cultural influences was revised. “Regardless of the current case, please rate
your knowledge, sensitivity, or skill on ascale from oneto five. 1=very little or no
knowledge, sensitivity, or skill; 5=very high level of knowledge, sensitivity, or skill” was
changed to, “Regardless of the current case, please rate the following items on their
importance to your daily practice. 1=not important; 5=very important.” Thiswas done
in an effort to reduce the possibility that participants would rate themselves higher than
they actually were because of a desire to appear more skilled or because of an inflated
sense of one’s own skills. Items 30 through 34 were deleted for the same reasons. The
finalized instrument, based on input from pilot study participants and faculty isincluded
in Appendix B. Each item of the questionnaire is intended to help answer the twelve

research questions posed in this study.
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Appendix B: Questionnaire
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— Amother soff person of the same culume a the slwbeol contriluied e e Gl lioon sisd aed
&b primonrily determined whether culture Was celeval of K40
. [Rher

Tlease sharo any comments:

1% How did you galn knpwledige ubmul cultural factors that raay have affecied Four agsesauent of
the "problem(zp* {chek all har apphey
- o Mo addltlanel knowlsdse was peeded becaise:

I gpoke e someqgre of sime= collue a4 Swacig

| ke Ly sumeune wilt keowledge of atudent's culbue
. The eeachiee |uad koesledps of the soudeot'’s culrurs

— Leondferred wilb 8 colleague

___ Imendfreviewss] puhdicadone eelevane vo the srusdent' s colbane
{Hher _

Flears share ANF CINDINOEE
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26. 1¥id you conslder whether or i your inleryentionds) to address the dentified problem wos
{were] cullurwlly mppropriale?
_ Yeo __Hn — URer
Plrase glute any commyemis:

I me, please shop fo grettion #25.

IT. Hanw did yvu drdermdne whethey or il inlerveniime weres caftorglly approprialed (please
chech gl that apply)
_ Tdisouesed culueal Influsises with the shadent

Jadincesad culbiie with an adilt wl simdlar cidtueg b sfudent

— Jashil the client's parenta’puardiang o belp det=rmine il inl=rveniima were appropiate
— Tdiscussed the inMuenze of oulure with the teacher
— Teonfermed with 2 colleagoe
_ . _[Mhes:
HMease shyere mny conumEents:

28, What was (were) the imteryention(s)*

20, Lk yuu el thod calburg] {aswcs wore podevand Lo Lhiz case? Tux Y
Plesde explain:
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L I rbeyunl, were pou sailidied thal ralmre was clfertivedy sddreand o thicease? _ Yea _ Mo
Flease caphin:
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Trtdiridral FErzpacivay

Frparribes of Lhe cureesl cade, ploxec i the folgwing iens on their Importance v your dally
puacter,
k=mnid inpocmnr = skightly Impartmt 3= punme=bia Imaprctand d= impartanl %= very imponanl

Raling
31, Encwiedpe nl buw culture infleenses the volnes nnd hehaviors of

individnnls ond groaps

32, Knowhkdge of bow coltere tmpects eamiog and Lo

55, Avarcoess of verbul and oon-verlal coes that differ g colinral froops

M. Knowledge of how culture may inRuews problem solving wod
bo® 10 make sccurate nssssmend of & probiom to leh of cul{pret diffecences

35, Far the schiwd where Fou do the most comsalbgiinn, please rate the aspects of culiare that are
central to e stodent popoladon yom serve? (For each iofo you identify g5 mhevant plogse rabe, 1=
i sigificant; 5w leoat signifisanr)

_ Grodex ___ Enghish ax secund [aegaaos ___ Eeligivm
Soriostomemic Walus _ Ilmmigrunl __ RucofEthnlcity
Other (plesaz spesify) -

_ tiher (phense =pacilyd

6. What puestions or commens do pow huye plsel oy e loflnencs of cubhire i wddremed in
cansnbtation? | ] :
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Appendix C: First mailing

BOUNIYERSITY OF 5214 Henzamin Blig.
College Park . kel g land 20742-1122
: mmm L 4015 AAE TR ML A0 290 FAX
COLLECOE OF TOOCATION
COCTE SELIMG I TERSCEEL SERVICES
Sl Puwcholine Frigram

Jume L, HIA
Fear Fellow Schieal Papcholigese.

1 wo conduchnys w sty 1o investigine smsullalion paciices among school psychowgists anid
ol arealy uppreciate vour help oud panicipatzon o chis sady,. The sudy i designed o delermring:
s Hiow schood pewezhalageets were tained to provids consulibon seceaes i Swdenss af various

aultorel backarounds.,
»  Filow schood pssvchelogasts smuu | coasaliangn wolt weackers o address the aesds of swderl. ol
variod etndibcs.
Tl study wiil alsa cxuplore consultstion pracrices among schucd psss; balogiats ol diffeicnt ehnicitics.
Lille inloomation sboul sensaltalien iruning aad practics thar incocporates culiore sxisis in Lhe
licerarore and I hope the infennation from this study will belp 1 clirl whi peacticing sehoe]
perchologisls rurrenUy do imed howe his relales foohe lievatue.

Your pame wus oblained feom w Mebenal Aesocsthon of Sehoo] Payzholony HASE] muilingg
liat. oms e i huclsd s ecially miscd posd of sehool peeehologists tht Lhope wAill partipan: o his
study. The questitninairs foc your completion is attuched. I should ke gpproesimarely 45 minuees 2o
vou o complete, There ure no Joreseenble osks Moo yoor padnegiation and your invalvement s
suanplete by wolimlary. ¥ou aee Trey i withdeas frenm pameipation at any time, 2ven wller wour surey
haz heen returned. All infonnation is completely confidental amd you will unly he wleetified by a
number coded system ‘Lheneiors, your identily will nel he revealed. Yoo submission of woampzed
quaRLian nai e serecs 15 cansent for paricipation. Plewes refum the gurestionmaine i ihe coclosed
stumped envelope, Phegse also reum the post cand sepacaely iF pro would ik to reesive results of e
stndy | oagpe yow Gond Hhe inzlosian of a penzil useful; plezse pozept in us  token ol shanks [ur yoar
parteipaton in chiz andy.

It you bave uny guestions. plevse conle bleosl Sirmoime al rosiaee @haniai.com or ag 301-623-
EE24 “Thank wuu Uer woue Lime and cucpens:hia.

Mo e,

- ,
/fﬂ,i,% PR

Verel Sirmins, A&, KCGE
Thezparal Candidate

1607-11 Carrinme Houss "Lemoee
Silver Spoiog. ML 20H03

L ﬁa‘?ﬁf
h.0.

tvid Roganficld,
rofosanT
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Appendix D: Second mailing

Dear Fellow Schoot Psychologist:

Recently, you should have reccived a survey with a request for your mput ebout consultation
practios and culture. 1f you received it maybe you...

d  Rewnerned the survey.
THANEY O

QO Difn’t bave time to complete the survey vel,
Pleas= complete and retumn it, it should take no more than 15 minutes 10 do.

0O  Didn 't think you needed o renirn the survey because you doi ¥ work I sohools or
dor | provide corsultation,
Please return it, answering the first one or two questions. Your input still counts]

Thank you for your time, attention, and willingness to contrifute ko research in our field! 1f you
have guestions or did not receive the gurvey, pleese contact me at mainma@hotmail.com or at 301 -
625-E834.

Sincercly,

W AGS, NCSP

UMCP Doctoral Candidate
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Appendix E: Third mailing

LM Ty E s NF 214 RBanjumin Bllg.
'i,_ .i" ] ol Tark, Marynnd 207421720
M AND S ZRAA TREL 301 40529035 RAX
COLLEGE OF BLUCATION

ZOUMEELING AR FERSONNEL PR VICES
Sihacl Perrhzlogy Prpranm

LUreur Fedlow School Tsecbuloiast:

M Tavw wpemebes cion 1wl i i secking wour input abonrt school syehrlopricul consudeation and
enlture. As of wodamy. | hove net ceceived yoor cormphstsd guestiomaive and T wonld scll gemninedy
appreciats hearing from you. The smidy is beinp condueted to expluc: pracritioners” pergpectives smd 11
is imteouiesd 1 pellewt the thinkimg of schonk prychiabogists from varded ethois bagkgnwads. In ovder fav
the study to bie tepresentative ot school psvoksilepists from valings backgrounds, it is sssenlial that cach
perann 10 the swmple retune thisit quedionnaire. A ceplacsment questicnmaire 18 enelosed tor your
corveitence [d be happy 10 umsser any guesfions yi ave abort te sindy, 1ese sontact e at
msmmstehotml.curn e al 30 1-p25-8834. Thank you very much (o7 yoe Gime and assisone:.

Mingerele,

hecyl .rg:%:ﬂs, NESP

Eloctesil Cundidane
§al1-H Cariage Houesr Temeoe
Silver Spring, M2 MM
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F: Participants written responses

Questionnaireitem 11:

| took a class after finishing my program on personality/DSM 111 (at the time) which included focus on
cultural impact (2).

Ph.D. coursesin Ed. Leadership; not in school psych (6).
My dissertation was on multicultural counseling (24).
Anthropology (cultural) course (120).

Excellent clinical skills (psychotherapy; Adlerian theory) in how all people relate and importance of respect
and equality in relationships (213).

Assessments of LEP students, | have a master’ s degree in bilingual special education and a Ph.D. in
bilingual school psychology (253).

Designed doctoral program to address issues (263).

15 additional credits for bilingual school psychology certification— bilingual assessment, multicultural
counseling, bilingual education, multicultural perspective, second language acquisition (291).

Dissertation on parents from the Dominican Republic (294).

Five cultural diversity courses to attain bilingual extension (318).
Lots of seminars outside the graduate program (343).

Doctoral fellowship in multilingual-multicultural education (364).

Most professors were ethnic and added their perspectives throughout the coursework (472).
Training was consistent with cultural attention to assessment and counseling (488).

Dissertation and master’ s thesis reviewed working with culturally diverse population and research
specifically addressed expectations and roles of client/therapist of Asian and CA clientele (493).

Questionnaireitem 12:

Consultation was integrated in many classes (11).

Consultation topics were integrated into intervention design courses (242).
Designed doctoral program to specifically address (263).

Follow up training through the lab for 1C-teams (327).

Supervised counseling and consultation in doctoral fellowship program (364).
| am atrainer- | teach consultation and indirect intervention (488).
Questionnaireitem 15;

Weekly professional seminar meetings (19).
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Orientation of program focused on ecological model with heavy emphasis on multiculturalism (248).
Both at master’s and PhD level, culture was the main topic (253).

Specific doctoral program geared to address issues (263).

Supervised counseling and consultation in doctoral fellowship program (364).

Graduate training included several components of multi-transdisciplined culturally diverse curriculum
(488).

Questionnaireitem 16:

Chairing NJASP multicultural committee 2003-2004 (24).

Questionnaireitem 23;

Needed to be aware of parents’ priorities regarding their economic status and financial need as well as their
children’s education (1).

Family belief system- culture of neighborhood and PR (Puerto Rican?)
influences (11).

Socialization of males and females. Child rearing practices (24).
Child entered school speaking only Japanese (39).
Student thinks that all problems are aresult of the color of her skin (40).

When working with the parent, it was important to consider her willingness to buy into the behavior plan
(61).

Language, study habits, parental involvement (66).
The student’ s problems were behavioral, but did not seem to be culturally related. The question was one of
strategies for managing the behaviors of a student with suspected mental iliness. The student’s

behavior was perceived by everyone, including peers and family, as atypical (76).

Parent involved with drugs, kidsinvolved with gangs, parent who had been caregiver of different race,
student bi-racial, grandmother/guardian black, mother white. All thisinfluenced the problems (77).

Employed both standard and nonverbal cognitive batteries and cluster analysis differential (ie, verbal and
nonverbal vs. Spatial vs. matrices- like tasks etc.) (93).

Mother and step-father were only persons of color on the 6-member IAT; their experience had beenin
urban setting and this district was suburban (98).

95+% of student population is African American, and | am Caucasian so | try to consider cultural influence
in al consultation situations (101).

Language issues that influenced classroom understanding (109).

The teacher’ s view of the problem was reflective of her teaching rather than the child’s organic difficulties.
It was difficult to get her to understand the innate nature of a severe communication disorder (115).

Minimal parental support (121).
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It was impossible to receive any input regarding Arabic American population from any resource! (122)

Father did not allow any English to be spoken in the home, nor was there any English based written
literature (130).

Considered language acquisition versus LD issue (153).

Presented secondary to abuse, neglect, and multiple foster placements (154).

Submissive female- not expected to go to school in her country. Used asamaid at home (157).

Its effect on education taught in English (177).

The issue was whether the child (3 years old) was truly language impaired, speech impaired, or should be
treated as ESL student (182).

Social-emotional problems of student who professes on his own to be distressed by black father (absent)
and white mother (184).

Trust issues: Parent unsure of staff concern for her child (188).

Considered Spanish and English fluency. Considered acceptability of immigrant student to new cultural
environment (197).

The Russian family used aform of corporal punishment that was acceptable in Russia but viewed as abuse
in America (206).

Father’s denial of any behavioral needs of his ADHD son, limited exposure to English only instruction was
afactor in skill performance at his new school (207).

Worked with Spanish/bilingual student and kindergarten and pre-K teacher who initially thought he was
learning impaired. Referral for testing (214).

Parents were going to Mexico to see adoctor for student (217).

We also believed that socio-economic factors were significant in influence perhaps more so than ethnicity
(23D).

This student appeared to be depressed. Factors impacting student were new school setting, parental
separation, physical deformity of hands (present at birth) (232).

Male student diagnosed with ADHD. Mom apprehensive about meds, Dad does not agree with meds—
cultural reasons (239).

Black male teenager who had poor regard/ respect for females. Father had been present in the home and
was now absent because of war (243).

Our Hispanic students (who have attended school in their own country) are livelier (244).

Child in special education, met criteria (oral) to be exited from the bilingual program. Principal opposed
the change due to high numbersin regular education (253).

Impact of ESL status of client on academic performance (263).

Culture is always taken into consideration when working with students/families. It gives a clearer
perspective to what istruly going on and what perceptions follow (276).
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More structured and English oriented the lesson, more acting out behavior (282).

Knowing that not looking at an adult when one is being reprimanded, in certain cultures, | am ableto
explain this to teacher and work with student to help him acculturate to school setting (284).

Child exhibited behavioral problems during story-time. | learned that child was Spanish dominant and
story was read in English. Instruction was basically done in English with some Spanish support provided
by assistants (291).

Since the student was an ethnic and language minority in the school, as was his family in the community,
care needed to be taken to consider language and cultural issues that could facilitate or serve as barriersto
the consultation process (293).

11 year old child was aminority in a gifted and talented program. He felt isolated and wanted to quit
program (294).

Student was not familiar with behavior expectations in the classroom, particularly the level of structure
(297).

Amount of time in country, language dominance, ESOL services, acculturation/assimilation issues, home
environment (307).

Becausereligion included “brujeria” - witchcraft (311).
Was the student learning disabled in their own language (312).

It was extremely helpful to utilize services of the Spanish speaking ESL teacher to assist the primary
instructor (313).

Child confused by instructions given due to bilingualism. Suggested offering instructions in Spanish first
then English to support all aspects of child’sinstruction and interactions (318).

Vaue of achievement motivation (328).
Family system was different than the norm observed by teacher (331).

5 year old, male, born stateside from Mexican parents. Learned both English and Spanish but was not
proficient in either. 1Q on CTONI= 100; deficient in arithmetic (338)

This particular student is Mexican-American and | am familiar with much of this culture. My interest was
in exploring the dynamics of the family, while keeping in mind certain cultural issues such as: Latina
American people in general tend to be more group oriented than individual oriented (343).

Culture influenced the child’ s perception of the situation (345).

Parental expectations and attitudes versus teacher’ s/school’ s expectations and attitudes about learning and
second language acquisition (364).

Addressed context of family/culture and impact on child (367).
Consultee’ s lack of exposure to persons of color (380).
Not at first, but it became evident that this should be a consideration (387).

Needed to consider ethnicity and language in assessment (394).
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Usually cultural differences have very little to do with academic problems or even behavioral problems
(423).

Assimilation to main stream culture is problematic. Inconsistent parenting techniques and cultural
upbringing have a big impact on situation (464).

Limited language comprehension due to limited language acquisition and a language disorder impaired
academic functioning and manifested in attention seeking, inappropriate behavior (468).

Student was experiencing both language acquisition issue and culture difficulty of being recent arrival to
the US (under two years) (471).

When culture is afactor a multidisciplinary approach helps as they bring their discipline’s perspective but
also their view of the cultura influence in the matter (472).

Low educational/performance expectations for male Hispanic student by family (480).
Child appeared autistic like- parent in denial (484).

Language acquisition usually “muddies the water” - isit alanguage acquisition problem alone? OR/AND a
learning disability in those psychological processes (488).

Always influences (490).

Approaching the teacher with informative data regarding normative behavior for this group (498).
Questionnaireitem 24:

| had a conference with EST and teacher to discuss cultural differences and self biases (24).

The parent introduced the topic (45).

Family shared information and it was included (68).

Staff, myself, advocate, grandmother/guardian all gathered and shared information in consultation (77)
Spanish teacher of Hispanic background was consulted (81).

ESL specialist gathered cultural relevant information and shared it (93).

Principal (with considerable urban teaching experience) introduced topic and did afine job of facilitating
discussion re: cultural factorsin first two of three meetings (98).

The schools | serve are 50% African American (urban setting), 20% Hispanic, and 20% Caucasian and
10% other. Poverty isabig concern (99).

African American advocates are routinely included in behavioral and academic interventions from pre-
referral to disposition (104).

Social work bilingual assisted (105).
We have an individual who has been hired that helps with cultural issues (133).
Parent/consultation to discuss background, expectations, etc. (148).

Other: parent information, past school (153).
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Used two Arabic (different dialects and educational levels) speaking staff members to assess and help
trandate and define responses culturally (157).

A trandator familiar to the family was utilized rather than someone supplied by the local school (182).
Because of child’s own comments about disliking the color black/brown (184).

Parent became more willing to share her perspective (188).

Adoptive parent shared information (198).

The person from the same cultural background was aware of the procedure and their acceptance/rationale
of that type of discipline (hot rings on back) (206).

Parental input on family’s culture. Language assessments in English and Spanish reviewed (207).
Involved a bilingual psychologist as intermediary (210).
Interpreter used from same culture/language (217).

Socio-economic factors in the home are often times central to the issues at school- older child not attending
consistently needed as sitter (231).

Data were gathered by teacher about language functioning in order to address instructional/placement
interventions (253).

Fellow school psychologist raised question(s), gathered information, shared in consultation (263).
Other: Combination of teacher and me (282).

By having information from teacher and my own knowledge, | was able to help teacher understand that this
behavior was cultural and not intentional or disrespectful (284).

Teacher and clinicians have a meeting with parents. Treatment plan was discussed with child’' s team
(speech pathol ogist and occupational therapist and psychologist) (286).

| shared the fact that the child was distractible and bored because he did not understand what was being
said (291).

Many staff (including the ESL teacher) did not have much knowledge about the student’ s culture and
situation (293).

There is a Spanish team that works with these students (312).

Other: discussion with child’s guardian (327).

Migrant worker’s helper was hired to help him (338).

Several consultation sessions with all the teachers that work with him. As the teachers would state their
concerns, as needed | would identify some of the issues of concern as being more culturally based or not.
Then we would work within the context of differentiating between what was typical for a child within that

culture and what may have been bordering on pathological (343).

Culture impacted on parents’ collaboration with school, parents’ perception of problem, as well as with
student’ s response to faculty (367).
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Other: drew from experience/self disclosure (380).

| have been fortunate to work with a Spanish language trandator. She comes from Venezuela but was able
to add insight about cultural practices for Mexican Americans (387).

Teacher was concerned about the child's use of the term “my dog” in referring to a fellow student-
explained that “dog” was used in his culture asa “buddy” term, not name calling. Also explained that
mispronunciation of words consistently (ex. Words beginning with “str”) should be first viewed as an
articulation disorder, not as acceptable cultural dialect (430).

Always difficult to assess; parents often unclear how important native culture isto white school culture
(464).

Other: mutual discussion of variables impacting learning (467).
Other: parent interview revealed family dynamics (468).
Other: Parents extensively interviewed (471).

No additional...: | am from Mex-Am background (484).

A pre-meeting with parent’s permission, student record review, along with bilingual assessor. Speech and
language pathol ogist brought in for Spanish assessment. ESL dominant assessment also conducted (488).

Questionnaireitem 25:

Had opportunity to be immersed in diverse cultures through friendships and being raised in diverse ethnic
environment (6).

Counseling session with student and family (11).

I have gained knowledge through other similar assessments (22).

My dissertation on multicultural counseling (24).

| spoke directly to the student (40).

| conferred with the parent (45).

Student was adapted to American culture- it was socio/economic issues that were predominant (61).

Parents have lived here for many years and were willing to share their perceptions of how cultural factors
influence the child’s behavior (68).

The grandparent provided information, previous assessments. Students were previously hospitalized four
timesin mental health facilities and | had access to the reports (77).

Interviewed all persons familiar with the student’s culture (78).

Two guidance counselors who had lengthy private discussions with the child’s mother. When child’s
mother was a young adult, her 17 year old sister was murdered by a boyfriend in Dayton. Sheisateaching
assistant in an urban school, but livesin the suburbs. She converted to Judaism and seems to have high
anxiety/sensitivity about all issues concerning this child (3" grade male— very bright but distractible,
disorganized, and underachieving) (98).
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Went to special education evaluation (checked no add'| knowledge needed on survey) (101).

Have many Hispanic students but no Hispanic teachers who can shed light on concerns. We have a
bilingual department that can assist (109).

No add’'| knowledge needed because: of my past experience and knowledge (120).

No add’'| knowledge needed because: known family history (121).

I never did feel | had sufficient information on this culture and heritage (122).

Other: Spoke to the parents about possible cultural influences (138).

Other: parent (148).

Assistance from those who were knowledgeable in the culture was most important. | learned alot! (157).
| had been in similar situations previously (182).

Family background of student isfairly well known to teacher (184).

| have had a significant amount of inservice and experience (188).

The problem was cross cultural or transcultural (192).

Drew on previous experiences of working with children of similar cultural/linguistic backgrounds (197).
Adoptive mother’ s knowledge/experience (198).

| am married to a Hispanic from alarge family (207).

No add’'| knowledge needed because: training (210).

| interviewed the student and/or student offered information about his culture/background (213).

File review, discussion with adoptive parents (224).

| have attended trainings (239).

No add’'| knowledge needed because: past work experiences had focused on the same cultural factors (243).
Have lived in Spanish-speaking areasin U.S. and Mexico (244).

Other: spoke to child’s family (248).

No add’| knowledge needed because: my area of expertise. I’'m a bilingual/bi-cultural school psychologist.
| teach multi-cultural issuesin psychology at the graduate level (253).

Active and continuous sharing of information with teachers, school, and clinical psychologists, readings,
continuous professional development (263).

No add’'| knowledge needed because: I’ m also native (282).

Although teacher had some knowledge of culture, she was determined and upset because child would not
look at her while being reprimanded. She was finally able to come to some agreement with student (284).
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Team meeting (286).
| spoke with the ESL teacher who was privy to the child’ s socio-economic background (286).

No add’'| knowledge needed because: | am culturally/linguistically diverse and familiar with these issuesin
monolingual classes (291).

No add’'| knowledge needed because: | was aware of knowledge needed to help (294).

| share the same cultural/linguistic background as student. Communication with parents, teacher, and
student (297).

| must admit that within the African-American race there are multiple sub-cultures which require further
study, observation and interview such as West Indian, African, etc. (303).

Other: personal background, academic training (307).

Other: | liveit (I understand it from life experience) (311).

| used atrandator to aid in test administration and consultation with parent (331).

No additional knowledge was needed because: | speak Spanish and consulted with parents (338).

No additional knowledge was needed because: | am of the same ethnicity as student (339).

| have lots of experience working with this population. However, | interviewed the parents to obtain a
sense of their sub-cultural nuances. Back when | was fairly new to the field of school psych, | did research
on cultures to ensure | had a good understanding. | found “ Culture Grows” to be very helpful but | also
sought to go to festivals, restaurants, and events that were specific to that culture. | would interview people
to get a sense of cultural similarities and differences within the culture. | found that much of the
differences were influenced by level of acculturation of each individual (343).

No additional...: previous experience and knowledge. | also interviewed student, family and teachers (364).
Other: direct assessment of student/family (367).

No additional... : | am a member of a minority group (380).

Other: parents and peers (394).

No additional...: the problem was not directly related to cultural differences (423).

No additional...: I'm atrained bilingual school psychologist (425).

Other: Became familiar with the culture in which the students live by attending church activities, festivals,
etc. (430).

No additional...: | had some knowledge of the cultural factors (437).
I’m abilingual/bicultural professional (443).
Spoke same language (446).

Relied on personal experience and identification with the culture (448).
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| am culturally different and have made it a priority to stay current on cultural issues since early in my
career (451).
| lived with a spoke only Spanish for two years. Course work on linguistics and learning (453).

Other: familiar with culture personally (454).

Most of the student population is Navajo or other Native American and/or Hispanic. Parent information is
essential. Thisisnot a“white” culture area. Traditional views and behaviors are

evident throughout the community (464).

Other: relied on training (467).

Other: | am aHispanic not too far removed from the culture (468).

Other: interviewed parent (471).

Other: parallels my own cultural background (480).

No additional...: | am abilingual psychologist with competency based certification (486).

All except teacher and myself were Spanish speakers and of Spanish culture/language themsel ves (488).

No additional...: | have extensive knowledge of thistopic. Cultural factorsimpact on behavior/assessment.
I’ ve taught courses on thistopic as well as having studied it (492).

No additional...: | am from the same cultural background (497).
Other: | spoke to the student (498).

Questionnaireitem 26:

Still in process (21).

Stressed strengths noting differential “abilities’ (couldn’t read word) on verbal biased tasks and explained
possible experiential influences and “improvement” strategies (93).

Problem was universal (105).

Sure hope so and | had to fight for it (122).

| think only because we were involving the family.

Language and cultural differences are always considered (153).

It was recommended that this Hispanic three year old enter a Head Start program to develop language and
other readiness skills (182).

Greater concern was lack of (couldn’t read word) with very poor parenting skills of mother (184).

Teacher referred for questions regarding possible LD, S/L handicap. Discussed ESL statusin identifying
appropriately (198).

It was not culturally appropriate in America (206).
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Involved schoal staff members of same culture at meetings to be parent advocate; offered pre-meetings
with parents to review concerns before team problem-solving meeting held (207).

Astheintervention was counseling and the student and teacher had an interest in meeting... we did.
Anything related to culture came out in individual sessions- at the client’ sinitiation (213).

Somewhat limited options (214).
Culture/language was a constant consideration (232).
| prevent that a Hispanic child would have been denied access to regular education opportunities (253).

Considered factors within child/family and school (context) factors, including history of instruction,
instructional practices (263).

My years of working with Latino populations and being one myself made it much easier to work with the
partiesinvolved to “solve” the problem (284).

| had to balance between working with intrapsychic issues and what were culturally based issues (294).

Behaviors presented by student were explained in light of cultural expectations (main culture versus
student’s culture) and changes were suggested to help student adjust to new cultural expectations (297).

| worked with the Spanish team (312).
We modified some techniques based on the ESL teacher’ s recommendations (313).

Culture did not have clear relationship with the identified problem. The student required practice with
letter recognition and made excellent progress with intervention (327).

In evaluation conducted, | adapted tests for student and reported child not MR (338).
| considered it but only as to how the parents would implement the plan and feel comfortable with it (343).

Intervention not only needsto be culturally appropriate for student and family but also for teachers and
school environment (364).

| considered influencing factors related to student (e.g., timein U.S., language fluency, SES, acculturation
level, religious practices, cultural view of teacher’ srole, education, family involvement, etc.) (367).

Y ou have to have an understanding of cultural differences without being judgmental (380).

When you have information about cultural differences, it only makes sense to incorporate what you know
(387).

Discussed appropriateness of intervention with parents and the team. Parental input was of great
importance (406).

The difference between a child being labeled emotionally disturbed (especially African American males)
frequently isin the understanding of the student’s culture (430).

Took care to include the parent through trandator and Spanish speaking members of the team (488).
We had to obtain parent and extended family buy-in to attempt any program change (498).

Questionnaireitem 27:
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Part of problem was related to lack of educational opportunities within student’s native environment; I'm
not sure if thisis“cultural” per se, as although education is valued, it is not readily available in rural
environments (6).

Knowledge from my dissertation (24).

Functional behavior analysis. Consult with doctor (45).

The mother has been very open about the challenges she experiences in her culture, explaining her child's
needs and behaviorsto others. We talk frankly about this or aregular basis (68).

The interventions were developed collaboratively with parent, grandparent (a source of family support),
teachers, and myself (76).

The student’ s advocate was al so helpful in suggesting materialsto read (77).

Talked with younger sister who has frequently served as spokesperson for the family. Student was
essentially non-verbal at school (81).

Ingtinct. | work in a predominantly Black system where the majority of my caseload isBlack. | believel
have learned alot from experience and from being sensitive to the issues (94).

Teachers can be insensitive to language issues and mistake them for learning problems (109).
Used team approach (121).

Routinely will seek feedback from teachers with ESL proficiency (263).

Just my past experience as explained in number 26 (284).

The student admitted he would not behave that way at home because his family would not allow it. Mother
confirmed that he did indeed know better (304).

| observe and gather background information after sizing up the situation (311).
My training and experience (443).

Relied on personal identification with the culture (448).

Other: knowledge of family’s priorities and expectations (467).

Other: | discussed issues with parent and assessed her comfort level (468).

| thought more of the individual rather than globally when designing interventions. However, | had already
received mother’s blessing to proceed and advised his teacher (387).

Student livesin a predominantly mixed culture- school and neighborhood are Asian, Caucasian, African-
American, and Latino. Parents determined that i nterventions were appropriate (497).

Putting supports into place so that a young high school student could attend school on a more regular basis
instead of staying hometo care for multiple younger siblings (1).

The interventions addressed ADHD behaviorsin the classroom i.e., sitting close to teacher, limiting
distractions, etc. (8).
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Behavior intervention plan- family counseling and management behavior at home with interventions
willing to be used- increase in outside counseling over summer (11).

Referral for counseling. Consultation to increase awareness of cultural issues. Consultation with NH Dept.
Minority Relations. Monitoring behavior/emotional status (19).

Use of aprivate and school tutor. Having an English speaking cousin read to the child regularly (22).
Behavior modification (24).

Reward for attending school. Attemptsto limit hours of work outside of school. Extra assistance in school
with homework (30).

Modify assignments (36).

The student was paired with another student who is strong academically. That student helped our targeted
student to learn the classroom routine, helped her follow the work, and helped integrate her into the culture
of the school (39).

| discussed with student and her teacher, the issues, and the other choices available to the student. Attempts
were made to empower the student, especially when her race was not an issue. Emphasiswas also placed
on encouraging her acceptance of her racial background (40).

Behavior intervention plan. Medical doctor prescribed medication. Group counseling (45).

Developing an educational placement for the middle school age child we utilized the efforts of a special
education teacher to help develop his sight vocabulary and encouraged social interactions with peers.
Obtained a tutor who was fluent in student’s native language (56).

We established a simple reward system based on antecedents that led to possible violent/dangerous
episodes. Violent behaviors were reduced as student became familiar with “1,2,3" the consequence
(restraint) (61).

| don’t remember specifics because my last case was about two months ago (63).

The child’'s family came to the US from Mexico. The child had dysmorphic features... we evaluated her
through an interpreter and she was found to be educable mentally disabled (64).

Reading strategies (66).

The child has Aspergers; interventions are on-going; currently are using social stories and sharing them
with parent. She reports they are more helpful than the lectures she was using while conveying the same
information; we also use cues for behavioral expectations that are worded the same as those used by
parents. This has been very helpful (68).

ESL participation. Improve parent/school staff communication. After-school remediation rather than work
sent home for parentsto help (71).

Continued ESL classes. Support services 45 minutes per day. More contact with parents. Help parents
understand importance of using English at home (73).

Debriefing when a student had a behavioral problem, the development and practice of alternative
behaviors, choreographed practice in larger settings with follow-up debriefing. The use of a notebook with
the original debriefing to help student see his behavior patterns. Use of positive communication strategies
that recognizes student’ s feelings, identifies why the behavior is problematic, and provides a resolution
(76).
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Consultation, individual therapy to address coping, communication skills, social skills, personal
responsibility, socialization, relating to authority figures, etc. addressed (77).

Behavior mod- reinforcers, consequences, stimulus control. Regular communication among all agencies
involved (78).

Procurement and utilization of adult mental health services including group home and med-somatic
services (80).

Involving student in nonthreatening informal activities with Spanish teacher in her home outside of school
and classroom and teacher incorporating basic Spanish words and phrases in class to build rapport followed
by reinforcing graduated small steps of student participation at school (sitting with group— nonverbal
participation— verbal comment to peer) (81).

Family counseling, individual counseling for student. Participation by student in an “outward bound”
(three-week away from home outdoor activity) (83).

Behavioral- lack of respect for teacher/rules and poor eye contact (89).
Individual counseling with bilingual psychologist. Increased consultation between regular and ESOL
teachers. Behavior incentives for improved effort (even attempts). Adult/peer (primarily other ESOL

students) attention for appropriate classroom behavior (91).

Ruled out any aspects of “MR” or psychoneuro based specific LD’ s in spite of “poor” performance issues.
Recommended advancing general curriculum expectations and increasing English immersion (93).

Correct the student privately; provide a separate work area for him to use as an “office”; monitor his
understanding of the assessments so that additional support can be offered as needed (94).

Behaviora home school note involving school, boy’s club after school care, single mom and grandmother
(95).

Reward preference inventory administered to student, teacher compared % of completed and accurate
assignments to baseline and rewarded with high incentive items. Mativation assessment scale completed
and results used to increase student’ s time on task and work completion. Teacher/parent memos and
signature re; assignments (98).

Outside and after school tutoring. Special education evaluation (1EP) (101).

|EP goals for academic support. Behavioral support for academic performance (104).

Behaviora and DCFS intervention founded (105).

Extra assistance with academic subjects. Continued ESL help. Inclusionin specia groups. Eventual
retention due to lack of progress and support at home (106).

“Study buddy” who could help student with directions. Grade on content as opposed to grammar. Repeat
back directions when complex. Better communication between home and school (109).

FAB. Academic assistance. Counseling offered (114).

Room arrangement. Task difficulty (altered). Use of reinforcements. Use of alternative communication
systems (115).
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Use of amale mentor to check in daily with student and do special activities. The goal wasto help child
feel more engaged with his new school and positively influence his behavior (116).

Developing a plan, including a signed contract, for the student to take a self-time out in a safe room when
getting upset rather than leave the classroom and school building (120).

Curriculum adaptations. ESL. Additional support (121).
Speech/language services. Reading resource program after school. TEL (second language) aide (122).
Behavior intervention plan was developed (123).

The student displayed inappropriate behavior. A behavior plan was developed which focused on positive
interactions (133).

Counseling was provided to assist with depression, demands of family due to non-English speaking
parents, and to help bridge gap between school and home (135).

Dealing with ADHD symptoms without aid of medication in classroom, teaching behavior management
techniques to teacher and student and parents (136).

Functional analysis and behavior plans (138).

Reward for on-task behavior (143).

Discussion with the student to determine motivating factors for staying in school (student was in danger of
not graduating due to unexcused absences). Graduation, enrollment in cosmetology school motivating for
student; student wanted to please parents and teachers (144).

Utilized an economy system that was used in both school and home environments (145).

A behavior plan regarding specific behaviors at school was written (146).

Academic interventions- modified length of assignments. Peer mentoring. ESL consult. Behavioral
contract (148).

Behaviora interventions to address inappropriate escape/avoidance behaviors. Provide a break area with
things to do to calm down. Reinforcement (152).

Small group intensive reading support and expressive language vocab development. Home program was
also discussed with parents (153).

Mental health referral to provider of family’s preference (154).
Helping teacher and student to be aware of how the response to discipline and/or correction were based on
both parties culturally conditioned responses and to help each see not only their perspective but each others

(155).

Worked on vocabulary building. Respected the shyness. Supported her in class without singling her out or
embarrassing her (157).

Changes in reading curriculum and instructional strategies (160).

504 accommodations (167).
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Student was touching female peers inappropriately. Guidelines for appropriate behavior were discussed
with the student. Student was removed from unstructured times when inappropriate touching took place
(172).

Additional in class support. Study skills support to give extra support to complete and clarify necessary
work (172).

Additional school. English as a second language. Counseling by counselorsin native language (177).
Need to emphasize oral language skills before placing heavy emphasis on reading and writing (180).
Student should enter a Head Start program (182).

Assistance to address academic concerns (reading and written language), small pull out group (4 students)
4 times per week for 30 minutes to address | etter-sound identification (183).

Lunch group for social skills. On-call 1-1 counseling. Conference with grandmother (primary caretaker)
(184).

In Japanese culture the teacher is always right but that does not mean recommendations are followed
through unless they fit with the cultural perspective of the parents. Home visits were implemented,
demonstration teaching, inclusion of family friend with better grasp of English as well asinterpreter (185).

Weekly check-insto increase attendance. Asking teacher to use alternative assessment (instead of “public”
presentation). Consultation with AK native resources to increase involvement (187).

Behaviora management plan. Increased academic time (188).

Talk with the student. Help further understand ADHD and give father more effective parenting techniques
(192).

Specia Ed services and ESL instead of retention (194).

Parent consultations. Bilingual assessment. Classroom observations. Teacher consultations. Behavior
support plan (197).

Assessment for determining appropriateness for evaluating in English done by ESL specialist first. They
did full battery based upon these results and input from adoptive mother (198).

Increased time with school based aide to assist in learning of same culture/culture focused topics used.
Homework done at school (parents couldn’'t help at home- Spanish speaking only). Some work done as
project not written responses. Some assi stance using complete grammar check (199).

Gave the parents a behavior modification program. The child worked toward incentives (206).

English Limited Learner classes, tutoring after school, scheduled study time, referral to physician for
medical exam, counseling referrals for grief/loss (207).

Evaluation by ESL team. Consultation with parents (through interpreter). Consultation with teachers and
itinerant staff. Placement in Special Ed school (208).

Outside counseling with bilingual therapist. Using visual cues. Using peer helper as interpreter when
available (210).

Individual counseling (213).
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ESL instruction in kindergarten, summer school in rural district 100 miles away where father working,
assessment in native language in 1% grade, individualized reading program (216).

Kindergarten child needed assessment of learning and remedial problems. Non-verbal 1Q used as well as
bilingual psychologist first administered Woodcock (couldn’t read word) (217).

Provide similar culture tutor to student. Provide extrainstruction in English vocabulary (219).

Alternative Education options. Support for private mental health services. Follow-up with technical
college options/services after graduation (223).

Individualizing instruction to student’ s achievement levels. Accommodating areas of deficits. Friendship
groups. Peer buddy (224).

Intentional steps to reestablish productive communication between parent and teacher (225).

Attempted to connect family with therapist/ counselor who had experience/knowledge with
children/families with Pacific | landers (without success). Got teacher to meet with student 1:1 to discuss
academic issues (232).

Planned ignoring. Positive reinforcement. Time-out (236).

Behavior chart. Peer modeling. Discussions with student (239).

Specia ed eligible with LD/Teacher Consultant service (241).

Talk therapy with student. Teachers helped student gather supplies to send to his father who wasin
Afghanistan. Student wrote letters to his father and teacher mailed them (243).

Included parentsin discussion, asked for their support when we would call them about some misbehavior
of client (244).

Individual behavior plan that involved student, teacher, school psychologist, and special education teacher
(248).

| firmly stated that the action proposed by the principal was discriminatory (253).

Language based LD (non-verbal LD) with right brain hemisphere deficits that contributed to behavioral and
instructional difficulties as well as school-based assessment limitations possibly affected by ethnic/cultural
differences (254).

Reviewing developmental, family, academic, behavioral history and assessment data. Assist in
determining disability status. Assist in development of educational program. Assist in improving home-
school relationship (263).

Provide opportunities for student to share information about her culture. Provide visual cues as much as
possible. Assign a peer helper (264).

Developed home-school daily log. Time out before behaviors escalated (270).
Getting the father on board and involved. Getting the grandparents to understand the problems and be part
of the solution. Interviewing family members and finding out what they saw as goals, then incorporating

them into the program (276).

Behaviora interventions to decrease acting out behaviors, teacher assistant (bilingual) provided more
individualized attention when child frustrated, positive reinforcement for appropriate behavior (282).
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Modifying calling out during a lesson- areminder regarding the acceptable behavior (raising your hand)
was taped onto his desk- atoken system for compliance during a period (45 minutes) was tabulated (283).

Helping teacher understand what that meant in that particular culture. Working with child to explain
culture in USA. Speaking with parents to explain situation and how to deal with it at home (284).

To use avisua schedule during transition difficulties. To use PECS to increase communication. To use
visual aids to increase positive behavior (286).

To use more context embedded language, with visual examples. The student was having trouble with math
problems. The language was too academically rich; it also had English language (287).

I recommended for the child to be placed in abilingual classin as much as he also had language delays that
was exacerbating an already difficult situation (291).

Very— students who are English language learners have to deal with so many issues that other students
don’t even have to consider. In such asituation, it isimperative that school personnel act with knowledge
and empathy in attempting to promote success for the student/client (293).

The student remained in a partial ESL program and was followed by an individualized behavior
management plan to address his inappropriate behaviors (e.g., wandering halls, refusing to participate).
Student was also offered in-school counseling as a support (293).

| decided that it would not be appropriate to give the student an English version intelligence test- did
nonverbal test instead (296).

Joining the student- acknowledging how isolating it must be for him. Modeling positive reaction to
stressful situation. Pointing positive aspects of his cultural experiences (294).

Help student understand role of teacher. Help teacher understand adult and children roles in both cultures.
Developed afunctional behavior plan. Applied FBA with teacher, student, and parent
involvement (297).

Appropriate instructional modifications and behavioral expectations. Adjustments were continually
reviewed (300).

Mental health referral for additional psychiatric services. In school support plan for times of crisis.
Instructional modifications to arrest stress for student. Assignment of assessment (clinical) to clinician who
was expert in multicultural assessment (303).

Avoid power struggles by providing two appropriate choices. Do not deviate from those two choicesin the
face of verbal outbursts. Praise quick decision making (304).

Counseling, participation in extra-curricular activities with English speaking peers, special education, a
sign language program versus oral program for a child with a hearing loss (307).

Use of mental health facilities within area that was culturally sensitive to client needs (311).

Trandators were used (312).

Assisted parents with understanding the impact of missed instruction. We were able to assign the student
with a homework buddy (appropriate match) to assist the student with difficult nomenclature. Then the

ESL teacher worked with the student inside the classroom to insure work was properly done. Offered
extensive packets of instructional material for the student (313).
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Strategies to encourage more independent functioning and less dependence upon the adults (316).

Modify method of instruction, more visual cues and prompts. Support language learning by using both
languages. Restructure child’ s location/seating during classroom activities. Consult with parent to offer
carryover (318).

Learning about mainstream culture and determining how the student’ s behavior kept him/her out of it
(320).

Drill sandwich with letters of alphabet and additional classroom practice with letters (e.g., making lettersin
sand, shaving cream, etc.) to increase mastery (327).

Culturally valued reinforcers (movies, electronic games, food) (328).
Behaviora (329).

Enrollment in Special Education program. Provided consultation and strategies for parent to support
student (331).

We developed a BIP using tangibles (food) for rewards for non-aggressive behavior and toileting (333).

Behavioral management program. Instructional adaptations. Parent consultation re: student level of
cognitive functioning and future goals (337).

We waited until end of hisfirst school year to conduct special education evaluation. Receptive language
tests were compared to those given October ‘02. Student increased over 20 1Q points. Point was to show
student was not MR but had not received appropriate language instruction before kindergarten (338).

Modified curriculum/materials. Peer tutor. Consultation with ESL teacher (340).

This boy was behaving very much like on selective mute who was additionally wetting his pants in school
on aregular basis. We had afew plans. First, addressing wetting accidents: we devised a simple behavior
plan that all teachers approved and followed diligently. Second: family was referred to private counselors
to assess the need for play therapy. Third: Family was asked to consider further medical
assistance/consultation. It had already been ruled out that the wetting incidents were not physiologically
based (343).

Child was allowed preferred activity following class work (345).

Instructional changes based on IEP. Explored peer tutoring for motivation and organization (348).

Asked teacher to be aware of her tendency to be confrontational via eye contact and posturing (353).
Behavior modification. Tough Love. Family therapy (355).

Transfer of student to school with ESOL program, interim education of expectation from English and
Social Studies teachers to more manageable levels, recognition of impact of second-language acquisition
on academic performance in second language, provide way of maintaining contact with parents (364).
Culturally sensitive psychologist became “bridge” between student and school; parent and school/teacher;
ESE school coordinator, etc. Lots of misunderstandings were clarified from both sides with this approach.
Advocacy approach very beneficial (367).

In this case, the student’s progress will be monitored. No interventions were implemented because the

team decided the behavior was related to his cultural background; personality rather than a problem with
hislearning (379).
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Intervention designed to link with religious influences (380).

The child needed private therapy. Parents were concerned about privacy issues but generally
agreed/acknowledged their son needed help. | attended their first session of therapy to connect the family
with the therapist, sharing background and evaluation results (381).

He was given strategies to buttress skills that he did not believe he had. | also counseled him on self-
esteem (387).

Language instruction in English. Use of visual cues. Use of cues with both English and foreign language
(394).

Extra assistance by teacher. 1:1 assistance by teacher. Teacher’s standards at student’slevel. Decreased
work load. Confirmation of understanding/clarification of directions (399).

Reinforcement of on task behavior (402).

Behavior plan- response cost procedure. Selected areinforcer the student was willing to work for.
Discussed reinforcer with parent (406).

Providing additional educational materials modifying curriculum; behavior modification strategies (423).
Teacher intervention; promoted understanding of the student’s language, dress, and mannerisms (430).
A response-cost behavior plan (437).

Allow more time for acculturation. Have teacher modified instructional expectations accordingly, etc.
(448).

Developed class intervention plan for positive behaviors versus individual plan (451).

Elements of how “respect” is communicated- and then strengthening rapport- amazingly, it was all the
student needed to improve efforts— easy case but frustrating to teacher when child was failing (453).

Determined academic level, provided after school tutoring, daily reading with parents and met with team to
review progress (454).

Placement in special education class for reading, written language. Review of appropriate classroom
behavior for school setting (464).

Malerole model. Social skillstraining. Specific goals with reading. Sharing materials for reading
program with parent to reinforce at home (books, flashcards, word list). Follow-up consultation/SST
meeting (467).

This particular student required more time to process verbal information and check for understanding as he
frequently replied with a“yes” or “no” answer which appeared to be a defiant response to staff that did not

understand his lack of language proficiency. Psychosocial issuesin home, father injail also prompted usto
provide counseling (468).

Delayed viewing student as appropriate for testing as a special ed student. Language acquisition was more
of an issue than delays of performance and seemingly below age learning (471).
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Tangibles and non-tangibles to increase school attendance. Identified a study buddy for class support.
Reduced homework but increased classtime tutor. Added topics of study that are of interest to the child
(472).

Generally, more time for second language acquisition and acculturation (478).
Behaviora strategiesto improve classroom behavior (479).

Educational intervention with parents in respectful manner. Then behavioral interventions used by both
parents and teacher. Follow-up with support and/or adjusting behavior plan (480).

Modifications in class- behavioral and academic. Put into RSP, referred to Central Valley regional center
for possible delays or autism (484).

Developed positive behavior support plan related to school attendance, gang wannabe behavior and
aggression toward others (486).

More time in speech with emphasis on pragmatics and semantics. Parent advocate hired by the district to
assist in understanding the process. Placed in LD for reading and math. More neuro-psych attention.
Vision therapy (glasses prescribed) (488).

Reading trouble (489).
Mal adaptive classroom behavior (490).

Evaluation/placement in SDC based on ED. Behavioral intervention plan. Change of placement from
Spanish immersion program to English instructional program. Required OT services for sensory motor
deficits. Initially on 504 plan (492).

Suggestions on how to direct discussion as to recommendations to do with student at home (493).

Worked on a behavior plan with teacher, parents, and student for increasing appropriate behavior in the
classroom and compl eting assignments (494).

Increase responsibility of the student. Consequences at home/school agreed upon. Communication
between teacher and parent on daily basis. Behavior intervention plan (497).

Closer supervision of child activities. School to home visual checklist. Emphasized positive changesin
behavior. Invited parents to the classroom (498).

Referral to children’s mental health services, joining Mariposa Call-Girl Katina group which talks about
self-esteem, body image, confidence, etc. (499).

Questionnaireitem 29:

In this particular culture (Hispanic)l had discovered that many families did not have a high regard for
academics and attending school was not always their first priority (1).

Teacher concern re: poor eye contact was definitely related to culture; teacher perceived this behavior as
oppositional to some degree. Also, perhapslessrelated to “culture” was student’ s poor educational
background as opposed to lack of intellectual capability (6).

| work with population of students primarily identified as ED. Often it isimportant to understand culture of
the student’ s family in order to assist in interventions (outside therapy, structure and consistency related to
behavior management at home, medicinal intervention, comprehension of diagnoses) (11).
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Student routinely complained of unfair discipline practices based upon race. Based upon assessment of
situation, we were able to distinguish what cultural issues were relevant and required intervention and what
issues were not related to cultural issues. Asaresult, we were able to clarify what issues required
sensitivity to cultural diversity and foster an increased awareness in the student and staff. This ensuring
that the student was able to acknowledge parity of discipline practices (19).

Not enough print exposure effected this child’ s reading skills (22).

Socialization expectations concerning interventions with others differed from those established in the
school system (24).

Cultural and socioeconomic status affect the student’s behavior in that education is not asimportant in this
particular culture (student ethnicity is Af Am). Rather, physical labor is deemed to be how to make money
and survive (30).

Children of Asian descent are expected to do well in school. Because this child spoke no English at school
entry, she was not able to live up to that expectation. By integrating her into the culture of the school,
helping her learn the class routines quickly and pairing her with other students we were able to help her
comfort level. ESL services were immediately provided and many efforts were made throughout the day to
daily increase her understanding of English (39).

Older sister believes all issues are related to the color of her skin and has the younger sister starting to
believe the same. This school district is culturally limited and I’ m sure some people do judge the student
by the color of her skin (40).

This child was experiencing extreme culture shock in all aspects of hislife. He needed time to experience
American culture and integrate his values and cultural ideas (56).

It was an “embarrassment” in the family’s culture to have a child with a handicap (64).

Somewhat (66).

Y es, because of the different parenting roles and because of the way the parents differ in their interactions
with the school and in their approach to the child. Mother is clear that in her culture, father dictates the
strategies but she isresponsible for carrying them out (68).

Education was secondary to need for increased income and value of education. Understanding of “time”
concepts. Lack of mother’s participation in school issues. Poor eye contact (71).

Child wasin English environment during school day and then immersed into Hispanic culture rest of day at
home (73).

As noted above, even the student’s classmates and family found the student’ s behaviors atypical, and his
peers avoided him asaresult. The student did not associate with any of his peers. Parent reported similar
situation at home and in the community (76).

It isdifficult for me to separate “cultural” issues from all environmental factorsin a student’slife (78).
The use of medication was typically not culturally sanctioned for this student (80).

Father’s “macho” attitude and control of his sons and his wife (83).

Understanding where the student’ s behaviors were coming from was helpful for the teacher (89).
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Not only did his language proficiency interfere with hislearning, but he had recently moved to the US from
another country where his family had experienced many traumatic events. Collaboration between school
personnel and family also was affected by cultural differences (91).

Preliminary traditional cognitive measures had been (wrongly) interpreted as indicating MR via nonverbal
assessments and cross battery assessment | was able to disprove that origina contention (93).

Between mother’ s anxiety, full time work, 6 month old infant and apparent mistrust of Caucasian team
members (at her son’s school), we had to explore, carefully, what interventions she could support and
which she and step-dad could manage at home. They said they couldn’t consistently supervise homework
but would check assignment sheet with child’s completed homework and sign five nights per week (98).
African American adolescent male having significant academic and behavioral problemsin a public school
setting of predominantly white upper class students. We have no teachers of color but do have diversity
advocate staff for consultation. Student is oldest child and single parent. Student is having trouble in
community also (104).

Student had language deficits that were culturally based. Teacher needed to consider modality when
providing instruction. Not a cognitive issue (109).

With avery young child- | feel that cultural issues are always relevant (115).

The child was African American, lower socioeconomic. His values are different than many of the staff and
many other students (116).

Student has a hard time problem solving with non-Indian counselor when agitated but is able to problem
solve when he “calms down” (120).

Lower achieving student in which parents did not invest in homework reinforcement due to work schedule,
etc. (121).

| think culturally, he thought his behavior was appropriate because he behaves that way at home and it's
accepted (133).

The student was the primary mode of communication with the English speaking society. She was
overwhel med with the demands placed on her from both school and home (135).

Culture sees all meds as drugs that trigger drug addiction (136).
In the case of the Hispanic boy, the step-mother felt that the father’ s Hispanic background had an influence
on his son, as he did not want his son to cry or show weakness in public as this conflicted with his sense of

machismo (138).

Not sure; student is foster child of European American family and has friends/associates with peers of
varying races/ethnicities (144).

Had to “convince” parent the system was more than bribery (145).

The behaviors were not related to cultural issues (146).

Parent has high expectations for academic success (148).

The student’s culture supported male anger, displayed as violence, as not a big problem (152).
Whenever the student’ s primary language is other than English, it is carefully considered (153).

Secondary (154).
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Both individuals were perceiving they had been wronged but hadn’t been able to see their role based on
cultural perspectives (155).

Timid child, came to us with limited educational experiencesin her country. Took submissive role. Her
brother was more aggressive in assimilating and trying to learn (157).

Linguistic as well as cultural (160).

They shaped the student’ s perception of rura life, value of formal education. School motivation was a
major issue. The student spent most of hislifein the inner city prior to landing in arura school district
(167).

The peers he was touching were of his own culture/ethnicity and they felt his behavior was inappropriate
(172).

It was areevaluation. The standard score on both 1Q and academics showed significant increase- | theorize
that thisisadirect result of acculturation to the USA (172).

Expectation that it is the school’ s responsibility to educate children and not the home's (180).

Because language devel opment was the primary question and Spanish was spoken by parents, but they
wanted child to learn both. At age 3 this was seemingly causing confusion and overwhelming the
child (182).

Parents speak limited English and therefore struggle to support their child via homework. However, we
knew they were supportive of the school’s efforts because they valued education and wanted their child to
have a better life than they had (183).

Child’s problems stem from mother’ s relationship to the child (or lack thereof) (184).

History of non-attendance. From small village to large high school. Not comfortable with focused
attention. Eye contact. (187).

Parent did not spend time on devel oping appropriate academic tasks. Benefitted from specific suggestions.
Was overly harsh (188).

ESL status (194).

Language fluency in assessment and |EP goals. Effects/influences on student adapting to new school
environment in a new country (197).

Child was one of 16 adopted children from same biological family from Costa Rica. In horrific situation
there, orphanage, abuse, etc. Brought to rural NH where population is 99% white/Caucasian. Big culture
shock, language concerns, cultural issues of treatment of children, etc. (according to adoptive mother).
Extremely difficult to evaluate and identify according to “usual” standards for LD, S/L (198).

Student moved to Phoenix from CA into a school of limited cultural diversity from a school where the
majority of students were Hispanic and Spanish speaking. ADHD behaviors were of concern at prior
school before father’ s sudden death (207).

Student’ s primary language (Spanish) was an issue. Parents not speaking English and moving recently
from Mexico was a so an issue (208).
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9" grade student recently moved from Puerto Rico. He refused to speak English and would not participate
inclass. He was angry about the move and wanted to return to Puerto Rico. Teachers were not
nurturing/aware and viewed student as lazy (210).

This student was struggling with motivation to attend school and complete assigned work. He reported that
in his family (parents, two older brothers) finishing high school was not overly stressed (213).

Monolingual, moved frequently, teacher believed he was mentally challenged before he learned English
(216).

Parents didn’t trust American doctor and cost of American meds prescribed was too high (217).

Student’ s father was highly suspicious of school staff and dismissed our concerns about the student’s
academic and behavioral difficulties (219).

Parent felt teacher was racially biased (225).
To some extent but not as relevant as socio-economic issues (231).

Pacific Islander/ this family had little to no understanding/knowledge about mental health support and/or
how to recognize depression in children (232).

Since meds were not used regularly, we needed to do other interventions. Cultural issues were very
relevant and needed to be carefully thought through (239).

Y es, the fact that his father went to war for a short period of time was an issue. However, this was the easy
part to deal with. The most important issue to me was his lack of respect for authority figures, especially
females. He was fighting a culture that accused him of “acting like white” or “wanting to be white” when
he excelled in school. His peersdid not support good behavior or academic performance in school (243).

Hispanics may react differently to (couldn’t read word) situations. Also, Hispanic fathers can leave much
of child rearing to mother (244).

Many of the initial behavioral issues that the teacher regarded were problematic were slang that the student
was accustomed to using with his family. The teacher clearly had a basis which set the tone and created a
toxic relationship with the student and teacher. Student problematic behaviors then multiplied (248).

The objective of the bilingual programis to get students to become English proficient. Oncethat is
achieved the child no longer should be kept in the bilingual program. Especially when the reason was due
to “numbers’ (253).

Student’ s prior linguistic and instructional history key to solving puzzle. Consideration of family history,
beliefs, and values essential. Fit with school culture and practices closely examined (263).

The students lack of understanding of the language resulted in inappropriate behavior (264).

The family’s culture/background brought with it many perceptions/ideal s that were priorities. Once the
family saw how their priorities could be addressed they helped the situation (276).

Child had significant academic delays and emotional issues; however, language issues and first school
experience contributed to difficulties (282).

The child was not being disrespectful or uncaring about the teacher. Thisisthe way he’d been taught at
home. When an adult reprimands you, you look down. To look at adult is disrespectful (284).

Parents— discipline and home routines (286).
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The disposition of this Hispanic female was more demure than her Anglo counterparts. Thiswas
misperceived as a manifestation of her lack of understanding concepts (287).

Student’ s style of relating and that of her peers clashed. He came from a working class family and most of
his classmates are from upper middle class families (294).

Student and teacher were not fully aware of what behaviors were acceptable and non-acceptable in each
culture. A compromise was reached that was culturally sensitive and fairly effective in the classroom
(297).

Especially in understanding how the child was perceiving interventions, etc. (300).

Student was African and in that culture mental illnessis often ignored. Families are reluctant to divulge
underlying stressors or dynamic of family during social history interview (303).

The student’ s outbursts were intimidating to his teacher because she wasn’t familiar with the family
dynamic and the ways he felt comfortable speaking to adults. The teacher did not want to be harsh with
him for fear that he would attack her and would not recognize her authority. While his culture does require
respect for adults, because she was from a different culture, she assumed that he was not required to respect
adults (304).

Many cultural groups have stigmatic ideas about special education and special programs. Also, some
prefer that their children remain in their community to preserve cultural and linguistic uniqueness (307).

Cultural issuesincluding language and religion (311).

Parents were not understanding the impact of children being taken out of school in February to go to El
Salvador and returning to school in April after spring break. The explained that it was the only time the
family could go each year. This year they were able to leave their 8 year old with relatives who were also
going but came back within 2.5 weeks. Not a complete solution but better than in previous years. We
provided the student with an extensive (2.5 weeks) homework package (313).

The student was used to having EVERY THING done for him! (316).

Language and home environment strongly influenced child’s ability to work within structured classroom
environment (318).

The “welfare mentality” with little motivation to improve self and not use violence and intimidation as a
coping skill and/or as a means to an end that could be obtained in a socially acceptable manner (320).

The student was having difficulty with basic reading skills. There was a history of parental neglect which
certainly contributed but this was not believed to be related to culture. His foster mother was very
supportive and assisted with interventions (327).

Parent is new immigrant to US. She's not aware of opportunities for support or responsibilities for aiding
student (e.g., homework, attendance, supplies) (331).

| feel cultural issues affected the parents’ response to school concerns and parents’ receptiveness to
school’ s recommendations (337).

Primary language in home was Spanish. Parents are non-English speaking (340).
It was important with regard to formulating a plan that the parents would feel did not undermind their

cultural beliefs. The understanding of second language acquisition was critical because the teachers
understanding “silent period” was a natural phase, but for how long isit within the norm? (343).
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Lack of experience of teachers and other school personnel in dealing with culturally and linguistically
diverse students in process of acquiring a second language and adjusting to a different cultural setting
(364).

Thereisacomplex process related to acculturation level. Culture and linguistic factors go hand in hand.
Student and parents (when involved) were both more receptive and open to disclose and make changes
(367).

The student is very shy and works slowly, this appeared to be more the result of familial expectation and
personality rather than alearning problem (379).

Influence of religion with African-Americans (380).

Yesinthat | now understand the parents’ perspectives. And no, in that his problems were not exactly
derived from cultural impact. He had reading comprehension problems that could be remedied by learning
strategies. But, hislow self-esteem could have been related to being a minority and/or learning disabled
(387).

Because of this student’s parents' speaking only Spanish, limited educations, lack of importance on
education, and lack of experience with European American experiences, then the student’ s experiences
were limited. Therefore, | believed that his lack of skills were due to experiences versus ability (399).

If parents didn’t agree with the proposed intervention and supported the intervention (parent implemented
intervention plan at home) plan, the plan wouldn’t have been implemented (406).

As| said before, most of the educational and behavior problems | encounter are not related to cultural
factors. They are usually the result of academic deficits or personality characteristics (423).

It was important to determine if the behaviors of concern were considered the norm in the student’ s culture
(437).

ESL (443).

Behaviors that were culturally accepted were punished in classroom and considered abnormal (451).

Child refused to “work” because of lack of respect he felt from teacher’ s behavior— a cultural view of
“respect” iswhat | perceived. Teacher was willing to acknowledge they were not approaching student from

his perception/culture. When changed a couple behaviors, rapport and progress resulted (453).

Family structure and priorities were different from norm. Both Spanish and English were spoken in home
(454).

Parents are often ambivalent at best about what cultural influences are currently important- how traditional
versus how acculturated to mainstream (464).

This child was being raised in alow socioeconomic and predominantly Hispanic area. He was dealing with
identity issues as a teenager and exploring gang associated social acceptance (468).

Thereisahistory of Pueblo culture not being considered in the schools, elders may value education but
also shelter child from harsh school life. When parents are reassured the school is working together with
parents to provide the best for their child (i.e., the teacher likes the child) they may respond by supporting
the intervention (472).

Student in US less than 12 months. Limited prior schooling in rural Mexico (478).
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Resistance to medication. Lack of trust for school personnel (479).

If nothing else, to roll in or out the influence of language or culture to the learning process. Thisalso
included developmental milestones, birth issues, socio-economic opportunities (486).

Student resisted speaking Spanish- was English dominant. Therapies needed to bein English aswell asall
behavioral interventions. Student had significant sensory motor deficits (492).

Less exploration of feelings, more specific concrete strategies (493).

It was important to respond to parents who felt that student being male could be dealt with differently than
if female (within cultural context) (494).

Male, Hispanic student and youngest of six. He controlled his mother’ s attention and attempted to control
what happened at school. Mom let him get away with lots because he would cry if challenged and she
would say “it’s okay mi hijo, don’t worry” (497).

Parents felt alienated from the school. They needed an invitation and a way to communicate with staff
without shame (498).

Hispanic American child dealing with everyday issues of American teenager that were not typical of her
culture (499)

Questionnaireitem 30:
We worked around the family’s priorities and “added to” instead of “took away” their supports (1).

Teacher gained understanding of cultural expectations as related to in-class behavior and was much more
understanding and positively involved with the student (6).

With the population of students | work with- culture is paramount in building rapport with not only the
student and families but also staff (11).

For the most part. However, it isunclear if adegquate generalization across settings, teacher occurred (19).
The parents just needed assistance finding a way to help their child with his English language skills (22).

Explained to students and parents the expectations of what school considered appropriate and acceptable
behavior toward others and peers (24).

| wish we had more access to Arabic interpreters though. | would like to know sometimes the words the
child uses (68).

Parents seemed to comprehend the importance of using more English and expecting more English use from
the child and all other children (73).

Was able to transcend cultural barriers to get student needed adult mental health services (80).
Not completely. | think the situation was complicated by multiple influences, such aslow SES, rather
transient family history and student being “between cultures’ and functioning much less adaptively than

her younger siblings (81).

Teachers were resistant to interventions, refused to believe culture was such a significant factor in this case.
Due to the severity of his behavior/ emotional problems he was sent to another school (91).

Advocates provided ongoing support to student and intervention team to monitor progress. Issues were
addressed openly in numerous sessions with parent, school staff and students (104).
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Most teachers will change or become more aware of problemsthat are culturally based. There are afew we
still have problems with but we keep trying. Aninservice would help (109).

We took parents desires and needs into account in order to address their anxieties (115).

| don't feel we do enough in my district to address cultural needs. | feel there needs to be more education
of staff (116).

I ntervention was respectful of his culture (120).
Used school-based resources (121).
Through parents acceptance of approach that was only behavioral (136).

Discussion with parents helped the school to develop behavioral expectations that were acceptable to both
the family and the school (138).

Discussed realistic expectations (148).

Intervention will only apply to school environment, not supported at home. More should be done with
home environment (152).

| think our system/supports that we implemented have been effective in addressing our concerns (153).
Fingers crossed. Involuntary hospitalization. Emergency options had been suggested to the family (154).

Only to adlight degree. She needed more support in her native language, more user friendly remedial
materials that had less cultural bias (157).

We examined the possibility and found it not to be relevant to behavior (171).
But it involved more than just cultural issues, like socio-economic and second language (180).

Discussions with student leave (couldn’t read word) re: positive role models in the black community and
his own positive traits (184).

The family continues to respect and accept help from school personnel. The teacher learned to accept the
parents’ cultural heritage and outlook (185).

Not totally but student improved and all were pleased (188).

Interventions employed by staff experienced in working with culturally/linguistically diverse student
population (197).

Evaluation by ESL specialist State Dept. of ED to seeif language/testable. Then full battery with much
input from parent. Cultural issues identified and addressed. Services provided through ESL and Special
Ed (198).

Probably other cultural differences needed to be addressed due to lack of time, awareness, and knowledge
these were not addressed (206).

The team did not move to consider student as learning disabled and focused on his language needs and
behavioral interventions for attention and grief (207).
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It was openly discussed and this counselor was openly accepting, nonjudgmental about whatever cultural
issues came up- student seemed to feel at ease with counselor and continued to seek out regular counseling
sessions (213).

Excellent home-school coordination in student’ s school (216).

Yes, in that we considered the cultural differences and sought the advice of an expert inthisarea. No, in
that parent was angry about our approach and denied consent for evaluation (219).

As much asit could be under the circumstances (231).

Unable to find therapist/counselor with knowledge base/experience with children/families of this culture
(232).

Our school district has provided much information to all staff on the Hmong culture. There was aways
open communication with parents and use of interpreters as needed (239).

Not really; this young man’s culture is what it is and has already had a major impact on his expectations of
himself in an academic setting (243).

Parent was more interested in special education services than effective remediation/interventionsin
classroom (245).

Theissue was addressed clearly. However, there was much teacher bias and inflexibility. SO, regardless
of how or if it was addressed, the teacher’ s attitude set a tone- many teacher compliance issues were also
called into question (248).

Languageis culture. The fact that a poor Hispanic boy was not going to have the opportunity of access was
discriminatory (253).

Fellow psychologist very competent in raising relevant questions, gathering data, student culture and school
culture examined, interventions designed to improve fit (263).

Once the student felt more comfortable, was better able to understand expectations and concepts presented,
her behavior and academic performance improved (264).

All parties worked together to help the student (276).

However, while culture was addressed, it was/is disappointing that appropriate programs for these and
other types of studentsin need do not exist within schools as much as they should (293).

| did not deny the student’ s perception but allowed him to expand his options by looking at different ways
of interpreting cultural issues (294).

People were interested in and sensitive to issues related to culture (in avery non-diverse suburb) (300).

His teacher needed to know that his culture held the same expectations for behavior as her culture did
(304).

We resolved to work within a framework that was comfortable for the parents (307).
Yes, because | handled it and saw that recommendations were followed through (311).

Again, we don't have a complete resolution but it’s better than in past years (313).
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Child appears to attend better, making gains in classroom and academic knowledge, fewer behavioral
outbursts (318).

Very hard to remediate violence, defiance, and the use of force to accomplish one’'s goals (personal power
and safety) (320).

Everyone was satisfied with the support the student received (331).

Members of the team were of the same culture and shared concerns of referral source. Extra efforts were
made to gain parents’ trust (337).

Teachers were resistant to anything that did not include special education services (340).

Understanding stages of second language acquisition was important. Understanding the economic factors
and cultural factors was important in designing a plan at home that the parents would realistically
implement (i.e., this particular father worked long hours and did not believe any domestic issues were
within his domain of responsibilities) (343).

School lacked resources to follow up as necessary and psychologist’ s time was limited (367).

We can't ever rule out culture perfectly. But overall process and interventions were appropriate (394).

School administrators and teachersfail to realize the impact that cultural experiences have on students.
They expect al children to fit a certain mold and have great difficulty accommodating differences (399).

Parents were actively involved with the intervention plan. Cultural values and mores were not interfered
with. Parents were pleased with the positive response to the behavior plan (406).

The misbehaviors were compared to behaviors of others of the same cultural background (437).

This was a beginning teacher from USA- Northeastern area. The cultures of AZ are vastly differentin 1-1
approaches. Thisteacher modified their cultural behavior to include other’s cultural behaviors— was
uplifting and rewarding to observe student and teacher growth (453).

Parents were included from beginning with support provided as needed (454).

| believe that hisinterventions were as comprehensive as they could have been by providing all resources
we could on the school site. Factors considered included lack of parental education, mother wasilliterate
and she did not drive so the services had to be provided on campus. He was placed in an ELL classwith a
comprehensive reading program, structured English, behavior plan and counseling (468).

| provided bilingual consultation (478).

Discussed with parents (479).

Both the broader cultural aspects as well as the specific family culture/dynamics aspects were dealt with
(480).

Questionnaireitem 36:

It would be helpful as a school psychologist to have a general resource guide that is teacher friendly that
can support the school psychologist’s advice and recommendations (1).

| just think it is always important to check-in with your colleagues, share observations, and try to be
sensitive and open minded toward the population we serve (3).
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We do not have a culturally or racially diverse student or teacher population. It is sometimes difficult for
students of a different race to feel welcome and to fit in. However, teachers are very willing and

open to learn more about different cultures, there is an environment of tolerance and understanding of
people s differences. Because of the low incidence of different cultures, there hasn't been much training in
this area (18).

How often do psychologists assume that cultural influences are not relevant in a particular case, especially
less obvious ones such as class, sexual orientation, etc (19).

Cultural competence is badly needed training for all employees of our education system- at every level
(249).

I would welcome the opportunity to improve my knowledge about this important issue (42).

| think the survey assumed that Whites are all the same. Working in arural setting | find many differences
between the students, not just based on money. We have a number of students from familiesin which
education is of no importance and being married with kids as a teenager is the norm. We have hard
working farm kids, long time “village” families and the “new” people who have moved here from NY C.
There are significant cultural differences within this group of “European Americans’ (48).

Please note that within the county | work, the population of non-European-Americans or linguistic
minoritiesin less than 1-2 percent (62).

As with much of what we do in schools, it isimportant to recognize that as generalists, we cannot know
everything and must consult with others who may possess more expertise in certain areas. | am lucky to
work in a school where the administrator val ues consultation, team input, and open discussion (68).

Thedistrict policy for cultural difference iskey to successful placement or intervention (105).

Influence of culture extends beyond learning styles. Emotional and social aspects need to be addressed and
| need better understanding of these areas. | also have a hard time explaining why an ESL student does not
qualify for special education when numbers suggest otherwise (109).

Consultation will go nowhere without knowledge of culture and an acknowledgment of cultural influences
in working with consultee and the client, family, etc. (120)

Understanding culture is so important. How does one get the cultural information? (133).

Following 9/11 parents of children from families of Middle East background were afraid how the general
population would respond to their children. The school and the children worked to assure these parents that
their children were safe and accepted at school and that all efforts would be made to continue their safety in
school (138).

Thisissue should be a standard issue considered for all evaluations or problem-solving sessions (153).

As a school psychologist primarily working with preschool population, | frequently work with families who
have adopted children from other countries (mostly Russiaand China). They often seem to overestimate
the rapidity with which these children will learn English (182).

| disagree with your choice to exclude European immigrants from your survey. Cultural values differ
significantly from France, Germany, Denmark, even England and the US. These cultural differences
should be respected equally (185).

| would really like to know how to address consultation/problem solving with the low SES population. We
get many requests for consultation as well as suspected disabilities with this population and | would like to
know what types of interventions are helpful for this population in order to address academic issues (195).
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While cultural influences are huge, the reality for meisthat | rarely see a child from a diverse cultural
background. Rural northern NH is extremely white; native English speakers prevail here. The biggest
cultural differences are an occasional bilingual Canadian move-in. The positive thing isthat our classes are
very small (usually lessthan 15 kids) so we can easily individualize and be creative when the need occurs
for any child (198).

LD criteria do not meet needs of this state (AZ) with so many Hispanic and Indian children. State requires
standardized testing and cut-off formulas. This stateis very naive/rigid in regard to options. MH adaptive
instruments don’t apply or are inappropriate to diverse cultures. State not versed on flexibility and
consultation options. | wastrained in lowa and they disregard/dismiss my input i.e., options- consultation
possibilities (199).

Rural psychology- | feel thisis very much a culture unto itself. More “multicultural” cases as well asrural
psychology cases need to be developed into school psychology training programs (200).

In our LEA we typically provide an interpreter/representative from a particular ethnicity when language
understanding is an issue (i.e., ESOL or when afamily recently migrated to the US) (206).

Many children have multi-cultural influences, but it is their parents from a more traditional cultural
background making educational decisions for them, creating conflict for parent-teacher-student meetings
(207).

I’d be more concerned if | wasin aculturally diverse setting. | do not view gender or SES as “culture’
although they are by no means unimportant. Knowing the characteristics of the culture served is extremely
important. Also important is the recognition that the consultation model described (which | was trained in)
ishighly unrealistic in the field (outside of studies by graduate students). The salient characteristics of the
model get condensed down to 15-25 minutestime TOTAL on agood day! On a not so good day,
consultation gets paired down to what can be discussed from the classroom to the washroom during recess
(2112).

Understanding the culture of a student/family is part of understanding the psychology of that student. To
use that understanding, service providers must be aware of and sensitive to cultural differences (213).

Our case was complicated by the parent’ s defensiveness and bullying behavior towards school staff. |
believe language differences are to blame partially; although he spoke and understood English and refused
an interpreter, there was much mis-communication between him and school staff (219).

Maine only has approximately one million peoplein the state, and it is approximately 99% white and
English speaking. My work with this student was extremely atypical of my work overall. So, even though
| believe questions 31-34 are very important, they do not impact my daily practice (232).

It isafactor oftenignored. While some attention might be given to the student’ s culture, the culture of the
teacher is often ignored (236).

Consultation style differs with the school’s cultural majority. 1’'ve worked at schools where | was the white
psychologist in a 90% African American school and also at schools where the student was one of afew
African Americans. Culture was of more of a concern when the student was in the minority (241).

The suburb where | work is currently pretty homogeneous with regard to race, etc. but it is clear that the
make up of the community is shifting to be more diverse. Thisisan areathat | know our director of special
ed islooking into to better prepare staff in yearsto come (242).1 am very glad to see someone address this
issue. Inthe south, cultural issues are a major influence in learning and we tend to ignore this. We expect
all studentsto act and learn the same regardless of race/cultural differences (243).
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Culture plays acrucia role for both the consultant and the student. My experience has been teachers are
very uneducated about this aspect (248).

Thereisan overall feeling in urban education that because we work with “them” (minority children) we are
exempt of multicultural or diversity training (253).

If teachers, psychologists, other school staff become aware of culture as having significant influence, then
become observers, better able to raise significant questions, data, benefit from consultation (263).

Honestly, all of thisistotally unnecessary- why spend so much time categorizing everyone. Instead of
spending time putting students into categories; lets focus on their individual needs (278).

Consultation becomes particularly difficult with those teachers who are very “seasoned” (20 years+) and
are not receptive to the notion of the importance of culture- they use themselves as a parameter and will
state, “when | wasachild...” They want to see all as being a homogeneous group when it can’'t be (283).

In order to properly address these issues, it’s helpful if the personis not only bilingual but also bicultural.
Teachers need more courses on diversity and ethnicity in order to better understand and deal with the issues
(284).

| strongly believe that teachers and other professionals working with children should engage in
introspection. They need to become aware of their own biases so that they can work with families more
effectively. They also need to understand their own culture because their culture becomes the lens through
which they understand differences and similarities in other cultures (291).

I wonder to what degree cultural consultation issues are addressed during the training of administrators, as
sometimes, unfortunately, no matter what training, skills, and philosophy we may hold as psychologists,
students, their families, and the community at large are sometimes only exposed to an administrative
agenda. | have found that culture and diversity issues are not a priority, nor an areathat is explored through
professional development (except on your own) (293).

How can | as minority clinician better (couldn’t read word) non-minority staff members without alienating
them? (294).

Theissue of culture in consultation is very important. However, | don't believe it is sufficiently addressed
in training school psychologists (297).

| wonder what training and instruction general and special education teachers receive in multicultural
consultation as well as multicultural interventions (304).

There needs to be a greater awareness and sensitivity towards people of diverse backgrounds; school psych
programs would be an ideal place for thisto occur. Caucasians would especialy benefit from this type of
exposure, as well as increased awareness of their own biases toward ethnic and linguistic minorities (307).

Thisisan areathat istoo easily overlooked by the majority of Anglo college educated professionals who
need more sensitivity training in dealing with minority cultures including the minority English speaking
cultures (311).

To be effective, all consultants should demonstrate cultural competence and be aware of their cultural
influences if they are members of the dominant culture (328).

Asthe school population increasesin diversity, | believe that it is essential that staff development for all
school personnel be a high priority with regard to cultural issues, their impact on assessment, instruction
that is appropriate and expectations in general (343).
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Why do most educators refuse to acknowledge the role taht culture plays in the successful education of
children? (355).

It is of extreme importance to address the issue of the influence of culturein any case involving individuals
from different cultures, and the influence of both the dominant (host) as well as of the student’s minority
(guest) cultural values that impact the issues that need to be addressed in each case (364).

Therole of bilingual/bicultural professional- where both language and culture are intertwined. Often
language tends to become primary followed by culture (as | view language as highly reflecting cultural
factors). Also, the view of non-minority, monolingual, European Emerican professionals toward cultural
and linguistic differences. There's atendency to “detach” from consultation process with a
bilingual/bicultural psych (367).

Inlight of effectiveness of consultation, | wonder if there are any differences in obstacles or benefitsif the
school psychologist is from a cultural minority versus the majority and serving teachers/children of the
cultural majority. At this point, minority or ELL children seem to be mainly expected to work very hard to
conform to school (cultural majority) expectations. 1t’'s harder that | think it should be to promote and
practice empathy and sensitivity (384).

| have been disappointed that some teachers were reluctant to consider the influence of culture (387).
Consultation training is'was low/weak to begin with (394).

It pays to spend extra time with parents and students to answer questions and to address concerns that they
might have before the culture becomes a problem (401).

In my opinion, cultural differences are not really relevant to the academic problems or behavior problems |
encounter in my schools. Cultural differences are occasionally used to provide irrelevant explanations for
presenting problems (423).

In general, culture is not addressed in consultation by white, middle class school psychologists. From my
observation, only minority colleagues seem to delve into thisissue. Wetry to make al children/families fit
the stereotype of white, middle class. That definitely poses problems in the future where the majority of
children will be from “minority” and culturally different backgrounds (454).

More information should be shared within teacher training. Spend alot of time informing teachers of
cultural behaviors versus teacher expectations in the mainstream culture (464).

Unfortunately, little adherence to important pedagogical issuesis maintained. Often recommendationsto
allow for normal language development and acculturation are ignored when making decisions about school
placement, i.e., special ed versus general ed (478).

How do you avoid stereotyping cultural behaviorsto alow for individual differences within the same
culture (479).

It isan important aspect of all human interaction and is an essential factor to consider in determining if
pathology exists or doesn't exist (492).

Genuineness, sensitivity, compassion, friendly, and respectful demeanor appear more important than
“canned” cultural knowledge. Most only achieve a “stereotypical” and superficial knowledge of the culture
and when applied it appears artificial and placating (498).



Appendix G: Chi-Square and Logistic Regression Anayses
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Frequency Tables- All Reported Training Activities from Graduate School

and Within the Last Five Years

PERTRN11
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 156 71.2 71.2 71.2
1.00 63 28.8 28.8 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
SPETRN11
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 133 60.7 60.7 60.7
1.00 86 39.3 39.3 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
CORS11
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 139 63.5 63.5 63.5
1.00 80 36.5 36.5 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
RESRCH11
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 195 89.0 89.0 89.0
1.00 24 11.0 11.0 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
OVVW12
Valid Cumulative
Freqguency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 164 74.9 74.9 74.9
1.00 55 25.1 25.1 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
COR12
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 128 58.4 58.4 58.4
1.00 91 41.6 41.6 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
CORS12
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 166 75.8 75.8 75.8
1.00 53 24.2 24.2 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0




PRAC12
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 119 54.3 54.3 54.3
1.00 100 457 45.7 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
INTSHP12
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 108 49.3 49.3 49.3
1.00 111 50.7 50.7 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
SUPV13
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 56 25.6 25.6 25.6
1.00 163 74.4 74.4 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
DISCUS14
Valid Cumulative
Freqguency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 110 50.2 50.2 50.2
1.00 109 49.8 49.8 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
PERTRN15
Valid Cumulative
Freqguency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 141 64.4 64.4 64.4
1.00 78 35.6 35.6 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
SPETRN15
Valid Cumulative
Freqguency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 157 71.7 71.7 71.7
1.00 62 28.3 28.3 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
CORS15
Valid Cumulative
Freqguency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 190 86.8 86.8 86.8
1.00 29 13.2 13.2 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
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INSV16
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 79 36.1 36.1 36.1
1.00 120 54.8 54.8 90.9
2.00 11 5.0 5.0 95.9
3.00 2 9 .9 96.8
4.00 7 3.2 3.2 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
CONF16B
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 50 22.8 22.8 22.8
1.00 141 64.4 64.4 87.2
2.00 20 9.1 9.1 96.3
3.00 3 14 14 97.7
4.00 5 2.3 2.3 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
RDG16C
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 42 19.2 19.2 19.2
1.00 121 55.3 55.3 74.4
2.00 30 13.7 13.7 88.1
3.00 9 4.1 4.1 92.2
4.00 17 7.8 7.8 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
PEER16D
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 150 68.5 68.5 68.5
1.00 50 22.8 22.8 91.3
2.00 9 4.1 4.1 95.4
3.00 4 1.8 18 97.3
4.00 6 2.7 2.7 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
CORS16E
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 176 80.4 80.4 80.4
1.00 36 16.4 16.4 96.8
2.00 5 23 2.3 99.1
4.00 2 9 9 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
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TAUT16F
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 194 88.6 88.6 88.6
1.00 16 7.3 7.3 95.9
2.00 3 1.4 1.4 97.3
3.00 2 9 9 98.2
4.00 4 1.8 1.8 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
WKSHP16G
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 170 77.6 77.6 77.6
1.00 40 18.3 18.3 95.9
2.00 5 2.3 2.3 98.2
4.00 4 1.8 1.8 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
PUB16H
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 206 94.1 94.1 94.1
1.00 11 5.0 5.0 99.1
2.00 1 5 5 99.5
4.00 1 5 5 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
INSV17A
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 120 54.8 54.8 54.8
1.00 86 39.3 39.3 94.1
2.00 4.1 4.1 98.2
3.00 5 5 98.6
4.00 1.4 14 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
CONF17B
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 113 51.6 51.6 51.6
1.00 96 43.8 43.8 95.4
2.00 9 4.1 4.1 99.5
4.00 1 5 5 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
RDG17C
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 104 475 475 475
1.00 88 40.2 40.2 87.7
2.00 17 7.8 7.8 95.4
3.00 3 14 14 96.8
4.00 7 3.2 3.2 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
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PEER17D
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 171 78.1 78.1 78.1
1.00 34 15.5 15.5 93.6
2.00 9 4.1 4.1 97.7
3.00 1 5 5 98.2
4.00 4 18 1.8 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
CORS17E
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 196 89.5 89.5 89.5
1.00 21 9.6 9.6 99.1
2.00 1 5 5 99.5
4.00 1 5 5 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
TAUTL17F
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 200 91.3 91.3 91.3
1.00 15 6.8 6.8 98.2
3.00 1 5 5 98.6
4.00 3 14 1.4 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
WKSHP17G
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 191 87.2 87.2 87.2
1.00 22 10.0 10.0 97.3
2.00 1 5 5 97.7
4.00 5 2.3 2.3 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0
PUB17H
Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Percent Percent
Valid .00 208 95.0 95.0 95.0
1.00 10 4.6 4.6 99.5
4.00 1 5 5 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0

Crosstabs for Sum of Questionnaire Iltem 11

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
SUMQ11 * DEGREE5S 219 100.0% 0 .0% 219 100.0%
SUMQ11 * WHTNOWHT 217 99.1% 2 .9% 219 100.0%
SUMQ11 * CATYRSCO 219 100.0% 0 .0% 219 100.0%
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SUMQ11 * DEGREES

Crosstab
DEGREES
1.00 2.00 3.00 Total
SUMQ11 .00 Count 5 27 10 42
% within SUMQ11 11.9% 64.3% 23.8% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 20.0% 20.1% 16.7% 19.2%
% of Total 2.3% 12.3% 4.6% 19.2%
1.00 Count 14 72 33 119
% within SUMQ11 11.8% 60.5% 27.7% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 56.0% 53.7% 55.0% 54.3%
% of Total 6.4% 32.9% 15.1% 54.3%
2.00 Count 5 25 11 41
% within SUMQ11 12.2% 61.0% 26.8% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 20.0% 18.7% 18.3% 18.7%
% of Total 2.3% 11.4% 5.0% 18.7%
3.00 Count 1 10 6 17
% within SUMQ11 5.9% 58.8% 35.3% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5S 4.0% 7.5% 10.0% 7.8%
% of Total 5% 4.6% 2.7% 7.8%
Total Count 25 134 60 219
% within SUMQ11 11.4% 61.2% 27.4% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 11.4% 61.2% 27.4% 100.0%
SUMQ11 * WHTNOWHT
Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
SUMQ11 .00 Count 26 16 42
% within SUMQ11 61.9% 38.1% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 19.8% 18.6% 19.4%
% of Total 12.0% 7.4% 19.4%
1.00 Count 70 48 118
% within SUMQ11 59.3% 40.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 53.4% 55.8% 54.4%
% of Total 32.3% 22.1% 54.4%
2.00 Count 27 13 40
% within SUMQ11 67.5% 32.5% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 20.6% 15.1% 18.4%
% of Total 12.4% 6.0% 18.4%
3.00 Count 8 9 17
% within SUMQ11 47.1% 52.9% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 6.1% 10.5% 7.8%
% of Total 3.7% 4.1% 7.8%
Total Count 131 86 217
% within SUMQ11 60.4% 39.6% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 60.4% 39.6% 100.0%

SUMQ11 * CATYRSCO

Chi-Square Tests

191

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.1842 6 .978
Likelihood Ratio 1.258 6 .974
Linear-by-Linear
Associat%on 616 1 482
N of Valid Cases 219

a. 4 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.94.

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.2042 3 531
Likelihood Ratio 2.194 3 .533
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)i,on 154 1 695
N of Valid Cases 217

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 6.74.
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Crosstab
CATYRSCO
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
SUMQ11 .00 Count 7 7 5 9 14 42
% within SUMQ11 16.7% 16.7% 11.9% 21.4% 33.3% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 10.9% 17.9% 16.1% 24.3% 29.2% 19.2%
% of Total 3.2% 3.2% 2.3% 4.1% 6.4% 19.2%
1.00 Count 35 21 20 19 24 119
% within SUMQ11 29.4% 17.6% 16.8% 16.0% 20.2% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 54.7% 53.8% 64.5% 51.4% 50.0% 54.3%
% of Total 16.0% 9.6% 9.1% 8.7% 11.0% 54.3%
2.00 Count 16 8 4 7 6 41
% within SUMQ11 39.0% 19.5% 9.8% 17.1% 14.6% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 25.0% 20.5% 12.9% 18.9% 12.5% 18.7%
% of Total 7.3% 3.7% 1.8% 3.2% 2.7% 18.7%
3.00 Count 6 3 2 2 4 17
% within SUMQ11 35.3% 17.6% 11.8% 11.8% 23.5% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 9.4% 7.7% 6.5% 5.4% 8.3% 7.8%
% of Total 2.7% 1.4% 9% 9% 1.8% 7.8%
Total Count 64 39 31 37 48 219
% within SUMQ11 29.2% 17.8% 14.2% 16.9% 21.9% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 29.2% 17.8% 14.2% 16.9% 21.9% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 9.8132 12 632
Likelihood Ratio 9.919 12 .623
Linear-by-Linear
Association 5.047 1 025
N of Valid Cases 219
a. 5 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2.41.
Crosstabs for Questionnaire ltem 16
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
INSV16 * DEGREES 191 87.2% 28 12.8% 219 100.0%
INSV16 * WHTNOWHT 189 86.3% 30 13.7% 219 100.0%
INSV16 * CATYRSCO 191 87.2% 28 12.8% 219 100.0%
CONF16B * DEGREES 197 90.0% 22 10.0% 219 100.0%
CONF16B * WHTNOWHT 195 89.0% 24 11.0% 219 100.0%
CONF16B * CATYRSCO 197 90.0% 22 10.0% 219 100.0%
RDG16C * DEGREES 197 90.0% 22 10.0% 219 100.0%
RDG16C * WHTNOWHT 196 89.5% 23 10.5% 219 100.0%
RDG16C * CATYRSCO 197 90.0% 22 10.0% 219 100.0%

INSV16 * DEGREES



a. 8 cells (53.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .22.

INSV16 * WHTNOWHT

Crosstab
DEGREES
1.00 2.00 3.00 Total
INSV16 .00 Count 6 31 14 51
% within INSV16 11.8% 60.8% 27.5% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5 28.6% 26.3% 26.9% 26.7%
% of Total 3.1% 16.2% 7.3% 26.7%
1.00 Count 12 78 30 120
% within INSV16 10.0% 65.0% 25.0% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5S 57.1% 66.1% 57.7% 62.8%
% of Total 6.3% 40.8% 15.7% 62.8%
2.00 Count 1 6 4 11
% within INSV16 9.1% 54.5% 36.4% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5 4.8% 5.1% 7.7% 5.8%
% of Total 5% 3.1% 2.1% 5.8%
3.00 Count 1 1 0 2
% within INSV16 50.0% 50.0% .0% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5S 4.8% .8% .0% 1.0%
% of Total 5% 5% .0% 1.0%
4.00 Count 1 2 4 7
% within INSV16 14.3% 28.6% 57.1% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 4.8% 1.7% 7.7% 3.7%
% of Total 5% 1.0% 2.1% 3.7%
Total Count 21 118 52 191
% within INSV16 11.0% 61.8% 27.2% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 11.0% 61.8% 27.2% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 8.0082 8 433

Likelihood Ratio 6.987 8 .538

prsonceet N IR0 IS I

N of Valid Cases 191
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a. 5 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .78.

INSV16 * CATYRSCO

Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
INSV16 .00 Count 33 18 51
% within INSV16 64.7% 35.3% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 28.7% 24.3% 27.0%
% of Total 17.5% 9.5% 27.0%
1.00 Count 77 41 118
% within INSV16 65.3% 34.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 67.0% 55.4% 62.4%
% of Total 40.7% 21.7% 62.4%
2.00 Count 3 8 11
% within INSV16 27.3% 72.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 2.6% 10.8% 5.8%
% of Total 1.6% 4.2% 5.8%
3.00 Count 0 2 2
% within INSV16 .0% 100.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT .0% 2.7% 1.1%
% of Total .0% 1.1% 1.1%
4.00 Count 2 5 7
% within INSV16 28.6% 71.4% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 1.7% 6.8% 3.7%
% of Total 1.1% 2.6% 3.7%
Total Count 115 74 189
% within INSV16 60.8% 39.2% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 60.8% 39.2% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 12.6552 4 .013
Likelihood Ratio 13.132 4 .011
P BT Y B
N of Valid Cases 189
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Crosstab
CATYRSCO
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
INSV16 .00 Count 15 14 6 6 10 51
% within INSV16 29.4% 27.5% 11.8% 11.8% 19.6% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 28.3% 40.0% 21.4% 17.6% 24.4% 26.7%
% of Total 7.9% 7.3% 3.1% 3.1% 5.2% 26.7%
1.00 Count 36 19 19 24 22 120
% within INSV16 30.0% 15.8% 15.8% 20.0% 18.3% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 67.9% 54.3% 67.9% 70.6% 53.7% 62.8%
% of Total 18.8% 9.9% 9.9% 12.6% 11.5% 62.8%
2.00 Count 2 1 2 2 4 11
% within INSV16 18.2% 9.1% 18.2% 18.2% 36.4% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 3.8% 2.9% 7.1% 5.9% 9.8% 5.8%
% of Total 1.0% 5% 1.0% 1.0% 2.1% 5.8%
3.00 Count 0 0 0 0 2 2
% within INSV16 .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO .0% .0% .0% .0% 4.9% 1.0%
% of Total .0% .0% .0% .0% 1.0% 1.0%
4.00 Count 0 1 1 2 3 7
% within INSV16 .0% 14.3% 14.3% 28.6% 42.9% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO .0% 2.9% 3.6% 5.9% 7.3% 3.7%
% of Total .0% 5% 5% 1.0% 1.6% 3.7%
Total Count 53 35 28 34 41 191
% within INSV16 27.7% 18.3% 14.7% 17.8% 21.5% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 27.7% 18.3% 14.7% 17.8% 21.5% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 18.7762 16 .280
Likelihood Ratio 18.998 16 .269
Linear-by-Linear
Association 8.169 L 004
N of Valid Cases 191

a. 15 cells (60.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .29.

CONF16B * DEGREES
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a. 8 cells (53.3%) have expected count less than 5. The

minimum expected count is .30.

CONF16B * WHTNOWHT

Crosstab
DEGREE5
1.00 2.00 3.00 Total
CONF16B .00 Count 5 16 7 28
% within CONF16B 17.9% 57.1% 25.0% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 25.0% 13.0% 13.0% 14.2%
% of Total 2.5% 8.1% 3.6% 14.2%
1.00  Count 13 95 33 141
% within CONF16B 9.2% 67.4% 23.4% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 65.0% 77.2% 61.1% 71.6%
% of Total 6.6% 48.2% 16.8% 71.6%
2.00  Count 0 10 10 20
% within CONF16B 0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 0% 8.1% 18.5% 10.2%
% of Total 0% 5.1% 5.1% 10.2%
3.00 Count 1 1 1 3
% within CONF16B 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 5.0% 8% 1.9% 1.5%
% of Total 5% 5% 5% 1.5%
4.00 Count 1 1 3 5
% within CONF16B 20.0% 20.0% 60.0% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 5.0% 8% 5.6% 2.5%
% of Total 5% 5% 1.5% 2.5%
Total Count 20 123 54 197
% within CONF16B 10.2% 62.4% 27.4% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 10.2% 62.4% 27.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 15.4592 8 .051
Likelihood Ratio 15.926 8 .043
Linear-by-Linear
Association 3818 1 051
N of Valid Cases 197
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Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
CONF16B .00 Count 21 7 28
% within CONF16B 75.0% 25.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 18.3% 8.8% 14.4%
% of Total 10.8% 3.6% 14.4%
1.00 Count 85 55 140
% within CONF16B 60.7% 39.3% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 73.9% 68.8% 71.8%
% of Total 43.6% 28.2% 71.8%
2.00 Count 8 11 19
% within CONF16B 42.1% 57.9% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 7.0% 13.8% 9.7%
% of Total 4.1% 5.6% 9.7%
3.00 Count 1 2 3
% within CONF16B 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 9% 2.5% 1.5%
% of Total 5% 1.0% 1.5%
4.00 Count 0 5 5
% within CONF16B .0% 100.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT .0% 6.3% 2.6%
% of Total .0% 2.6% 2.6%
Total Count 115 80 195
% within CONF16B 59.0% 41.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 59.0% 41.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13.385% 4 .010
Likelihood Ratio 15.235 4 .004
Eg:fg:t’i';;near 13.012 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 195
a. 4 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.23.
CONF16B * CATYRSCO
Crosstab
CATYRSCO
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
CONF16B .00 Count 13 9 1 1 4 28
% within CONF16B 46.4% 32.1% 3.6% 3.6% 14.3% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 22.8% 25.7% 3.4% 3.0% 9.3% 14.2%
% of Total 6.6% 4.6% 5% 5% 2.0% 14.2%
1.00 Count 40 21 22 26 32 141
% within CONF16B 28.4% 14.9% 15.6% 18.4% 22.7% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 70.2% 60.0% 75.9% 78.8% 74.4% 71.6%
% of Total 20.3% 10.7% 11.2% 13.2% 16.2% 71.6%
2.00 Count 4 3 5 5 3 20
% within CONF16B 20.0% 15.0% 25.0% 25.0% 15.0% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 7.0% 8.6% 17.2% 15.2% 7.0% 10.2%
% of Total 2.0% 1.5% 2.5% 2.5% 1.5% 10.2%
3.00 Count 0 1 0 0 2 3
% within CONF16B .0% 33.3% .0% .0% 66.7% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO .0% 2.9% .0% .0% 4.7% 1.5%
% of Total .0% .5% .0% .0% 1.0% 1.5%
4.00 Count 0 1 1 1 2 5
% within CONF16B .0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 40.0% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO .0% 2.9% 3.4% 3.0% 4.7% 2.5%
% of Total .0% .5% .5% .5% 1.0% 2.5%
Total Count 57 35 29 33 43 197
% within CONF16B 28.9% 17.8% 14.7% 16.8% 21.8% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 28.9% 17.8% 14.7% 16.8% 21.8% 100.0%

197
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Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 23.8912 16 .092
Likelihood Ratio 27.146 16 .040
pussic il TN I
N of Valid Cases 197

a. 17 cells (68.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .44.

RDG16C * DEGREES

Crosstab
DEGREES
1.00 2.00 3.00 Total
RDG16C .00 Count 2 14 4 20
% within RDG16C 10.0% 70.0% 20.0% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 9.1% 11.4% 7.7% 10.2%
% of Total 1.0% 7.1% 2.0% 10.2%
1.00 Count 15 77 29 121
% within RDG16C 12.4% 63.6% 24.0% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 68.2% 62.6% 55.8% 61.4%
% of Total 7.6% 39.1% 14.7% 61.4%
2.00 Count 3 15 12 30
% within RDG16C 10.0% 50.0% 40.0% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 13.6% 12.2% 23.1% 15.2%
% of Total 1.5% 7.6% 6.1% 15.2%
3.00 Count 1 6 2 9
% within RDG16C 11.1% 66.7% 22.2% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 4.5% 4.9% 3.8% 4.6%
% of Total 5% 3.0% 1.0% 4.6%
4.00 Count 1 11 5 17
% within RDG16C 5.9% 64.7% 29.4% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 4.5% 8.9% 9.6% 8.6%
% of Total 5% 5.6% 2.5% 8.6%
Total Count 22 123 52 197
% within RDG16C 11.2% 62.4% 26.4% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 11.2% 62.4% 26.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 4.4462 8 .815

Likelihood Ratio 4.328 8 .826

e | aes |1 e

N of Valid Cases 197

a. 6 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.01.

RDG16C * WHTNOWHT
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Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
RDG16C .00 Count 14 6 20
% within RDG16C 70.0% 30.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 11.7% 7.9% 10.2%
% of Total 7.1% 3.1% 10.2%
1.00 Count 84 37 121
% within RDG16C 69.4% 30.6% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 70.0% 48.7% 61.7%
% of Total 42.9% 18.9% 61.7%
2.00 Count 14 15 29
% within RDG16C 48.3% 51.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 11.7% 19.7% 14.8%
% of Total 7.1% 7.7% 14.8%
3.00 Count 4 5 9
% within RDG16C 44.4% 55.6% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 3.3% 6.6% 4.6%
% of Total 2.0% 2.6% 4.6% Chi-Square Tests
400  Count 4 13 17 “Asymp. Sig.
% within RDG16C 23.5% 76.5% 100.0% Value df (2-sided)
% within WHTNOWHT 3.3% 17.1% 8.7% Pearson Chi-Square 17.364% 002
% of Total 2.0% 6.6% 8.7% L?kelihood Ratio 17.237 .002
Total Count 120 76 196 E;jjg:g’;’”ea’ 15.509 000
% within RDG16C 61.2% 38.8% | 100.0% N of Valid Cases 196
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% a. 1 cells (10.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
% of Total 61.2% 38.8% 100.0% minimum expected count is 3.49.
RDG16C * CATYRSCO
Crosstab
CATYRSCO
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
RDG16C .00 Count 6 6 2 2 4 20
% within RDG16C 30.0% 30.0% 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 9.8% 17.1% 6.9% 6.3% 10.0% 10.2%
% of Total 3.0% 3.0% 1.0% 1.0% 2.0% 10.2%
1.00 Count 38 21 19 25 18 121
% within RDG16C 31.4% 17.4% 15.7% 20.7% 14.9% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 62.3% 60.0% 65.5% 78.1% 45.0% 61.4%
% of Total 19.3% 10.7% 9.6% 12.7% 9.1% 61.4%
2.00 Count 10 7 4 1 8 30
% within RDG16C 33.3% 23.3% 13.3% 3.3% 26.7% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 16.4% 20.0% 13.8% 3.1% 20.0% 15.2%
% of Total 5.1% 3.6% 2.0% .5% 4.1% 15.2%
3.00 Count 2 1 3 1 2 9
% within RDG16C 22.2% 11.1% 33.3% 11.1% 22.2% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 3.3% 2.9% 10.3% 3.1% 5.0% 4.6%
% of Total 1.0% 5% 1.5% .5% 1.0% 4.6%
4.00 Count 5 0 1 3 8 17
% within RDG16C 29.4% .0% 5.9% 17.6% 47.1% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 8.2% .0% 3.4% 9.4% 20.0% 8.6%
% of Total 2.5% .0% 5% 1.5% 4.1% 8.6%
Total Count 61 35 29 32 40 197
% within RDG16C 31.0% 17.8% 14.7% 16.2% 20.3% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 31.0% 17.8% 14.7% 16.2% 20.3% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 22.7522 16 121
Likelihood Ratio 25.199 16 .066
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)i/on 3.802 1 051
N of Valid Cases 197

a. 15 cells (60.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.32.



Crosstabs for Sum of Questionnaire Iltem 12

Case Processing Summary

a. 5 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.14.

SUMQ12 * WHTNOWHT

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
SUMQ12 * DEGREES 219 100.0% 0 .0% 219 100.0%
SUMQ12 * WHTNOWHT 217 99.1% 2 .9% 219 100.0%
SUMQ12 * CATYRSCO 219 100.0% 0 .0% 219 100.0%
SUMQ12 * DEGREES5
Crosstab
DEGREES
1.00 2.00 3.00 Total
SUMQ12 .00 Count 3 2 7 12
% within SUMQ12 25.0% 16.7% 58.3% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 12.0% 1.5% 11.7% 5.5%
% of Total 1.4% 9% 3.2% 5.5%
1.00 Count 10 59 24 93
% within SUMQ12 10.8% 63.4% 25.8% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5S 40.0% 44.0% 40.0% 42.5%
% of Total 4.6% 26.9% 11.0% 42.5%
2.00 Count 7 21 8 36
% within SUMQ12 19.4% 58.3% 22.2% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5S 28.0% 15.7% 13.3% 16.4%
% of Total 3.2% 9.6% 3.7% 16.4%
3.00 Count 4 48 16 68
% within SUMQ12 5.9% 70.6% 23.5% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5S 16.0% 35.8% 26.7% 31.1%
% of Total 1.8% 21.9% 7.3% 31.1%
4.00 Count 1 4 5 10
% within SUMQ12 10.0% 40.0% 50.0% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 4.0% 3.0% 8.3% 4.6%
% of Total 5% 1.8% 2.3% 4.6%
Total Count 25 134 60 219
% within SUMQ12 11.4% 61.2% 27.4% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 11.4% 61.2% 27.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 18.4442 8 .018
Likelihood Ratio 18.280 8 .019
Linear-by-Linear
Association 078 1 780
N of Valid Cases 219
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Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
SUMQ12 .00 Count 7 5 12
% within SUMQ12 58.3% 41.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 5.3% 5.8% 5.5%
% of Total 3.2% 2.3% 5.5%
1.00 Count 50 43 93
% within SUMQ12 53.8% 46.2% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 38.2% 50.0% 42.9%
% of Total 23.0% 19.8% 42.9%
2.00 Count 21 13 34
% within SUMQ12 61.8% 38.2% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 16.0% 15.1% 15.7%
% of Total 9.7% 6.0% 15.7%
3.00 Count 48 20 68
% within SUMQ12 70.6% 29.4% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 36.6% 23.3% 31.3%
% of Total 22.1% 9.2% 31.3%
4.00 Count 5 5 10
% within SUMQ12 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 3.8% 5.8% 4.6%
% of Total 2.3% 2.3% 4.6%
Total Count 131 86 217
% within SUMQ12 60.4% 39.6% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 60.4% 39.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 5.1622 4 271
Likelihood Ratio 5.242 4 .263
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)ilon 2247 1 134
N of Valid Cases 217
a. 2 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3.96.
SUMQ12 * CATYRSCO
Crosstab
CATYRSCO
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
SUMQ12 .00 Count 0 1 3 3 5 12
% within SUMQ12 .0% 8.3% 25.0% 25.0% 41.7% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO .0% 2.6% 9.7% 8.1% 10.4% 5.5%
% of Total .0% 5% 1.4% 1.4% 2.3% 5.5%
1.00 Count 25 13 16 19 20 93
% within SUMQ12 26.9% 14.0% 17.2% 20.4% 21.5% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 39.1% 33.3% 51.6% 51.4% 41.7% 42.5%
% of Total 11.4% 5.9% 7.3% 8.7% 9.1% 42.5%
2.00 Count 8 7 6 2 13 36
% within SUMQ12 22.2% 19.4% 16.7% 5.6% 36.1% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 12.5% 17.9% 19.4% 5.4% 27.1% 16.4%
% of Total 3.7% 3.2% 2.7% 9% 5.9% 16.4%
3.00 Count 30 16 4 8 10 68
% within SUMQ12 44.1% 23.5% 5.9% 11.8% 14.7% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 46.9% 41.0% 12.9% 21.6% 20.8% 31.1%
% of Total 13.7% 7.3% 1.8% 3.7% 4.6% 31.1%
4.00 Count 1 2 2 5 0 10
% within SUMQ12 10.0% 20.0% 20.0% 50.0% .0% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 1.6% 5.1% 6.5% 13.5% .0% 4.6%
% of Total 5% 9% 9% 2.3% .0% 4.6%
Total Count 64 39 31 37 48 219
% within SUMQ12 29.2% 17.8% 14.2% 16.9% 21.9% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 29.2% 17.8% 14.2% 16.9% 21.9% 100.0%
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Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 39.4082 16 .001
Likelihood Ratio 43.623 16 .000
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)i/on 8.521 1 004
N of Valid Cases 219

a. 10 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.42.

Frequencies for Questionnaire Item 16

SUMQ15
Cumulative
Frequency [ Percent Valid Percent Percent
o Valid .00 76 34.7 34.7 34.7
Statistics 1.00 120 54.8 54.8 89.5
SUMQ15 2.00 21 9.6 9.6 99.1
N Valid 219 3.00 2 .9 .9 100.0
Missing 0 Total 219 100.0 100.0
Crosstabs for Sum of Questionnaire Item 15
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
SUMQ15 * DEGREE5 219 100.0% 0 .0% 219 100.0%
SUMQ15 * WHTNOWHT 217 99.1% 2 .9% 219 100.0%
SUMQ15 * CATYRSCO 219 100.0% 0 .0% 219 100.0%
SUMQ15 * DEGREES
Crosstab
DEGREES
1.00 2.00 3.00 Total
SUMQ15 .00 Count 12 46 18 76
% within SUMQ15 15.8% 60.5% 23.7% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 48.0% 34.3% 30.0% 34.7%
% of Total 5.5% 21.0% 8.2% 34.7%
1.00 Count 11 74 35 120
% within SUMQ15 9.2% 61.7% 29.2% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 44.0% 55.2% 58.3% 54.8%
% of Total 5.0% 33.8% 16.0% 54.8%
2.00 Count 2 13 6 21
% within SUMQ15 9.5% 61.9% 28.6% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 8.0% 9.7% 10.0% 9.6%
% of Total 9% 5.9% 2.7% 9.6%
3.00 Count 0 1 1 2
% within SUMQ15 .0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
% within DEGREES .0% % 1.7% .9%
% of Total .0% 5% 5% .9%
Total Count 25 134 60 219
% within SUMQ15 11.4% 61.2% 27.4% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 11.4% 61.2% 27.4% 100.0%
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Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.0552 .802
Likelihood Ratio 3.133 792
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)i/on 1.959 1 162
N of Valid Cases 219

a. 4 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The

minimum expected count is .23.

SUMQ15 * WHTNOWHT
Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
SUMQ15 .00 Count 47 29 76
% within SUMQ15 61.8% 38.2% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 35.9% 33.7% 35.0%
% of Total 21.7% 13.4% 35.0%
1.00 Count 70 48 118
% within SUMQ15 59.3% 40.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 53.4% 55.8% 54.4%
% of Total 32.3% 22.1% 54.4%
2.00 Count 14 7 21
% within SUMQ15 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 10.7% 8.1% 9.7%
% of Total 6.5% 3.2% 9.7%
3.00 Count 0 2 2
% within SUMQ15 .0% 100.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT .0% 2.3% .9%
% of Total .0% .9% .9%
Total Count 131 86 217
% within SUMQ15 60.4% 39.6% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 60.4% 39.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.5182 3 .318
Likelihood Ratio 4.181 3 .243
st IC) IS B
N of Valid Cases 217

a. 2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .79.

SUMQ15 * CATYRSCO
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Crosstab
CATYRSCO
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
SUMQ15 .00 Count 12 14 10 17 23 76
% within SUMQ15 15.8% 18.4% 13.2% 22.4% 30.3% | 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 18.8% 35.9% 32.3% 45.9% 47.9% 34.7%
% of Total 5.5% 6.4% 4.6% 7.8% 10.5% 34.7%
1.00  Count 46 19 18 17 20 120
% within SUMQ15 38.3% 15.8% 15.0% 14.2% 16.7% | 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 71.9% 48.7% 58.1% 45.9% 41.7% 54.8%
% of Total 21.0% 8.7% 8.2% 7.8% 9.1% 54.8%
2.00  Count 6 6 2 2 5 21
% within SUMQ15 28.6% 28.6% 9.5% 9.5% 23.8% | 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 9.4% 15.4% 6.5% 5.4% 10.4% 9.6%
% of Total 2.7% 2.7% 9% 9% 2.3% 9.6%
300 Count 0 0 1 1 0 2
% within SUMQ15 0% 0% 50.0% 50.0% 0% | 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 0% 0% 3.2% 2.7% 0% 9%
% of Total 0% 0% 5% 5% 0% 9%
Total Count 64 39 31 37 48 219
% within SUMQ15 29.2% 17.8% 14.2% 16.9% 21.9% | 100.0%
9% within CATYRSCO |  100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
% of Total 29.2% 17.8% 14.2% 16.9% 21.9% | 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 21.1842 12 .048
Likelihood Ratio 21.779 12 .040
Llnear_-by-Llnear 6.151 1 013
Association
N of Valid Cases 219
a. 9 cells (45.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .28.
Crosstabs for Questionnaire Iltem 17
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent Percent
INSV17A * DEGREES 174 79.5% 45 20.5% 219 100.0%
INSV17A * WHTNOWHT 172 78.5% 47 21.5% 219 100.0%
INSV17A * CATYRSCO 174 79.5% 45 20.5% 219 100.0%
CONF17B * DEGREES 171 78.1% 48 21.9% 219 100.0%
CONF17B * WHTNOWHT 169 77.2% 50 22.8% 219 100.0%
CONF17B * CATYRSCO 171 78.1% 48 21.9% 219 100.0%
RDG17C * DEGREE5 171 78.1% 48 21.9% 219 100.0%
RDG17C * WHTNOWHT 170 77.6% 49 22.4% 219 100.0%
RDG17C * CATYRSCO 171 78.1% 48 21.9% 219 100.0%

INSV17A * DEGREES
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a. 8 cells (53.3%) have expected count less than 5. The

minimum expected count is .11.

INSV17A * WHTNOWHT

Crosstab
DEGREES
1.00 2.00 3.00 Total
INSVI7A .00 Count 7 52 16 75
% within INSV17A 9.3% 69.3% 21.3% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5S 35.0% 48.6% 34.0% 43.1%
% of Total 4.0% 29.9% 9.2% 43.1%
1.00  Count 10 51 25 86
% within INSV17A 11.6% 59.3% 29.1% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 50.0% 47.7% 53.2% 49.4%
% of Total 5.7% 29.3% 14.4% 49.4%
2.00 Count 2 4 3 9
% within INSV17A 22.2% 44.4% 33.3% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5S 10.0% 3.7% 6.4% 5.2%
% of Total 1.1% 2.3% 1.7% 5.2%
3.00 Count 0 0 1 1
% within INSV17A 0% 0% 100.0% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5S 0% 0% 2.1% 6%
% of Total .0% 0% 6% 6%
4.00 Count 1 0 2 3
% within INSV17A 33.3% 0% 66.7% 100.0%
% within DEGREES 5.0% 0% 4.3% 1.7%
% of Total 6% 0% 1.1% 1.7%
Total Count 20 107 47 174
% within INSV17A 11.5% 61.5% 27.0% 100.0%
% within DEGREE5S 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 11.5% 61.5% 27.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 11.1512 193
Likelihood Ratio 11.874 157
Llnear_-by-Llnear 864 353
Association
N of Valid Cases 174
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Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
INSV17A .00 Count 50 25 75
% within INSV17A 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 49.5% 35.2% 43.6%
% of Total 29.1% 14.5% 43.6%
1.00 Count 45 39 84
% within INSV17A 53.6% 46.4% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 44.6% 54.9% 48.8%
% of Total 26.2% 22.7% 48.8%
2.00 Count 6 3 9
% within INSV17A 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 5.9% 4.2% 5.2%
% of Total 3.5% 1.7% 5.2%
3.00 Count 0 1 1
% within INSV17A .0% 100.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT .0% 1.4% .6%
% of Total .0% .6% .6%
4.00 Count 0 3 3
% within INSV17A .0% 100.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT .0% 4.2% 1.7%
% of Total .0% 1.7% 1.7%
Total Count 101 71 172
% within INSV17A 58.7% 41.3% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 58.7% 41.3% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.7972 4 .066
Likelihood Ratio 10.229 4 .037
Linear-by-Linear
Association 5.767 1 016
N of Valid Cases 172

a. 5 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .41.

INSV17A * CATYRSCO
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Crosstab
CATYRSCO
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
INSVI7A_ .00 Count 27 16 12 9 11 75
% within INSV17A 36.0% 21.3% 16.0% 12.0% 14.7% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 50.9% 50.0% 50.0% 31.0% 30.6% 43.1%
% of Total 15.5% 9.2% 6.9% 5.2% 6.3% 43.1%
1.00  Count 23 15 11 18 19 86
% within INSV17A 26.7% 17.4% 12.8% 20.9% 22.1% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 43.4% 46.9% 45.8% 62.1% 52.8% 49.4%
% of Total 13.2% 8.6% 6.3% 10.3% 10.9% 49.4%
2.00 Count 3 1 0 0 5 9
% within INSV17A 33.3% 11.1% 0% 0% 55.6% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 5.7% 3.1% 0% 0% 13.9% 5.2%
% of Total 1.7% 6% 0% 0% 2.9% 5.2%
3.00 Count 0 0 1 0 0 1
% within INSV17A 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 0% 0% 4.2% 0% 0% 6%
% of Total 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 6%
4.00 Count 0 0 0 2 1 3
% within INSV17A 0% 0% 0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 0% 0% 0% 6.9% 2.8% 1.7%
% of Total 0% 0% 0% 1.1% 6% 1.7%
Total Count 53 32 24 29 36 174
% within INSV17A 30.5% 18.4% 13.8% 16.7% 20.7% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 30.5% 18.4% 13.8% 16.7% 20.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 26.3572 16 .049
Likelihood Ratio 25.186 16 .067
Linear-by-Linear
Association 7.152 1 005
N of Valid Cases 174

a. 15 cells (60.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .14.

CONF17B * DEGREES

Crosstab
DEGREES
1.00 2.00 3.00 Total

CONF17B .00 Count 6 48 11 65
% within CONF17B 9.2% 73.8% 16.9% 100.0%

% within DEGREES 31.6% 44.0% 25.6% 38.0%

% of Total 3.5% 28.1% 6.4% 38.0%

1.00 Count 12 57 27 96
% within CONF17B 12.5% 59.4% 28.1% 100.0%

% within DEGREES 63.2% 52.3% 62.8% 56.1%

% of Total 7.0% 33.3% 15.8% 56.1%

2.00 Count 1 4 4 9
% within CONF17B 11.1% 44.4% 44.4% 100.0%

% within DEGREES 5.3% 3.7% 9.3% 5.3%

% of Total .6% 2.3% 2.3% 5.3%

4.00 Count 0 0 1 1
% within CONF17B .0% .0% 100.0% 100.0%

% within DEGREES .0% .0% 2.3% .6%

% of Total .0% .0% .6% .6%

Total Count 19 109 43 171
% within CONF17B 11.1% 63.7% 25.1% 100.0%

% within DEGREES 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

% of Total 11.1% 63.7% 25.1% 100.0%




Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.6242 6 .196
Likelihood Ratio 8.400 6 .210
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)ilon 8.101 1 078
N of Valid Cases 171

a. 5 cells (41.7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .11.

CONF17B * WHTNOWHT

a. 4 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .40.

CONF17B * CATYRSCO

Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
CONF17B .00 Count 46 19 65
% within CONF17B 70.8% 29.2% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 45.5% 27.9% 38.5%
% of Total 27.2% 11.2% 38.5%
1.00 Count 52 43 95
% within CONF17B 54.7% 45.3% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 51.5% 63.2% 56.2%
% of Total 30.8% 25.4% 56.2%
2.00 Count 3 5 8
% within CONF17B 37.5% 62.5% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 3.0% 7.4% 4.7%
% of Total 1.8% 3.0% 4.7%
4.00 Count 0 1 1
% within CONF17B .0% 100.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT .0% 1.5% .6%
% of Total .0% .6% .6%
Total Count 101 68 169
% within CONF17B 59.8% 40.2% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 59.8% 40.2% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 7.407% .060
Likelihood Ratio 7.823 .050
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)ilon 7.348 007
N of Valid Cases 169
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Crosstab
CATYRSCO
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total

CONF17B .00 Count 22 11 14 7 11 65
% within CONF17B 33.8% 16.9% 21.5% 10.8% 16.9% | 100.0%

% within CATYRSC 43.1% 34.4% 58.3% 26.9% 28.9% 38.0%

% of Total 12.9% 6.4% 8.2% 4.1% 6.4% 38.0%

1.00 Count 28 19 8 17 24 96
% within CONF17B 29.2% 19.8% 8.3% 17.7% 25.0% | 100.0%

% within CATYRSC 54.9% 59.4% 33.3% 65.4% 63.2% 56.1%

% of Total 16.4% 11.1% 4.7% 9.9% 14.0% 56.1%

2.00 Count 1 2 2 2 2 9
% within CONF17B 11.1% 22.2% 22.2% 22.2% 22.2% | 100.0%

% within CATYRSC 2.0% 6.3% 8.3% 7.7% 5.3% 5.3%

% of Total 6% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 5.3%

4.00 Count 0 0 0 0 1 1
% within CONF17B .0% .0% .0% .0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

% within CATYRSC .0% .0% .0% .0% 2.6% .6%

% of Total .0% .0% .0% .0% .6% .6%

Total Count 51 32 24 26 38 171
% within CONF17B 29.8% 18.7% 14.0% 15.2% 22.2% | 100.0%

% within CATYRSC({ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

% of Total 29.8% 18.7% 14.0% 15.2% 22.2% | 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13.0972 12 .362
Likelihood Ratio 12.975 12 371
pvon il IECS Y B,
N of Valid Cases 171

a. 10 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .14.

RDG17C * DEGREES

Crosstab
DEGREES
1.00 2.00 3.00 Total

RDG17C .00 Count 5 42 9 56
% within RDG17C 8.9% 75.0% 16.1% 100.0%

% within DEGREES 25.0% 39.6% 20.0% 32.7%

% of Total 2.9% 24.6% 5.3% 32.7%

1.00 Count 12 55 21 88
% within RDG17C 13.6% 62.5% 23.9% 100.0%

% within DEGREE5S 60.0% 51.9% 46.7% 51.5%

% of Total 7.0% 32.2% 12.3% 51.5%

2.00 Count 2 6 9 17
% within RDG17C 11.8% 35.3% 52.9% 100.0%

% within DEGREE5 10.0% 5.7% 20.0% 9.9%

% of Total 1.2% 3.5% 5.3% 9.9%

3.00 Count 0 0 3 3
% within RDG17C .0% .0% 100.0% 100.0%

% within DEGREES .0% .0% 6.7% 1.8%

% of Total .0% .0% 1.8% 1.8%

4.00  Count 1 3 3 7
% within RDG17C 14.3% 42.9% 42.9% 100.0%

% within DEGREE5 5.0% 2.8% 6.7% 4.1%

% of Total 6% 1.8% 1.8% 4.1%

Total Count 20 106 45 171
% within RDG17C 11.7% 62.0% 26.3% 100.0%

% within DEGREE5S 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

% of Total 11.7% 62.0% 26.3% 100.0%




Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 20.7332 8 .008
Likelihood Ratio 19.878 8 .011
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)ilon 5.286 1 021
N of Valid Cases 171

a. 8 cells (53.3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .35.

RDG17C * WHTNOWHT
Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
RDG17C .00 Count 41 15 56
% within RDG17C 73.2% 26.8% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 40.2% 22.1% 32.9%
% of Total 24.1% 8.8% 32.9%
1.00 Count 54 34 88
% within RDG17C 61.4% 38.6% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 52.9% 50.0% 51.8%
% of Total 31.8% 20.0% 51.8%
2.00 Count 4 12 16
% within RDG17C 25.0% 75.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 3.9% 17.6% 9.4%
% of Total 2.4% 7.1% 9.4%
3.00 Count 2 1 3
% within RDG17C 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 2.0% 1.5% 1.8%
% of Total 1.2% .6% 1.8%
4.00 Count 1 6 7
% within RDG17C 14.3% 85.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 1.0% 8.8% 4.1%
% of Total .6% 3.5% 4.1%
Total Count 102 68 170
% within RDG17C 60.0% 40.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 60.0% 40.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 18.4602 4 .001
Likelihood Ratio 18.775 4 .001
e | e | 1| o
N of Valid Cases 170

a. 4 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.20.

RDG17C * CATYRSCO
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Crosstab
CATYRSCO
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total
RDG17C .00 Count 15 14 9 9 9 56
% within RDG17C 26.8% 25.0% 16.1% 16.1% 16.1% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 27.3% 48.3% 36.0% 31.0% 27.3% 32.7%
% of Total 8.8% 8.2% 5.3% 5.3% 5.3% 32.7%
1.00  Count 33 11 12 15 17 88
% within RDG17C 37.5% 12.5% 13.6% 17.0% 19.3% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 60.0% 37.9% 48.0% 51.7% 51.5% 51.5%
% of Total 19.3% 6.4% 7.0% 8.8% 9.9% 51.5%
2.00 Count 5 3 3 2 4 17
% within RDG17C 29.4% 17.6% 17.6% 11.8% 23.5% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 9.1% 10.3% 12.0% 6.9% 12.1% 9.9%
% of Total 2.9% 1.8% 1.8% 1.2% 2.3% 9.9%
3.00 Count 0 1 1 1 0 3
% within RDG17C .0% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO .0% 3.4% 4.0% 3.4% 0% 1.8%
% of Total .0% 6% 6% 6% 0% 1.8%
4.00 Count 2 0 0 2 3 7
% within RDG17C 28.6% 0% 0% 28.6% 42.9% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 3.6% 0% 0% 6.9% 9.1% 4.1%
% of Total 1.2% .0% .0% 1.2% 1.8% 4.1%
Total Count 55 29 25 29 33 171
% within RDG17C 32.2% 17.0% 14.6% 17.0% 19.3% 100.0%
% within CATYRSCO 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 32.2% 17.0% 14.6% 17.0% 19.3% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13.5162 16 .635
Likelihood Ratio 16.103 16 446
Linear-by-Linear
Association 1.521 L 217
N of Valid Cases 171

a. 14 cells (56.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .44.

Frequencies for Questionnaire Iltems 23 and 26

PROB23
o Cumulative
Statistics Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
PROB23 INTV26 Valid .00 43 19.6 19.6 19.6
N Vvand 519 519 1.00 176 80.4 80.4 100.0
Missing 0 0 Total 219 100.0 100.0
INTV26
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid .00 51 23.3 233 23.3
1.00 168 76.7 76.7 100.0
Total 219 100.0 100.0




Logistic Regression for Research Question 2

Case Processing Summary

Unweighted Cases® N Percent
Selected Cases Included in Analysis 160 73.1
Missing Cases 59 26.9
Total 219 100.0
Unselected Cases 0 .0
Total 219 100.0

a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total

number of cases.

Dependent Variable Encoding

Original Value | Internal Value
.00 0
1.00 1
Categorical Variables Codings
Parameter coding
Frequency (1) (2) (3) (4)
SCHTYP10 1.00 69 1.000 .000 .000 .000
2.00 2 .000 1.000 .000 .000
3.00 16 .000 .000 1.000 .000
4.00 65 .000 .000 .000 1.000
5.00 8 .000 .000 .000 .000
WKREGS8 1.00 36 1.000 .000 .000
2.00 37 .000 1.000 .000
3.00 48 .000 .000 1.000
4.00 39 .000 .000 .000
SCHLVL10 1.00 97 1.000 .000 .000
2.00 13 .000 1.000 .000
3.00 18 .000 .000 1.000
4.00 32 .000 .000 .000
LEA9 1.00 49 1.000 .000
2.00 78 .000 1.000
3.00 33 .000 .000
Block 0: Beginning Block
Classification Tabl&-°
Predicted
PROB23 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct
Step 0 PROB23 .00 0 29 .0
1.00 0 131 100.0
Overall Percentage 81.9
a. Constant is included in the model.
b. The cut value is .500
Variables in the Equation
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Step 0 Constant 1.508 .205 53.988 1 .000 4517
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Variables not in the Equation

Score df Sig.
Step  Variables WKREG8 6.557 3 .087
0 WKREGS(1) 1.480 1 224
WKREGS8(2) 1.246 1 .264
WKREGS8(3) .018 1 .893
LEA9 9.389 2 .009
LEA9(1) 1.646 1 .200
LEA9(2) 1.659 1 .198
SCHLVL10 5.045 3 .169
SCHLVL10(1) 2.263 1 133
SCHLVL10(2) 1.524 1 217
SCHLVL10(3) 672 1 412
SCHTYP10 1.249 4 .870
SCHTYP10(1) .383 1 .536
SCHTYP10(2) 448 1 .503
SCHTYP10(3) .005 1 .945
SCHTYP10(4) 554 1 457
WHTNOWHT 3.986 1 .046
Overall Statistics 21.935 13 .056
Block 1: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi-square df Sig.
Stepl Step 22.669 13 .046
Block 22.669 13 .046
Model 22.669 13 .046
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox & Snell Nagelkerke
Step likelihood R Square R Square
1 128.782 132 .216
Classification Tablé
Predicted
PROB23 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct
Step1 PROB23 .00 4 25 13.8
1.00 3 128 97.7
Overall Percentage 82.5

a. The cut value is .500
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Variables in the Equation

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Step  WKREG8 4.178 3 .243

1 WKREG8(1) -1.461 .878 2.766 1 .096 232
WKREGS(2) -1.747 .860 4.129 1 .042 174
WKREGS(3) -1.406 .856 2.697 1 101 .245
LEA9 6.077 2 .048
LEA9(1) 1.266 .654 3.753 1 .053 3.548
LEA9(2) 1.219 .533 5.228 1 .022 3.383
SCHLVL10 3.955 3 .266
SCHLVL10(1) .830 .563 2171 1 141 2.293
SCHLVL10(2) -.337 .814 171 1 .679 714
SCHLVL10(3) 721 .930 .601 1 438 2.057
SCHTYP10 .960 4 916
SCHTYP10(1) 527 1.016 .270 1 .604 1.694
SCHTYP10(2) 19.990 |28100.810 .000 1 .999 4.8E+08
SCHTYP10(3) 523 1.205 .188 1 .664 1.687
SCHTYP10(4) 877 1.033 720 1 .396 2.403
WHTNOWHT .597 .561 1.130 1 .288 1.817
Constant -.026 1.494 .000 1 .986 974

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: WKREGS, LEA9, SCHLVL10, SCHTYP10, WHTNOWHT.

Logistic Regression

Case Processing Summary

Unweighted Cases® N Percent
Selected Cases Included in Analysis 160 73.1
Missing Cases 59 26.9
Total 219 100.0
Unselected Cases 0 .0
Total 219 100.0

a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total

number of cases.

Dependent Variable Encoding

Original Value | Internal Value

.00
1.00

0
1
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Categorical Variables Codings

Parameter coding
Frequency (1) (2) 3 (4)
SCHTYP10 1.00 69 1.000 .000 .000 .000
2.00 2 .000 1.000 .000 .000
3.00 16 .000 .000 1.000 .000
4.00 65 .000 .000 .000 1.000
5.00 8 .000 .000 .000 .000
WKREGS8 1.00 36 1.000 .000 .000
2.00 37 .000 1.000 .000
3.00 48 .000 .000 1.000
4.00 39 .000 .000 .000
SCHLVL10 1.00 97 1.000 .000 .000
2.00 13 .000 1.000 .000
3.00 18 .000 .000 1.000
4.00 32 .000 .000 .000
LEA9 1.00 49 1.000 .000
2.00 78 .000 1.000
3.00 33 .000 .000
Block 0: Beginning Block
Classification TabléxP
Predicted
INTV26 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct
Step 0 INTV26 .00 0 35 .0
1.00 0 125 100.0
Overall Percentage 78.1
a. Constant is included in the model.
b. The cut value is .500
Variables in the Equation
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Step 0  Constant 1.273 191 44,309 1 .000 3,571
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Variables not in the Equation

Score df Sig.
Step  Variables WKREGS8 6.278 3 .099
0 WKREG8(1) 2.048 1 152
WKREGS8(2) 1.738 1 .187
WKREGS8(3) .392 1 531
LEA9 10.509 2 .005
LEA9(1) 2.380 1 .123
LEA9(2) 1.373 1 241
SCHLVL10 2.643 3 .450
SCHLVL10(1) 228 1 633
SCHLVL10(2) .655 1 418
SCHLVL10(3) 1.375 1 .241
SCHTYP10 1.139 4 .888
SCHTYP10(1) 542 1 462
SCHTYP10(2) 567 1 451
SCHTYP10(3) .102 1 .750
SCHTYP10(4) 225 1 .635
WHTNOWHT 2.397 1 122
Overall Statistics 18.702 13 133
Block 1: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi-square df Sig.
Stepl Step 19.014 13 123
Block 19.014 13 123
Model 19.014 13 123
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox & Snell Nagelkerke
Step likelihood R Square R Square
1 149.089 112 172
Classification Tablé
Predicted
INTV26 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct
Stepl INTV26 .00 6 29 17.1
1.00 5 120 96.0
Overall Percentage 78.8

a. The cut value is .500
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Variables in the Equation

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Step  WKREG8 4.062 3 .255

1 WKREGB8(1) -1.078 .685 2.476 1 116 .340
WKREGB8(2) -1.185 .670 3.132 1 .077 .306
WKREGS(3) -.546 .678 .648 1 421 .579
LEA9 7.777 2 .020
LEA9(1) 1.439 .599 5.771 1 .016 4.217
LEA9(2) 1.206 491 6.039 1 .014 3.339
SCHLVL10 1.403 3 .705
SCHLVL10(1) .325 .529 .379 1 .538 1.385
SCHLVL10(2) -274 791 .120 1 729 .760
SCHLVL10(3) 732 913 .642 1 423 2.079
SCHTYP10 .639 4 .959
SCHTYP10(1) .235 .942 .062 1 .803 1.265
SCHTYP10(2) 20.245 |27959.794 .000 1 .999 6.2E+08
SCHTYP10(3) .505 1.138 197 1 .657 1.656
SCHTYP10(4) .535 .955 313 1 .576 1.707
WHTNOWHT .252 484 272 1 .602 1.287
Constant 119 1.298 .008 1 927 1.126

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: WKREGS8, LEA9, SCHLVL10, SCHTYP10, WHTNOWHT.

Logistic Regression for Research Question 3

Case Processing Summary

Unweighted Cases i N Percent
Selected Cases Included in Analysis 213 97.3
Missing Cases 6 2.7
Total 219 100.0
Unselected Cases 0 .0
Total 219 100.0

a. |f weight is in effect, see classification table for the total

number of cases.

Dependent Variable Encoding

Original Value | Internal Value

.00
1.00

0
1
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Categorical Variables Codings

Parameter coding
Frequency (1) (2) (3) (4
CULTAS34 1.00 1 1.000 .000 .000 .000
2.00 8 .000 1.000 .000 .000
3.00 17 .000 .000 1.000 .000
4.00 74 .000 .000 .000 1.000
5.00 113 .000 .000 .000 .000
CULTIM32 1.00 1 1.000 .000 .000 .000
2.00 4 .000 1.000 .000 .000
3.00 15 .000 .000 1.000 .000
4.00 75 .000 .000 .000 1.000
5.00 118 .000 .000 .000 .000
AWARE33 1.00 4 1.000 .000 .000 .000
2.00 6 .000 1.000 .000 .000
3.00 17 .000 .000 1.000 .000
4.00 73 .000 .000 .000 1.000
5.00 113 .000 .000 .000 .000
CULTIN31  2.00 6 1.000 .000 .000
3.00 16 .000 1.000 .000
4.00 80 .000 .000 1.000
5.00 111 .000 .000 .000
Block O: Beginning Block
Classification Table*P
Predicted
PROB23 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct
Step0 PROB23 .00 41 .0
1.00 172 100.0
Overall Percentage 80.8
a. Constant is included in the model.
b. The cut value is .500
Variables in the Equation
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Step 0 Constant 1.434 174 68.074 1 .000 4.195
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Variables not in the Equatio®

Score df Sig.
Step  Variables CULTIN31 14.430 3 .002
0 CULTIN31(1) 3.756 1 .053
CULTIN31(2) 6.681 1 .010
CULTIN31(3) .871 1 .351
CULTIM32 13.734 4 .008
CULTIM32(1) .239 1 625
CULTIM32(2) 2.480 1 115
CULTIM32(3) 7.804 1 .005
CULTIM32(4) .870 1 .351
AWARE33 11.749 4 .019
AWARE33(1) 2.480 1 115
AWARE33(2) .788 1 .375
AWARE33(3) 3.060 1 .080
AWARE33(4) 2.090 1 .148
CULTAS34 9.144 4 .058
CULTAS34(1) .239 1 .625
CULTAS34(2) 1.781 1 182
CULTAS34(3) 5.715 1 .017
CULTAS34(4) .076 1 .783
a. Residual Chi-Squares are not computed because of redundancies.
Block 1: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi-square df Sig.
Stepl Step 20.331 .120
Block 20.331 .120
Model 20.331 14 120
Model Summary
-2 Log Cox & Snell Nagelkerke
Step likelihood R Square R Square
1 188.328 .091 .146
Classification Tablé&
Predicted
PROB23 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct
Step1 PROB23 .00 33 195
1.00 166 96.5
Overall Percentage 81.7

a. The cut value is .500
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Variables in the Equation

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Step  CULTIN31 2.885 3 410

1 CULTIN31(1) -2.387 1.770 1.819 1 177 .092
CULTIN31(2) -1.484 971 2.335 1 .126 .227
CULTIN31(3) -.610 541 1.270 1 .260 .543
CULTIM32 201 4 .995
CULTIM32(1) 21.402 |40192.970 .000 1 1.000 2.0E+09
CULTIM32(2) -.743 2.190 115 1 734 AT76
CULTIM32(3) -.482 1.132 181 1 671 .618
CULTIM32(4) -.106 .606 .031 1 .861 .899
AWARE33 4.524 4 .340
AWARE33(1) -2.552 1.624 2.469 1 116 .078
AWARE33(2) .025 1.879 .000 1 .989 1.025
AWARE33(3) -737 .796 .859 1 .354 478
AWARE33(4) -.750 .592 1.604 1 .205 AT72
CULTAS34 1.021 3 .796
CULTAS34(2) 1.034 1.665 .385 1 .535 2.811
CULTAS34(3) 462 .900 .263 1 .608 1.587
CULTAS34(4) .533 .501 .814 1 .367 1.704
Constant 2.164 .327 43.681 1 .000 8.704

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: CULTIN31, CULTIM32, AWARE33, CULTAS34.

Logistic Regression

Case Processing Summary

Unweighted Cases® N Percent
Selected Cases Included in Analysis 213 97.3
Missing Cases 6 2.7
Total 219 100.0
Unselected Cases 0 0 Dependent Variable Encoding
Total 219 100.0 Original Value | Internal Value
a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total .00 0
number of cases. 1.00 1
Categorical Variables Codings
Parameter coding
Frequency (1) (2) (3) (4)
CULTAS34 1.00 1 1.000 .000 .000 .000
2.00 8 .000 1.000 .000 .000
3.00 17 .000 .000 1.000 .000
4.00 74 .000 .000 .000 1.000
5.00 113 .000 .000 .000 .000
CULTIM32 1.00 1 1.000 .000 .000 .000
2.00 4 .000 1.000 .000 .000
3.00 15 .000 .000 1.000 .000
4.00 75 .000 .000 .000 1.000
5.00 118 .000 .000 .000 .000
AWARE33 1.00 4 1.000 .000 .000 .000
2.00 6 .000 1.000 .000 .000
3.00 17 .000 .000 1.000 .000
4.00 73 .000 .000 .000 1.000
5.00 113 .000 .000 .000 .000
CULTIN31  2.00 6 1.000 .000 .000
3.00 16 .000 1.000 .000
4.00 80 .000 .000 1.000
5.00 111 .000 .000 .000
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Block O: Beginning Block

Classification Tablé*P

Predicted
INTV26 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct

Step 0 INTV26 .00 0 49 .0

1.00 0 164 100.0

Overall Percentage 77.0

a. Constant is included in the model.
b. The cut value is .500
Variables in the Equation
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Step 0 Constant 1.208 .163 55.059 1 .000 3.347
Variables not in the Equatio®
Score df Sig.

Step  Variables CULTIN31 12.974 3 .005
0 CULTIN31(1) 6.645 1 .010
CULTIN31(2) 2.052 1 152
CULTIN31(3) 1.462 1 227
CULTIM32 21.211 4 .000
CULTIM32(1) .300 1 .584
CULTIM32(2) 6.222 1 .013
CULTIM32(3) 12.469 1 .000
CULTIM32(4) .065 1 799
AWARE33 25.256 4 .000
AWARE33(1) 6.222 1 .013
AWARE33(2) 6.645 1 .010
AWARE33(3) 9.347 1 .002
AWARE33(4) .074 1 .785
CULTAS34 20.171 4 .000
CULTAS34(1) .300 1 .584
CULTAS34(2) 12.687 1 .000
CULTAS34(3) 6.035 1 .014
CULTAS34(4) 479 1 .489

a. Residual Chi-Squares are not computed because of redundancies.

Block 1: Method = Enter

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Model Summary
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Chi-square df Sig.
Stepl  Step 32.036 14 004 -2 Log Cox & Snell Nagelkerke
Block 32.036 14 004 Step likelihood R Square R Square
Model 32.036 14 .004 1 197.720 .140 212




Classification Tableé®

Predicted
INTV26 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct
Stepl INTV26 .00 12 37 245
1.00 7 157 95.7
Overall Percentage 79.3
a. The cut value is .500
Variables in the Equation
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Siep  CULTIN3I 3.147 3 .370
1 CULTIN31(1) -.669 1.981 114 1 .735 512
CULTIN31(2) 977 1.370 .509 1 476 2.657
CULTIN31(3) -.504 515 .960 1 327 .604
CULTIM32 2.672 4 .614
CULTIM32(1) 21.594 |40192.970 .000 1 1.000 2.4E+09
CULTIM32(2) -.834 2.388 122 1 727 434
CULTIM32(3) -1.993 1.327 2.256 1 133 .136
CULTIM32(4) -.278 .580 .230 1 .631 757
AWARE33 5.082 4 .279
AWARE33(1) -2.072 1.574 1.734 1 .188 126
AWARE33(2) -1.562 2.119 543 1 461 210
AWARE33(3) -1.303 .715 3.323 1 .068 272
AWARE33(4) -.280 574 .238 1 .626 .756
CULTAS34 1.265 3 738
CULTAS34(2) -.648 1.561 173 1 .678 .523
CULTAS34(3) .071 917 .006 1 .938 1.074
CULTAS34(4) 498 .566 773 1 .379 1.645
Constant 1.840 292 39.701 1 .000 6.297
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: CULTIN31, CULTIM32, AWARE33, CULTAS34.
Crosstabs for Research Question 3
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent Percent N Percent
CULTIN31 * WHTNOWHT 213 97.3% 6 2.7% 219 100.0%
CULTIM32 * WHTNOWHT 213 97.3% 6 2.7% 219 100.0%
AWARE33 * WHTNOWHT 213 97.3% 6 2.7% 219 100.0%
@%qﬁggﬁ_& 212 96.8% 7 3.2% 219 100.0%

CULTINS1 * WHTNOWHT
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a. 2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2.34.

CULTIM32 * WHTNOWHT

Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
CULTIN31 2.00 Count 5 1 6
% within CULTIN31 83.3% 16.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 3.8% 1.2% 2.8%
% of Total 2.3% 5% 2.8%
3.00 Count 15 1 16
% within CULTIN31 93.8% 6.3% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 11.5% 1.2% 7.5%
% of Total 7.0% 5% 7.5%
4.00 Count 58 23 81
% within CULTIN31 71.6% 28.4% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 44.6% 27.7% 38.0%
% of Total 27.2% 10.8% 38.0%
5.00 Count 52 58 110
% within CULTIN31 47.3% 52.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 40.0% 69.9% 51.6%
% of Total 24.4% 27.2% 51.6%
Total Count 130 83 213
% within CULTIN31 61.0% 39.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 61.0% 39.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 21.0202 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 23.114 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)i/on 18.769 L 000
N of Valid Cases 213
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Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
CULTIM32 1.00 Count 0 1 1
% within CULTIM32 .0% 100.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT .0% 1.2% 5%
% of Total .0% 5% 5%
2.00 Count 3 1 4
% within CULTIM32 75.0% 25.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 2.3% 1.2% 1.9%
% of Total 1.4% 5% 1.9%
3.00 Count 14 1 15
% within CULTIM32 93.3% 6.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 10.8% 1.2% 7.0%
% of Total 6.6% .5% 7.0%
4.00 Count 56 19 75
% within CULTIM32 74.7% 25.3% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 43.1% 22.9% 35.2%
% of Total 26.3% 8.9% 35.2%
5.00 Count 57 61 118
% within CULTIM32 48.3% 51.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 43.8% 73.5% 55.4%
% of Total 26.8% 28.6% 55.4%
Total Count 130 83 213
% within CULTIM32 61.0% 39.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 61.0% 39.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 22.3742 4 .000
Likelihood Ratio 24.635 4 .000
Linear-by-Linear
Association 12.978 L 000
N of Valid Cases 213

a. 4 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .39.

AWARES33 * WHTNOWHT



225

Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
AWARE33 1.00 Count 3 1 4
% within AWARE33 75.0% 25.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 2.3% 1.2% 1.9%
% of Total 1.4% 5% 1.9%
2.00 Count 4 2 6
% within AWARE33 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 3.1% 2.4% 2.8%
% of Total 1.9% .9% 2.8%
3.00 Count 14 3 17
% within AWARE33 82.4% 17.6% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 10.8% 3.6% 8.0%
% of Total 6.6% 1.4% 8.0%
4.00 Count 51 23 74
% within AWARE33 68.9% 31.1% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 39.2% 27.7% 34.7%
% of Total 23.9% 10.8% 34.7%
5.00 Count 58 54 112
% within AWARE33 51.8% 48.2% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 44.6% 65.1% 52.6%
% of Total 27.2% 25.4% 52.6%
Total Count 130 83 213
% within AWARE33 61.0% 39.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 61.0% 39.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 9.6192 4 .047
Likelihood Ratio 9.998 4 .040
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)i/on 6.753 1 009
N of Valid Cases 213

a. 4 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1.56.

CULTAS34 * WHTNOWHT



a. 4 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is .39.

Logistic Regression for Research Question 4

Case Processing Summary

Crosstab
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total
CULTAS34 1.00 Count 0 1 1
% within CULTAS34 .0% 100.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT .0% 1.2% .5%
% of Total .0% 5% .5%
2.00 Count 6 2 8
% within CULTAS34 75.0% 25.0% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 4.7% 2.4% 3.8%
% of Total 2.8% .9% 3.8%
3.00 Count 14 3 17
% within CULTAS34 82.4% 17.6% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 10.9% 3.6% 8.0%
% of Total 6.6% 1.4% 8.0%
4.00 Count 50 23 73
% within CULTAS34 68.5% 31.5% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 38.8% 27.7% 34.4%
% of Total 23.6% 10.8% 34.4%
5.00 Count 59 54 113
% within CULTAS34 52.2% 47.8% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 45.7% 65.1% 53.3%
% of Total 27.8% 25.5% 53.3%
Total Count 129 83 212
% within CULTAS34 60.8% 39.2% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 60.8% 39.2% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 10.8552 4 .028
Likelihood Ratio 11.590 4 .021
Linear-by-Linear
Associat)i/on 5.606 1 018
N of Valid Cases 212

Unweighted Cases i N Percent
Selected Cases Included in Analysis 186 84.9
Missing Cases 33 15.1
Total 219 100.0
Unselected Cases 0 .0
Total 219 100.0

a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total

number of cases.

Block O: Beginning Block

Dependent Variable Encoding

Original Value

Internal Value

.00
1.00

0
1
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Classification TabléP

Predicted
PROB23 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct
Step 0 PROB23 .00 0 11 .0
1.00 0 175 100.0
Overall Percentage 94.1
a. Constant is included in the model.
b. The cut value is .500
Variables in the Equation
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Step 0 Constant 2.767 311 79.232 1 .000 15.909
Variables not in the Equation
Score df Sig.
Step  Variables SPSMATCH 1.060 1 .303
0 TSMATCH 5.473 1 .019
Overall Statistics 6.381 2 .041
Block 1: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients Model Summary
Chi-square df Sig.
Step1  Step 4.333 2 115 -2 Log Cox & Snell Nagelkerke
Block 4.333 2 115 Step likelihood R Square R Square
Model 4.333 2 115 1 79.216 .023 .064
Classification Tableé?
Predicted
PROB23 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct
Stepl PROB23 .00 0 11 .0
1.00 0 175 100.0
Overall Percentage 94.1
a. The cut value is .500
Variables in the Equation
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Step SPSMATCH .769 .806 911 1 .340 2.158
1 TSMATCH -1.801 .892 4.078 1 .043 .165
Constant 2.736 377 52.782 1 .000 15.420

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: SPSMATCH, TSMATCH.

Logistic Regression
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Case Processing Summary

Unweighted Cases? N Percent

Selected Cases Included in Analysis 186 84.9

Missing Cases 33 15.1

Total 219 100.0
Unselected Cases 0 0 Dependent Variable Encoding
Total 219 100.0 Original Value | Internal Value
a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total .00 0
number of cases. 1.00 1

Block O: Beginning Block

Classification Tablé*P

Predicted
INTV26 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct
Step 0 INTV26 .00 0 19 .0
1.00 0 167 100.0
Overall Percentage 89.8
a. Constant is included in the model.
b. The cut value is .500
Variables in the Equation
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Step 0 Constant 2.174 .242 80.593 1 .000 8.789
Variables not in the Equation
Score df Sig.
Step  Variables SPSMATCH 4573 1 .032
0 TSMATCH 1.992 1 .158
Overall Statistics 6.374 2 .041
Block 1: Method = Enter
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
Chi-square df Sig. Model Summary
Step1l Step 6.800 2 .033 oL Cox & Snell N ek
-2 Log ox & Sne agelkerke
E/:ng| 6.800 2 033 Step likelihood R Square R Square
ode 6.800 2 033 1 115.880 036 074

Classification Tablé

Predicted
INTV26 Percentage
Observed .00 1.00 Correct
Step1l INTV26 .00 0 19 .0
1.00 0 167 100.0
Overall Percentage 89.8

a. The cut value is .500



Variables in the Equation

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Step  SPSMATCH 1.496 767 3.808 1 .051 4.465

1 TSMATCH -1.103 .875 1.588 1 .208 .332

Constant 1.932 273 50.006 1 .000 6.906

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: SPSMATCH, TSMATCH.
Crosstabs for Research Question 2
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
MODEL22 * WHTNOWHT 184 84.0% 35 16.0% 219 100.0%
MODEL22 * WHTNOWHT Crosstabulation
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total

MODEL22 1.00 Count 5 6 11
% within MODEL22 45.5% 54.5% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 4.8% 7.6% 6.0%
% of Total 2.7% 3.3% 6.0%
2.00 Count 30 27 57
% within MODEL22 52.6% 47.4% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 28.6% 34.2% 31.0%
% of Total 16.3% 14.7% 31.0%
3.00 Count 19 18 37
% within MODEL22 51.4% 48.6% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 18.1% 22.8% 20.1%
% of Total 10.3% 9.8% 20.1%
4.00 Count 43 21 64
% within MODEL22 67.2% 32.8% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 41.0% 26.6% 34.8%
% of Total 23.4% 11.4% 34.8%
5.00 Count 8 7 15
% within MODEL22 53.3% 46.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 7.6% 8.9% 8.2%
% of Total 4.3% 3.8% 8.2%
Total Count 105 79 184
% within MODEL22 57.1% 42.9% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 57.1% 42.9% 100.0%




Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.3172 4 .365
Likelihood Ratio 4.375 4 .358
e e ||
N of Valid Cases 184

a. 1 cells (10.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4.72.

Crosstabs
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
MODEL22 * WHTNOWHT 184 84.0% 35 16.0% 219 100.0%
MODEL22 * WHTNOWHT Crosstabulation
WHTNOWHT
1.00 2.00 Total

MODEL22 1.00 Count 5 6 11
% within MODEL22 45.5% 54.5% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 4.8% 7.6% 6.0%
% of Total 2.7% 3.3% 6.0%
2.00 Count 30 27 57
% within MODEL22 52.6% 47.4% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 28.6% 34.2% 31.0%
% of Total 16.3% 14.7% 31.0%
3.00 Count 19 18 37
% within MODEL22 51.4% 48.6% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 18.1% 22.8% 20.1%
% of Total 10.3% 9.8% 20.1%
4.00 Count 43 21 64
% within MODEL22 67.2% 32.8% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 41.0% 26.6% 34.8%
% of Total 23.4% 11.4% 34.8%
5.00 Count 8 7 15
% within MODEL22 53.3% 46.7% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 7.6% 8.9% 8.2%
% of Total 4.3% 3.8% 8.2%
Total Count 105 79 184
% within MODEL22 57.1% 42.9% 100.0%
% within WHTNOWHT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 57.1% 42.9% 100.0%
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Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 4.3172 .365
Likelihood Ratio 4.375 .358
N of Valid Cases 184

a. 1 cells (10.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4.72.
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