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Abstract - » v;}
The system of.concern is the flow of children into and out of
special education in Madison, wis;onsip. The paper presents éverall/
descriptive data of the nega-system (Madison Public Schools) and

-

the system withinh Specialized Educational Services. A preliminary '
identification of infbrmation-theoretic variables from the SIGGS
Theory‘Model‘is set forth, A brief desc}iptibn of possible

relations between this théoretic model and program evaluation is

presented. 4
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This paper descrihé work ‘in progress in application‘%f'the’SICCS Theory Model.

£ T Yot
- .

~
L
'
K4

A nega-system 1is briefly. described to set the context for the system of interest.

'

One éspeét of the systen of interest is described using information theoretic
v .

-

. - - L L . '
categories frofr the $IGGS Theory Model. Then a preliminary set of classifications

“®

@
v

,'ﬁnd categqfies is set “forth as a possible beginning. thﬁlly, the relationship of
- o '~.-'ga . .
the-SIGGS Theory lModel and formative evaluation is described by using one. example.
oL 7 + -

.y -
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| The syétem of* corcern to this paper is the Division of Specialized Educationab- -

Services withim Madison Public Schools. Therefore, the nega—%xgtem to Specialized

-

Fducatienal Sét&iﬁés is Madison Public Schools. A bripf description of the nega- '
t. ‘e | . © .

system followsy
¢ . i

Nzpa-system: "Madison Public Schools
;MNadiééh Pubilic Schools is a combined‘school district whicﬁ includes ¢hildren from

ﬁolitical entities other than the City of Madison. 4

. . : A
v In terms of numbers of persons there are approximately:(l)

»

30,500 students
1,778 teachers,’ librarians, counselors, psychologiétg, soéial warkerg(z)
131 administrators
350 secretaries, aides, and other technical workers
269 custodians, painters, carpentérs, etc. devoted to building

. miaintenance

The followins factors impinge on the system and affect its operations: |

v

a) There is a strong, militant teachers' union which bargains aggressively

<

for wages any working conditions.

it

4
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b) All of the other employee group», with the exception of middle management‘M

ara alao orpanized into collective bargaining units. . “

c) Tha state Department of Public Instruction imposes rules and guidelines.r
¢ ~
Two of which are: : o . *

i) The imposition of a spending limit by leglslative mqndéﬁg}nlﬁ
B
i1) A requirement that 180 days of teaching service Hust ﬁ@. o

delivered.

i

%? .

d) As a whole the student enrollment is declining although there are bulges w~'fﬁ‘.f

at the middle school levels.

B
4

e) The majority of the Board of Education is both fiscally conservative and

politically sensitive.

e
: %* SR .
The budget for 1976 totals approyxma&gkg $6% ﬁ@‘lfbn.l About'gl% of ;hat~budget'

goe3 for what are considered" imﬁleyihdé’ tosts such as. salaries and fringeq, debt

»
4
el ‘,,,d.!i

g
gervice, and utilities. Of the remaintng 9%, 67 is already committed to salary
increases bhefore @ﬁé*ﬁéxt,r&und-of bargaining begins. “Tha district's admlnistratorg

pérceive”flexihilEQQTfﬁ‘resource allocation only in areas of capital maintenance
. I %
~and imprdvenpnt, §uﬁhlios and equipmeht, trﬂanOYt&tiOﬂ and other costs, research

I

and development,mcurriculum deVelopuent. qyaff development and evaluation. As of
. "v L' A . .

aeptember 1073 th?;ﬁgwere 31,537 s*udentq, 1, @%6 teachers, and 133 5 adminiQtra-

tors. Dy Septemher“k5?6 it is e%timacpd that~uwsollmént lel declinp tp 30, 500

N

-”B

students; and the budget alloca*eqkl 771_ §.Lu4chnla and 130&5 ad&fnﬁsc@atoxs.

- ¢ \\\“ . \' i
The following ratios are of some intere%t.

. RS o .
W ) . ’ S °F y o

Sept. '7 . Ep t. ‘716 :'76/'73m
"Teacher'/student 0.0535 - 0.0583 "L ;;; 1. %00 B
Adniristrator/student 0.0n42 0.0043 . ™ 1“"010&
Administrator/' teacher’ 0.0792 0.0734 » 0. 9271

- - . _-:)'.
~ *
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The incr=ase In tae nunber of Sfauhers‘fer thesé periOdR has come about because .
# ~ R

there will be =36, livelomgnmary taadhﬁrs, +? 05 middlé school teachers, +3.18 hig

L
P

.(hool tcacners and +121 78\qweﬁtah,educabion teachérQ.

. 5 E - ﬂ‘
~ . o .o St

S K

PR a ) o ’
Admiﬁistrati&ely the dtstrict is organized into three broad, unofficial categories

kdepeﬂﬂing_ﬂpoh'the difactneés'with which the administrative unit delivers teaching *

setvices to c¢hildren. - y ’

a °

The fir st category divectly delivers teaching services to children. The

v

school

district is divided into four artendance areas surrounding each of the four high

.~ schools. Fach attendancéd’area has an administrative head, the Area Director.

?
Within each attendance area there are two to three clusters surrounding the middle

schodls (ten in the city overall). Each cluster draws 1ts students from three to

51X elementary sehools (33 in all). The Division of Speciatized Educational

t

Serxices.is an administrative unit headed ®by a Director on the sme hiearchical

- lavel ag,the Avrea Directors. f R
”d < :i, ’15 « . ', . -
” . ” ELY '
-

Wa‘Theﬁgecond‘éategory 1g fhdirectly concerned vith the delivery of teaching Rprvifes

>

in thidr 1t focusés'primhrily on teacher training, curriculum development, and

o résearch and evdluation.

.

These adm}nistrntive units are the Research and Develop-

/ -

. ment Depnrtnent (vvhich al.o anludeq safety education, athletics and Ticle I) and

CnncralL?ed Media qupport qervideq (3) . . : .
(‘I

v
1

The Lhird category includes Fmployee Services, Administrative Services, Printing

Sorviuen, Business SerVich, Buildin? SerVich, Warehouqiny andﬁﬁiut*ikution,wfocd
Q@ 1

Services @?& Sch@ol-Cohmunity Recreation. 2 ‘ R

Ll

o
¢

5 K & ’
Tn-taras of titles clean line and staff ditferentiations cannot be made although

- .8 % ) o
the followinz hicurchy penerally obtalns: Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent,
: Y y by

N "
» Rt

Y. . . " ' . N
" W n‘ ., “
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Director and Ausistant Directors, Under these there may be managers, supervisors,

-

coordinatdrs or principals depending on the administrative dnit. It i& of little

point to comparag;vely rank them because job descriptions vary'widefy. For example,
the title 'coordinator' may apply to a person with substantial responsibility éor .
hiring or firiné of personnel ;r to a person who has little such responsibility‘

For the budget categories (i.e.d.&n@miniqtrative units) above the following titles

apply:(A) (# = Number of people in September 1976 budget.)

I. Elamentafv, mildle, and highmschool'instructién: Area director (&),

P ,
principal (37), assistant principal (16) (high schools only).
3

II. Specialized lidiw'onal Services:’/ Director (1), Coordlnator (h.5).

III. General Distrdct gdminisrration: Superintendent (1).
¥y

(Area Directors }4) in (I) abova.)

\

. )
IV. Reseach and Nevelopment Department: Director (1), Coordinater (17),

Supervisor (1), Consultant (1).
g(, ! \
V. Centralized.Media Support Serviceg: Manager (1), Supervisor 3.

VI. lluman Relations Debartment: Director (1), Coordinator (1),

Consultant (1).

'\]’ ’ -
VII. Public Information: Coordinator (2):////; o

VIII. TLmployee Serviceg: Director (1), Supervisor (3), Refistrar (1),

Of fice Manager (1).

IX. Administrative Services: Assistant Direckor (1), Manager (),

Admiaistrator (IX: “

<

. X. Prinrtlng Services:- Manager (1). ’

‘v

XI. Business Servicegz “Director.(l), Assistant Director ),

Comptroller (1),.Supervisor (3).

o

- o ’ # ' "
, XII. Buildingz Services: Assistadt Director (1), Supervisor (3),
. - ' » ‘ .- 1 : . i o .

. Forenman (4), Leaﬂmﬂnk(lé.\ o .

ot

XI1I, Warehbusing_nnd Digtriputjon: “Leadnan (1).
B . — : Y ’

a

XIV. Food Setrvicesi Supsrvisor (l),‘Naﬁagef (4.5). * .

\)4 ¢ . n . “ - »
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¥V. School-Community Recreation: Director (1), Coordinator (5),

Supervisor (2), Leader (4).

X A :
This data is presented to descrlbe the negoa-system to the syétém of interest,

‘ {
Specialiced Educational Services (SES). Before passing on, some notions concarning

e

interesting contrasts in variahles and hypothases cun be noted in“terms of appli-

cation of the SIGCS Hodél@(S) Refer to fipures la and lb.

$ 1

C / .
- What changes in amoﬂnt of information (H function)(ll) cone aboht

) under conditions of declining as opposed to increasing enrollment

in the aystem's Demand, Resource, Supply, Depletion, and Storage.’

-

- What changeé in the amount of shared informati&n (T function)(ll)

> ) come about under simllar dontrasting conditions in the system's

Demand Transmissfon (FI), Supply Transmission (F0), Feedthroughngss (FT)

13

and Feedbackness (FR).

s

s
-~ In a period of declining enrollment and budget squeeze, the initlal
response ogfthe'organizatton wiil be to protect as many of its
—re— . i * v
. people as it can., Therefore, more elaborate organizatlonal striucrures .

.

will emerge with the appearance of more hiearchical leVels. Iffboth
pressures continue, then the organiza?ion will then Feddﬁﬁgcohphexity
and hijearchical ievels. Thé?@%éan be éxamined using the graph
theory components of STGGS modél.

égésiulized Fducational Services N

- v
’
. N

Specialized Educational Services delivers instructional services to those children

!

having exceptional educational needs (EEN) as determined by an ad hoc unit called

the multi~disciplinary team. The school district is obligated to serve EEN chil-=

dren frofn the anme of three to twenty-one. EFN is il a child has a handica;ping




conditién\ﬁ) and (in addition) requires special educational serviceé which supple-

’ b4

nent or\replace regular educatijr in order for the child. to attain his/her full
- . 4 .
potential.(7), The state Department of Public Instrdction uses national incidence
S ’ [ 4 e
fipures to limit the number of programs it approves in each of these areas.

Children from age zero to three may, but not nust, be served 1if the digtrict so

eiecta.(g) *

This state of affairs has come about because a law wés'passed in 1973 which mandated

B

special education service. Changes since 1973 are summarizgd here:

) \

5

Sept. 73 Sept. 74 Sept. 75 Sept. 76
Children 75&‘ 804 1062 1765 (estj.'
, Teachers 134.40 213,65 229,20 ‘ 256.10
Administrators 6.0 - 8.0 ’ 7.5

atios similar to those for all Madison Public Schools are:

T Sept. 73 " Sept. 76 76/73
‘Teacher/student 0.1790 0.1451  0.8108 .
Adninistrator/student . 0.0030 ‘ ) 0.0042 " 0.5319
Admi;istrator/teacher 0.0446 : O.OZQBQ O.GSR% '

Strajghttorward comparisons are confused because both regular and special education

have substantial numbers counted as 'teachers' who do not teach. As an estimate,
. . . Y

the following figures apply: .

Regular / Special

Education ‘ Fducation "
Teacher/student . 0.0435 . 0.1049
Student/teacher 22.9892 o 9.5329

The orpanization of Specialized LEducational Services is as follows:

\

I, Director. "This person has overall responsibility for the planning,

implementation, and evaluation of special education programs. He

~

reports to the Assistant Superintendent and sits on the Superintendent's

. J

Cabinet, hefce having input into system wide operations.

9

7

-




I1. Coordinators There are seven of these persons who have é&miniéé%%éi%e ot

responsibility for ,planning, implementing, and évaluating;ﬁateébpggﬁﬁ‘

L

programs. ' - — o < M

. : ﬁa@.
-I1l.a. Programs for Orthopedically Handicapped, TtrainaBle Mentally ' .

P
Retarded, Multiply and Severely Handicapped. ,"fgy' . ‘ ‘
N i P 1,.“ £y
f , Lo )
‘ . ‘d ":y- | 4t »'_,uf-.(%"')( ’ a ,, @
N I1I.b. Programs for Early ®Hildhood (In additiom, this. persém 18 ST

&

respongible for administering delive "of~Psycholog1c, Social,Wof?i,Y
. v .
% T and Nursing Sarvices.)

s

II.c. Programs for Hearing Impaired, Speech and Language Disabilities,
¢ . ' .

School Age Maternity. (In addition,/this person is responsible for'\_mz//

. administering the delivery of Speeéh and Language Services to the 7.

. . district as a whole.)

& .

11.d. Programs for Visually Impaired, Educable Mentally Retarded.

(This person also administers educational programs for hospitalized
p P

students.) ' )

- .

/.p\

II.e. Programs for Imotionally Disturbed. (This person also

¥

e
administers programs for homebound students and the adolescent center.)

II.f. Programs for Learning Disabilities.

C N

. II.g. Program Evaluation. (This person has responsibilities for

g

program evaluation for the SES Division.)

/ ' Ed ‘ \| ) -~
t . ! .
" In teorns of relating to other components of Madison Public Schools, four of \4‘3 S
a ’ : \

- ¢ N
the above coordinators are also members of an attendance area cabinet.
kY

. » . .
\)4 . 10 ] » N Z




a t

. ITI., Program SuggortrTéachers, H{gh School Special Fducation Qgpartmént « "

Chairpersons, Program Based Psychologists and Social Worlers,

]

Other Speclalists, These persons have no official responsibility in
b -l terms of budgeting and personnel except as they:.serve as assistants to,

. .
" _a coordinator. In general they serve liaison and commuricative fync~ '
N { . "

. tions, serve on some multi-disciplinary teams, provide curriculum and
teaching'mfthod expertise, arrafige the distribution and dissemination A
of materials, and prdvide inservice. There are 40.5 éucﬁ'persons dis—-

. ’ @ .

tributed among most of the programs listed in II abeve. There 1is,
conceptually, a sharp differeptiation between programJbased psychologiéts/.
social workers and program adbport'teachers. The high,school departuent

« -

chairpersons' job has been newly created and is currently ili-defined.
o o ' L

>

IV.. Classroom Teachers. There are approximately 200 classroom teackers in

. ' B N .
. the program areas (also known as categotical areas) mentioned in II

" , 3 Q
- o

above.

V. Classroon aides and secretarial and other., There are approximately
) 4

64 such persons distributed amgng most of the programs listed in IIL.

©o

o
v

Adninistratively, the SES Division follows the categorical areas althoifgh the past -

year has seen some cooperative working arrangements among coordinators. In general

staff allocations are assignedvtpfparticular locations following-a planning process

which starts internally within the division and then expénds to area and clustgf .
meetings.(g) 0 . A ‘ !
3 o o ) ‘ ; ?

3

In gumnary, Specialized Educational Services has undergone a con iderable growth

-

over the last three year§s while the district has experlenced a decline in egfoll—"
. \ ﬁeﬁ‘g' Current referral figures;indicatev€ﬁat some further growth will occur,
Qo ’ ’ k
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. - ! ' ' . : ) ' s ) t/

- g . . &0

. * . b

particularly In' programs for chlldren ages zero to five, and iIn learning disabil-
ities and emotional distirbance. This growth will be deficuit“because the

& . . - 9 .

* Superintendent and the ‘Board of lducation are, inclined to resist p}ograﬁ expansion.
- \ i . - .

Furthermore, SIS progrdﬁs alréady enroll a proportion‘of children within a few.
points of "national incidence figures, hence, the state Department of Public

Instruction will begin to oppose rather than encourage expansion,

. t
. “
rd

" The qutem within Specialized qucational Qe*vices which will be examined in more
7 L 4 .
detail in this paper is trhe student qystem defined as the process of intake, '

©

delivery of teaching, and output.. Current efforts ate being made to put this data

in computer retrieval form. The following SICGS vakiables may be identified: (57 *

Ta

“ . . N

. ) » . “ : ,
I. System Demand is the children wﬁ;_ﬁsbu\sifflreﬁe{red'p{'discovered by
) ' © : : '

‘screening or referred for services by neighhoring’distriﬁts who do not
® i . ' | ’ A
operate programs for, low-incidence handicapping conditions. | oo

y . -
I1. gysteﬁ Resource is th;i;}Idren enrolled In SES programs.
B ° ‘ - p
@ .
~ . ’ ; " s '

III. Systea Supply is thg‘dﬁildren ready to return-to non-SES programs or

. to graduate because they have féached an upper age limit. Y

f,_ . ) . L4
Rl

.1V, qutq{ DeplGCLOH is tba childﬂen returned to non-SES progr ams or who . S

-

have laft bohause of resching an upper ape limit. \ ‘ i ’ .
. . . . f% co ) . 8 ) .
) S s T & R ~ .
Vy 'System Storage ig the children who have entered an SES progran and are
o ' / - ~ . - P ‘ o
5 - not corisidered ready to leave an SF5 program. ) .
R s . - “ . R - . o »
. s Y
o ~ - )
+YI. System Demand Transmission is performed by the multi-disciplinary team
and the responsible SES Cosrdinator. o _ b !

\ |
. A

’ 12 L e
,
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N VIT. System Supply Transmission is performed by the multi-disciplinary team,
' o *  the responsible SES Coordinator,(and the recexving umit s peruonnel.
L ‘é“_‘ . ) . . . , [ N 1 vy
s ( ~‘ ‘_ ' ) * . ;‘ - ! . ) o k “'; o i ' - %’ ’ '
. ’ . A Lo . . , . . - .
Toe VIII, System Splllageness is res*rictions on Ehe mhlti~disciplinary team, the
L space available dn progfams, thg availability af programs, and/or
R , { D L
R '+ parental denial of permission to place the child. s o
; 3 o : ’ "\ f‘ L) - ! 4._ ’ ‘. ‘ - - ,A' o . . '
. o . IX. . Nega—system ﬁpilla eness is restrictions on the . multi~disciplinary team,
Y ' . ,the space available in receiving programs, thn availability of feceiving
. - g N,
- - . ;programs, and,parental denial°of permlssion. “5 L )
o ) bt ; * . r Ten a : ' \ . ’“’"f ! ’ N ’ " v
7 - : T ' - v " 2 - . ’ ,
X. School Demand Transfer is the children referred or scrs@ned as having .
.o '
suspected EEN who do not have FEN as determined by the multi- disciplinary
f" ":“ \ Y - . m
team; or whoae.parents deny permission for the multifhisciplinary team
. ! . e e . L : R . C
B ‘ i - ’ . R “" L . ) i
N to assesg EEN. %v ‘ : . .o
N 2 " . %
v N . . R ;p L N i
- XL System Supply Transfer is the children who return to speclal educatton ‘
. ) \ ) e
prograps either bécause they were not placedfigKa non-SES program, they
R
o were placed but haVe returned, or parents deny permission’
N » . c . ~‘ ‘ . .
2 - XII.. System Filtrationess.-is rules dnd regulations setting criteria for
‘ ' CL e ’ o o ., A
" . - referrals and screening.- ° - R - T R
5 - . ’; - i . N 3 . . - _a‘: % P‘u “ gt ‘
7 . - ) : : _ , ' R Jf’
- 1) . . \‘ ‘\*ﬁﬂ;/\ ) ) ‘ : ‘ js‘\ )
-~ XITI.  System Hiearchically yerness'is-the'levels of professional positi@ns’//
) . \.hith'respeet"to SES admindstraiton. » B y
. ﬂ‘&\ - oo . ¢ .
R o L. SO Con Ce g . e f "
\\- . ; . XIII.a. One affect relation ﬁg goVernance. ' . .
N @ A oo, T : : . S .
N E ./ . ~ X / ' R ': l ' , N
Vardables which relate to properties of the SIGGS Model which come from the Graph
{ o i . ‘g . }% : oo . . ' _ . . - - o . . ) .

4
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*.A.2.3.1. Behavior categories.
A.2.3.2> Academic categories.

A.2.4, Ceographic“categori 5.

A.2.5. Othery,

1

. ' A2.6. Sugspected EEN categories.
© . ’a.(

Classification A.3. Children who have been placed in special education programs

° t
1« - ¥
Y \ " A - * /
.
.

(Naga-system Depletion, System Resource).

”

v

A L , ) . -

- / _ - . A.3.1. Age categorfes. .

A.3.2. -Crade categor{es. ,
Y . , . iy

",J“ﬂ - A.3.3. Achievement categories.

L , - A.3.3.1. Behdvior categories.
’ / - _ . f .
. : ' A.3.3.1.1. Mulv;fdisciplinary team’ recommendations categories.

A.3:3.2. Academic gaéego:ies.

. a A \' : A.3.3.2.1, Multi-disciplinary team recommendations categories.
,,X © AL3.h. Ceogrephic.catégories. )

A;3:§.m Other o

’ . - A.3.6. EEN categories.

‘A.3.6.1. Intensity of service categories.
‘A.3.6.2. Disability categories. , : *
™Y e

Classification A.4, Children to be returned to non-special education programming.

¢

. . (Nega-system Demand, System Supply).
A.4.1. Age categories.
- AJb.2.  Grade categories.
. ®
' A4.3. Achievement  categories.

' ) oo A.4.3.1. Behavior categoriesé

15




" , A , 73

A

A.4.3. 101, Multi-disciplinary team recommendations categories.

A.56.3.2; Acddenic categories.

\

: ' -,
A.4.3,2.1. Multi-disciplinary team recommandations categories.
t ) (] ) ?

. = . S A:A;A. Coographlic categories.

v - : . Ay, Otber categories.

' . - A4, G, FEY categories.

A.4.6.1. TIntensity of service categories.

v ¢

. : A.4.6.2. Disability categocies.

A4

Ab.T7. Non—Speciéi education component changenessbcategories.

‘ . ' . <
: A.4.7.1. Alterations in\practice categories.

[
e

Ab.7.2. Suppbrt services categories.,

‘ v
’

»
-

~ . . 4 .
gy Classification A.5. Children assighed to non-GES instructional units (Nega—system

°

. .Supply, System Depletion).

1

A.5.1.  Age categories.
A.5.2. Grade categories.
A.5.3. Achievement categories.
o ”\%. - A.5.3.1. Bghavior categories.
N A.5.3.2. Academic categories.
© A5 b, _Ceographic categories. .

A.5.5. Orher categories.

- " AJ5.7. Non-special eduggtion component changeness categories.

A.5.7.1. Alterations in practice categories.

v

A.5.7.2. Support services categories.

E. <

1

N
< N =
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" The next ‘steps In applying STGGS Model to this system are set fotrth here. TFirst,

subcategories within each of the categories A.i.j. must be clearly defined. Some
will present considerable difficulty because agreement among va}iousMrgsponsible
administrators is required, e.g., dchievement, 'other', and changeness of non-SES

programs. Second, considerable work must be done to identify affect relations.

¥
&3

With respect to this sytem the following affect relationships seem possib{ef

1. There exists a governing relation between programs and s :

SES as 2 whole.

II. There is assessment ¥elation between d¥

1y
4
)

197 + !
perform multi-disciplinary=team funcﬂ}‘ks "
. s .

’ f /l W
N .

III. There is a legitimizing relation as when .the adminigsz?tor

-

confirms the multi-diseiplinary team's assessment .

»

1IV. There is an instructional relation within and without

SES programs.

N W

l'owever, these relations have not yet been delinzated with-any clarity.

Third, granting the first alove is accomplished, then the H function (amount of

information) can be calculated for Syétem Demand, System Rescurce, System Supply

,

L : ™
and Systan Dapletion. And the.T fuactfon (amount of shared information) can be

».

calculated for System Demand Transmission, School Supply T¥ansmission, School Demand

Trensfer, and School Supply Transfer. This will depend on data which applies to

individual children which can be collated.’ Such data systems are under development.




N ki
'y .

Finally, if affect relations can be rnore adequately speciffied along with a-clear

_déscriptionfof the organization components, then hypothesds relating to graph’

o

. theory audl organizational comminication channels can be addressed.

«Ege rhlaﬁion.qﬁ SIGGS Model and evalyation

The pdlﬁt’gf tollecting this type Pf”iqfofmation and analyzing it is to provide
more adequaté“thepry for formntive{éVqluétion activities. Formative evaluation
4 ‘. ' \‘ o
s a tyne of evalupation where the data, values, decision rules, options, potential

decisions and forecast- are ﬁresennednio a decision maker to be used in.guiding the’

course of an educationil program for which he or she is respemsible. Confirming
. D) 8 il .

'

or disconfirming 1 formation.theoﬁetic or graph theoretic hypotheses will provide

more adaquate reprasentations ofl khe system operations as it relates to children

entering, 1eaVi‘gLahd being taug%t within the system.

s
3

Tor example; hypothesis 90 ("'If gchool denmand increases, then school centralness

decreases') can be cast“in‘térmé of schiool demand as outlined’ in the previous /
o s 4
seoction and in tﬂrnq of coﬁcgntration of. co.mun'cation cuannpls through whjrh /

\ /

dcmand transfer (the'multi—disclptinury process) takes place. Intultively 1o7&ing

™

at the rultl*di.ciplinary'@L4m ‘sltuation 'this hypothesis may very vell e c¢n-

firned, multi- di"ciplinary tpam% opera e pretty much independently and it is only
after the teanm has'completed ita’work“that theﬁhqordlnator gets much of a chance
to affecc the team's opérntions. As a result, progran supporguteachefs,dpsychqlo-

ists and social yorkers have beaen used to provide alternative channels of
g ¥ p

N

information to coordinators.

'

IS

Y 4

n tine the situation de5criped by hypothesls 105 ("If school cent;alness»increases,

then school -demand’ decreases.”) may ‘come abouﬁ because coordinators may decide to °

re—-astablish control by concentratidn,of chﬁnnels of information., (In one sense
: ' Tl ’ .. S .
the data system descriving the multi-disciplinary team may provide the beginnings

of this move.) As an evaluator, one could advise administrators chat inserting a

i
’
k4

v o 7
o 18 A '
R s SR,
N
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4
N El

requlirement.,thdt approval be gathered before a refergql is examined, may reduce

-
i

the number of children referred. The evaluator qduLd recommeﬁd an alternative of

providing more bi-directional channels and hence control the inflow of students

v

via controlling the multi—disciplfnary tean pfobess rather than restricting the

flow of incoming referrals. i(See hypotheses 106; 107, 108, 109: ‘resbectiVely,

“"If scHool complete connectionness increases or school strongness increases,:then '

school demand increases.!'; "If school complete connectioness increases or scheol

-

strongness increases, then school resource increases.'; "If school complete
connectioness increases or school strongness increases, then school filtrationess

. . ,
decreasas."”; '"If school complete connectloness increases or school strongness
?
. ]

iacreases, thengschool spillageness increames.')

«
. . o

~Assuming these h?potheses can be confitmed in data, then an evaluator who can

prqvide'élternatives of this sort cdan provide more clegant and insightfu} alter-

natives and the administrator can make more aware decislons.

-

Cam
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(1) %976 Budget,'ﬂadLson Public Schoq]s,»Madlaon, Wi, ‘
v N L .
(2) For %&pvan'gncp, nll”&hasc‘nro'callcd "teachers'
: [+ 1 Y . ’
(3) ﬁhe fi;SR‘ wo have 'dirccfors' with“direct access to the superintendent.
/» - *\,\ “w - ' -, .
(L) ‘Thuﬂuscqof the .term 'and! lmpllés.ﬁhat Jtwo dlfFonont titles are e yon; tb@ sama ui
level - e v . . ,
' , W..ﬁ”

it daa
(5) The SI1GG5 model has béan‘J‘scnlbed extensively elsewhergng &g f&‘l )
associated vdriables are from: E. S. Maccna G.S. Maca?a~' “F‘dAndris, ahd*.ﬁm"

A K.R. Thompson. Duvelopmepg of educational thao« rived Frpm three- éﬁuc@“
tional, theory nodels. . foiumbq;, Ohio: Thé Ohﬂa‘SﬁaLé Uniuérsnty Regearch
T Foundafion, December 1966, A report.on PFDJthFNO” )*0638 Contract Ho.
N O[h-19—186: : < , BRI _ ‘
’ - g
Other pgpers in th;s symposnum also provide access to lltvrature on the SIGGS
N -~ model as well as- contaomlﬁq the authors, E.S. Maccia and G.S. Maccia, School
of Educatjog, Indlana Uﬂlverslty, Blgomlngton, Indiana.
S Gl

L (0) . Handlcapplnq ca@&'txons aré Cmotional Disturbance, Learning Disability,
ot Speeciy or Lanqdéga Disability, Hearing Impairment, Visual Disability, Preg-
LI nancy, Crlpq%Ing ‘% Orthgpedlc Disability; or any combination of these and

. , ¢ otherr as. the Stafa ﬂuperlntpndent of Public Instruction identifies.
v e K Ll ’

(7) The Fynctlon o the Hultl—dISC|pltnary team is hoth to determine if a handi -

canping rQnd'tlon ists and to detormine if supplcmental or additional spe-
‘ cia)l Ldquf'ondﬁ\;Lrvuces are rcqulred L
< % ‘) )
, (&) In addith Sugciadized Ldubntlonal Services provides Speech and Lanquagqge,
P Schodl °@£chnlogy, §Yhool Social Work scrvices to both - r(qufar and gpecial
- ‘ educunlo&fprnqrams as well as beinqg respensible for coordlnatqu ‘delivery
L of Hursing Servxces ‘which are contracted with the C|py qovernment Finally,
‘ SES is responsible fé( scroenlng rhl}Hren to determine if they have a sus-
b pcctud rLL ~ .
o A49) . In the past (say” four or five years -ago) addltlon of a spé%lal edutation class
“ to a school was likely to.be resisted, and is still Vikely to hbjﬁgue for

severe hnndICabpﬁng'cond1tuons. Currentlty, if SES plans to take a proqram
out of a schoolﬁ*this is’resisted. The basic adaption consists of making a

i . more-or-less linear process look like a cyrriculum.
' i o N ’ - .
(10) See Lorenz, T.B., et al. MICA, Manaced instruction with computer assistance:
Level 5, An outine of the:system's capabilities. Madison, Vl: HMadison

Public 3chools;  Spring 1976, Malison Public Schools, Computer Haraged In-
struction, [SEA Title JI? Project (Opearatianal Grant 4 0281-1). For inform-
‘ ation, contact T.0. Lerenz or JgD. Chapin at Hydison Public Schools

- [

- .
3 A .
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The H function déflned (note 5 pagel. 17)as the sum, wheté i=1 to n,

the probablllty oF eachgcategory times the loa, -base 2,-of the inverse
of - the pfsbabllvtvoof eadch Categmry . . . - .

v o«

qf

%@ stands fgr classification _

WV, gstands for cateqory . ' .
. b sfands. for probability

And: the T functioh'is defiQ;dvas - ’ o

Le -

T{C

N

) = H(C

)+ nic,) - n(cyy) | : _ Y

b

R % .. Ml#’ .
Where: H{C ) = H(C,) + H( |c ) o= H(C,) ¥ h(Cy|C Y
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a‘ /'
22. School demand, TP, ‘TP* stands for toputness. /

v o
22.1. School demand is school environmentness. ‘ r

. o
23. School resource, P, 'LP' stands for inputness. ’ J// ¢
. ; - ' - f,
7 ]
23.1. School resource is.a school with Pelective information. A
' b “ e

24, School\supply, FP, "FP" stands for. fromputness.
‘ oL
24,1, School supply is a 'school.'s surroundings envi'fbnmentness.

School depletion, ‘0P, '0OP! stands for outputhess, ‘T

25%}. School dupletion is a school's surroundings with selective
information.

School stofage, SP, 'SP' stands for storeputness.

26.1. School storage is a school with school resource that'is not

school supply. . s
School demand transmissdion, FlI, 'FI' stands for feedinness.

27.1. School demand transmission is a transmission of school demand

to a school. ‘ >
]

School suoply transsission, FO, 'FO' standskfor feedoutness.
25.1. School supply trgngmission is a transmission of school supply
to a school's surroundings.

School demand transfer, FT, 'FT' stands for feedthroughness.

29.1. School demand transfer is a transmission of schodl demand
through a.school to its surroundings.

School suppl& transfer, 3, 'FB' stands for feedbackness.

30;1. School supply transfer is a transmisgion 'of schooT supply
through a school's surroundings to a school.

31. Schoo!l filtrationness, FL.
31..1. School filtrationness is a restriction of school demand.
32. Schoal spillageness, SL. - .

»

32.1. School spillageness is a restriction of schogl demand transmission.

-

~Figure 1b
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