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ABSTRACT: Implementing Public Law 94-142: A Case For Organizational

. '—\ ~
Readiness )
i .
The purpose of this investigation was to determine the relationship.
. »
. P . . .
of organizatipnal characteristics to the effective Iimpleémentation of main-

i

- ” 2

streaming. The conceptual framework emanated from research on vhange and

innovaticns in public schools. ’

. Lg

Questiopnaifes yafé sent to a random sample of Oregon schools (response
- — \ .

. T N
rate 66%). -%g;giple regression and correlational techniques were uge@‘for

\ . s
.Data Angigsis. .
7

The regression equation formed of the 9 most significant vdriables _ &

o

accounted for 54%'(p'(.001) of the total variance in effective mainstream- ’
* . ‘i

Ing. -4 o

‘ . ﬁ L]

Significant wvariables jncludﬁg: Clarity of school mainstieaming doals;
l 3
Staff knodledgeg‘Communication between principal and, special educator;
. [} b AY
Principals' advgeacy; Princfbali' leadership style; and School size. The
s

investigatiort.concludes that characteristics of effective_mainstreaqug

programs are the same ones that are Important int other studies of implemen-

. N
- ~

tation. Thgq point is made that effective mainstreaming programs are built v
. : _ ®
i . (Y * ‘..
. with clear Joal§,.well defined roles, ahd knowledgeable personnel.

v.o.

+

S

.
v . ‘
. . . 4 . : i‘ . . .
. . . . . -
v . : .
.
.

’

: .
R (\. HN
.‘ . Py .
. '
P :r.. . . \-' N meh . eram Do AN e [P VNV WRIRPY ¢ ateror w—-— S P 08




in the way that public school personnel work with children. The nature of

. Streaming o©n the total school orzzpization. Little emphasis has been placed

L4
Y

| f Lo
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\ ; S
& . o .
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IMPLEMENIING PUBLIC LAW 94~142: .X CASE FOR ORGANIZATIONAL

£

READINESS

L4 +

‘—'\ .

In 1975, a landmark piece(of legislation passéd the 94th ress.
\

* »

Public Law 94-142, the Educ&tion for All Handicapped® Children Ac equires

[

that all handicapped chil?ién be provided ‘a free appropriate publ duca-

-

tion in the least restrictive environment. The law mandates mainstreaming,
. Y . * -
which is ‘commonly ingerpreted to megn the placement of handlicapped chilerz

in regular classrooqsgto the maximum extent possible. e .
A ‘ . )

The requirements of this law, propose major and far reaching changes

. : . x
special education is changing and the restructuring that must occur to fit

the Individual Eaucational Planning team concept and the resource foom/con-

sultant model of service delivery make demands that many school organizations

.

b ‘ .
are not prépared to handle. Qhanges-in materials, methods, structure, atti-
tudesvand knowledge are necessarg‘in order to fully implement ;ho mandaég

. - s .
of the law. (Fullan ﬂnd Pomfret, 1977) 4 Seymour Sarason, (197%8) , the noted

£ .

< . .

Yale psychologist, has said:

We cannot assume that institutions will accommodate .
appropriately to mainstreaming because we think i is
desirable. Deeply rooted attitudes, reinfoécéa-bg

traditions, institutions and practices aze not changed -
except  over long periods of time, and s#nainstreaming
is no exception. (p. 5)- e S

L3

Few résearchers in special education have studied the impaé! of main-

. . Y

L4 .
-

0

on organizaticnal factors, suck as staff motivation, support from the admin-
' . . . 7

istriiion, resourees, teachers' feelings of competence to work with handi-

e . . A v
capped children,‘and rewards for participation. LHon //

. »

Iy .~



AY ' -’
-Yet W body of research evidence has accumulated (Sarason, 1971, Fullan

and Pomfret, 1976; Smithf&nd Keith, 1971; Berman and McLaughlin, 1975;
» ' ; T .
' Emrick and Peterson, 1978) which proposes that it is these organizational

factors that are crucial to successful change. The findings of this research.

P

sﬁress four major areas that have far reaching implications for mainstream-

ing. .
- . . ,
. <« 1. Group interdependence is essential, In other words, teachers can- '
- not behave in disconnected and Independently determined ways In schools that

offer the least restrictive environmént to handicapped children. In these

. "
schools, no*single person or group functions withqut recigfocal actions on

s

the part of others (Arends %Ld Arends, .1978; Begman, et al, 1975; Sarason,
- : &

1971).
w

2. Grﬁup cooperation 1s necessary to successfully implement an Inno-
\

¥
v - [

vation. The research on innovation and changé demonstrates that lasting
school change occurs most readily in sc¢hools with cooperating work groaps
(Berman, et al, 1975; Groés, Giaquinita and Bernstein, 1971; Smith and

Keith, 1971). These authors suggest that jus® as baseball teams and sym-
r .

phony orchestras must practice to combine tQQir skills into a team dffort,

so must a school staff prdctiee workinq together in order to effectively

..

mainstream han&icapped children.
/JX/’ 3. Good communication systems are esseptial for lasting change. .

‘Teachers mift blearlg know their role, and how it fits into the larger

. N . . . .
picture(é? school-wide change (Rogers, 1971). Goals of the malnstreaming

program.- must be effectively communicated to all levels of the school organ-

ization, from‘administration to teachers to studgnts. S

1 . ,
4. The principal plays an important role in th~ successful implemen-
e .
. . tation of innovations. Principals can act as "gatekeepers of change"
L ] ‘ : ’ ‘

’ .

+ , ({
r
J

. - . _
Lt (o nEee e w d D dpeed - e walmey o < . PPN . e Meaea e A e A e [PPSR SRR UE SIS . L7 § S UPSr P ?.-&..‘J'.u.ns.. .

? . & .. Y



)‘4

’ L .
- . ) . . . . -‘. . N .
(Berman, et al, 1975), facilitating or 1nh1b1thg the success of malnstréﬁ?—

?
. ing. Through resource allocation, interest and advocacy of mainstreaming,

. . # * ! P '
the principal is a vital link/fé successful change. i?

™ ' "o
The research on innovation and‘phange clearly stresses the ?%portance .
—

of a bréa%er organiéational perspective when attempting to make change.

N .

P-4

In this context, current training programs In mainstreaming which stress ' .~
only specific skill instjuction foreindivigual teachers (1.e., behavior \
N ] ' ) “ i
. N N . .
modification, diagnosis/prescription, and individualizing instruction)

“ attack only part of the problem, and fail to attend to the organizational

C
factors such as group interdependence, co®peration and com%nnication,.and
\ \ :
administrative advocacy.
A Y

. "‘ . . . ’
variables that are seen aaifssentlal by researchers on innovation and chance,

In an attempt.to examine the discrepancy betwecen the previously men-

tioned research, and the focus of most current -mainstreaming training methcds,

\*
the following rescarch study was plgnned. The conceptual framework guid-

Ing this study emanated from rescarch on innovation and change, proposing

. that it is organigational characteristics, not the characteristics of indiv-
LN *

fdual teachers, that' facilitate or impede change.
. L 3 .

The purpase of this study was to isolate selected organizational var- #
1 . . / . i

iables thatwp&evious studies of innovation in schools had found to Qe Iimpor-
\ [ “:/ ’
tant, and then determine the relationship of these organizativnal variables
LA »
. . to the impkementation of mminstreaming.

- .
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r N METHOD | e

b

Independent Variables )

3

Independe‘nt variables were selected as a resu.lréz of r.evie'u;ilng;the lit:—
erature oﬁ-innovation and‘chqnge, particulérly the research of -Gross, et al,
(1970) ; Katz and Kahn, (1966}; Berman and McLaugh}in, (15?7); Kritek, (1976);
and Carléoé{ (1?66). Several variables were measured wfth.fill in the blarx

k4

responses, 1.e., "size of school," "size of district," "number of handi-

-

capped child

"

n. Other variables were measured by summing the reébonses

’»

of principal and special educator to items using a five point Likert Scale.

) ~.

For instance, Principal's advocacy of mainstreaming was measured by summing

the principal's self repoft and the speciél educator's rating, of the prin;

4

1y ) . . .
cipal on knowledge, participation in IEP meetings, and attitudes toward the

»

. . “ ' - P
handicapped. larity af school mainstreaming goals, and staff knowledge",ﬂ

+
~

of mainstreaming procedures were measured by asking principals and special

L 3

-educators to ‘respond to several items on a Likert Scale. Principal's orin-

ion leadership was measured by a 7 item scale developed by Gross (1971),

and Leadership style was measured with a scale developed'by Schmuck and

Runkel (1977). Table 1 presentslthe list of Independent variables with

measurement procedures. _ - \

- )

- Table f Inserted Ebouq here
W ‘

- i ‘b-./
- Dependent Variable e ¢ \ -

The dependgnt variable was defined as effectizsness of the school

t

mainstreaming program. It was measured by &ompiﬁing responses of principal

Al

and special educator to several items which rated‘honngfective and smooth
* o

L4 () \
. - e PP ) ea. - - e tee s A A, - LT RN e e el 0 el e B



| - . .
) . / & &
-da-
TABLE 1 &
Independent Variable Measurement Procedures
o | v )
A i
Response TQbe ‘Res’pondent
- ' # \ " - - )
1. Sizeiff School Fill in blank -~ p
S ] i EY
2. Size of District FiM 1in blank P’
3. Number Handicﬁpped Children Fill in blank p-
- | )
4. Numhfr of Special Ed Resource Personnel ' Fill in blank p
5. Staff Knowledge of Mainstréaming Procedures Likert, P+
1 6- Clari£> of School Ma!ﬁstreaming Goals Liker{ ) P+
7. ‘Agieeme‘nt of Princtpal and Special Educa- Score . ,
tor reports Difference P+
8. Principal's Age - o Fill in blank p
. O
. ’ . [y L
9. Principal's Sex Fill in blank P
's N \

. 10. Principal's Length of Time at School Fill in bjank P.
I%. f&jnc%pal's Career’ Aspiration Level Likert R
12. Principal’'s General Training * Fill in blank p
13. Principél’s Sp. Ed. Training « F11l1l in blank p*

’ w .
14. Principal's Qp}nion LeadersHip Likert P+
15, Principal’s ddvocacg of Mainstreaming Likert P +
"16. Principal's Leadership Style Likert P
o* ¢
P = Principal , *
. . A
S = Special Educator -
¢ ‘ aﬂ
- v ) ~ . v
?
Q N \ N \
s . \
- \ v ’ ‘ Vv j$
s S
~ / “ ?
. ) ] r ! , R .
o ol nee A '- - -~ * .,g s LN ;‘ }! :l At s Sl il an e jowy 4



_Subject

I .
running their school's mainstreaming program was, using a-5 point Likert

-
]

Scale. The ratings were summed to obtaih a total effectiveness rating
| [ . ©
for the school. . ’

t - .
Questionnaires were ‘sent to 150 randomly sélected elementary schools

in Oregon. In order to more adequately assess the administrators' impact,
_ ) 8

schools were selfbcted only if the principal had been there for at least a g

gear: Because of the disproportionately large numbers of small rural

-schools in Oregon, the sample was sg;atifiéd accordipg to sizZe to Insure

~

equal representation. . -7

Ia each school the $rincipal and the special educator who had major
) N\
responsibility for the mainstreaming prqQgram were asked to respond. If

there was no full time special educator, then the county or school distxict
) ' ' ;

special educator who served the school was given the questignnaire. Total

response rate, after follow-up procedures, was 99 schools (66%) in which

b3 . -
both principal and special educator returned the questionnaire. v

- Pec;

Data Analysis

The goal of #his study was to identify organizational variables that

correlate with gffectibe mainstreaming implementation. ~ In order to analuze

i )
the variance ih these variables, multiple regression techniques were used
. - -
for data analysis with stepwise procedures aécording to the Statistical

Package for the Sociaﬁ Sclences (SPSS) by Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrunner

and Bent (1975). Subprograms CORRELATION, FREQUENCIES AND REGRESSION were

-

used for analysis. }
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- TABLE 2 L
‘ Selected Summary Statistics ’
{ o . ‘ Corrected Total (\
- _ Simple r Corrected -R? Chamge Variance
. with , R? ¥ Variance Explained
Variance Name ' Ei Dependent (see note) Explained This Step
- . L4
*
1. Clarity of School Mainstreaming Goals .62 v380 38% 38%
2. .School Size 5 .13 .458 7.8% 45.8%
3. Agreement of Report (Prin. & Sp. Ed.) .24 .522 6.5% 52.2%
. S
4. Sp. Ed. Resource Personnel ~.22 ' .549 . 2.7% 54.9%
- - . o , LV
} 5. Principal's Advocacy of Mainstreaming .37 .569 2.0% 56.9%
. v *
6. Leadership Style of Principal , .32 .584 1.5% 58.4%
A . \
7. Number of Handicapped Children .05 .611 2.6% €1.1%
- *
8. Principal's Age J32 .633 2.2% 63.3%
9. District Size o .07 .639 . 6% 63.9%
»
» r T
10. Principal's Sp. Ed. Training 553
. L )
11.. Principsl'ssSax .22 N .
i2 Princi a]%s éeneral Trainin 19 ’ *x *
. p ‘ 2 { . = (p<L.01)
*
13. Principal's Opinion Leadership .27 = (p<.05).
14. Principal's +Career Aspirations -.06
. ) "
15, Principal's Years at School ‘S .09
\ - *
16. Staff Krfowledge of Mainstreaming .51 : s
Z !
A t '
NOTE : This measfire provides a more conserwative estimate of explained variance than
2 S '

‘ables and a relatively, small number of cases.

- ﬁ% . . Kk - Ll""

' Corrected R? = R? -

R . It is appropriate where there is a relatively l§fge nwwber of independent var-
.- )  J

]
s

~

The formula is:

(1 -,

16 - -

\
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~ r ‘ T

The total variance explained by the regression equation is an Import-

4

ant focus of analysis. It indicates the power of g?e relationship of the

organizational variables to effective mainstreaming implementation. Tab{e 2

- . . . ] 2
shows selected summary statistics. The focus of interest is the Corrected R-

change statistic, an estimate of the total percent of variance.explained bu

this specific combination of variables.

J.

. W

}able 2 inserted about here

-

DVnly the first nine variables were used in the regression equatfon analy-
. 2 . .
sis. An examination of the Corrected R change column shows thatﬂvarlables

10 through 14 make such small increases in the power of prediction that

-
-

heir inclusion Is not justified In the equation when a criteria of at least

.5% (.005) increase in the power of prediction is used. Table 2 shows.that

- .

‘a combination of 9 of the original X6 independent variables can explain
nearly 64% of the'total varian&e Iin mainstreaming effectiveness. The nine
variables, ip the most efficient combination, are: Goal Clarity, School-
Size, Agreement of Report of Principal and Special Educator, Full Time
Resource People, Principal's Advocacy, Principal's Leadership Style, Number
of Haﬁdicapped Children, Principal's?Age, and District Size. -
The staﬁistiéal significance of the amoant of variance explained by -

these nine Independent variables:was teéted. with an F ratio of 10.08
(df 9,42), the significance level exceeds .001.

.The individual variables which m;ke signifidant cohgributions to

- ,

Sy, " . _
expﬁanatfén may be grouped for purposes of clarity jntc three categories:
. ¢ '

s

«



‘ A ‘}: o Fy
. 4 ;
communlcatlonfinformatiaﬁ varlables, administrator variables; and demo-
l v : |
S5
‘>graph1c varlables*; Ed%h of these éroups make a significant addition to
( .

i—"

H

the descrlptlon Qf sbhOj}s that are able to successfully 1mplement the
' él’( {. ; .
1nnovatﬁon of mqipsgfe ing. The following discussion focuses primarily

*\) ' 'l

{ on the s;gnlflc\hce %pd 1nterpretat1bn of two statistics used to assess

- “, - T

¥

o I e e . 2 :
unique ¢ htrlbgzlons of individual variables, R Change (the square serii-
(? . , . \/‘\_M_L q

.

v
Y Y .

"y - . r - . g . : S .
part;hl_correlatlon), and beta weights (partial correlation coefficients).

{ -. " . . . . .
Variableg\nég entered in the rdgression equatioM are analyzed with
simple corfejations..: . ' ; ' .
- Q
KNOWING, DOING AND COMMUNICATING:
4 ‘
; “.__2; A CASE FOR CLARITY i
W | v
The first group of variables consists of Goal Clarity, Staff Knowledge, A

and Agréement of Reports of principal and special educator. These communi-=

Y

'
catidn/information variables can be seen to be related to the way that

schools %ommunicate and Impart know&bdge of ongoing events in the school.

-

They -@Leflect thg’f,ormal organization of #he school, and the ability of g
the staff to keep informed and share irgortant information. '

- . 3 ¢ L4
' RS ' ‘ L. &
[ . .

Table 3 inserted.about here

. - . ~ ) -
'é. The variable with the highest corrclation tg'Effective mainstreaming
- . Al < J

impléﬁentation is Goal Clarity. This variable assessed how clearly ther

schoot-mainstreaming goals arq stated, and how well teachers understand - . -
: _ , .
N . _ . . { -
)unwdymur jobs and work groups will change because of mainstreamgng. <

’

i 1 . ' .7

L4 - - » .
.
. . ) t
- . ' . &
. H '
’ . . 'S - ’
. I.C
€ v

' & <
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Table 3 ‘ N 4
- S . . ] . ’
Statistigs for Communication/Information Variables /
. s A . ’ 4 o . . - Iz £
. . : N e '2 £, .
' E?trg ] . R” Change™ | .
- . 'No. in Simple.:+ . Percent of B :
- .Variable = . Equa- Correlation  Variance' Beta « F
a Name | o tion - with Dependeqnt Explained  Weight , , Ratio
0 " — - T - - oy — DY "
- i - . T - - ~— . o+t
.Goal Clarity -~ 7‘ll . .62 5 38% . " .583 27.98
Agreement of . . & _ '
Reports LT3 _ .24 . 6.5% .197 . 2,98
Y ) '“‘ . . \ . ‘//
ot - Ar ) ~
Staff Knowlédge ,  Not In .51 -——- - T s
* & te
(p.01)
* L
(p £.05)
4
" .
0
o 13
e Lrem mamal & o N e el 18 LA Al o e S Pl B, Y e . eadeas o w \ e Braemh e st B ] eeve . - 'u--
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_the largest‘con%ribuﬁion'to tﬁg regressioh‘equation, accounting for 38% of
3 ) _

When Goal Clarity is grouped with other independerit variables, it makes

-

]

the total variance in the dependent variable. The significance of the

unique cogiribution-of Goal Clarity is éxpressed by a beta weight.of‘.583.- \

A

The F ratio aSsociated with this beta is-27.98 (p ¢.01) making Goal Clarity
_ ' ] . R I '
a highly significant factor in explaining méggstreaming effectiveness.

A factor closely relaééd to Clarity of Goals is Staff Knowledge,
\ b 13

defined as a jood general knowledge of .mainstreaming procedureﬁ on the part

-

‘of classroom teachers. While not a significant variable In the regression

equation, the knowledge teachers have abouf how to teach handicapped chil-

dren has a significant simple correlation of r. = .5l (p.01) with the

-

dependent variable, the effective imblementatiOn of mainstreaming.
The lack of inclusion of Staff Knowledge in the regression equatioh.
is due to the. fact tHat Staff Knowledge shared much of its explanatory

power with Goal Claritg, the most Iimportant variable in the equation. The
sig;iﬁicant contribution to tbe equation that Staff Knowledge might have
made was diffused by its intercorrelation with Goal Clarity (r = .69).
Nevertheless, Staff anwledge makes an Important contribution to the explan-
ation ?f eﬁfective ma}nstreaming implementation. This finding accentuates
the importance of skill training for teachers. Programs like Learning

~

Opportunities for Teachers (L.O.F.T.) and courses in behavior modification

~and diagnosis and prescription have an Important place in designing effec—

tive school mainstreaming programs. Teachers must know how to work with

handicapped children, but as the high correlation between Goal Clarity and

Staff Knowledge suggests in this study, they must also have the overall
view, the "gestalt" of mainstreaming in their schgél " Teachers profit

3

w

14

~
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p Y
from knowing how their skills and roles fit into the total mainstreaming

.
f .

program. The significance of these two variables supports the notion that

gffective programs are built with'clear goals, well defined roles, and

.
-

knowledgeable, well~-trained personned . ' )
VJ ' . . . Cy
The issue of decision making and communication 1S an Important one in
: '

. iﬁg‘ainstreaming.- IEP teams, whicgh coordinate pggnning and ‘placement decisions
or handicappg% children, could become a battlefield if roles are not clearly
- e . ' . , '
defined and if communication is poor. * \
! -
» The Agreement of Reqprts of principal and special educator'is an Impor-

tant addition to the prediction of effective ﬁainstreaming programs. Agree-

ment of Reports makes a'significant addition to the regression equation,

hJ

A

adding 6.5% to the total explained variance of mainstreaming. -Agreement of

t ) . *
Reports represents a measure of communication effectiveness between prin--

.
. ,’4

cipal and special educator. S

An analysis of., the beta weight associated with Agreement of Reports

finds an F ratio of 2.98, (p< .10), suggesting that in schools where prin-

. - 14

cipals and special educators agree in their Teports, the mainstreaming
. ) )

‘ program tends to. be smooth running and effective.
’

. Goal Clarity, Staff Knowledge, and Agreement of Reports together

‘account for 46% (p<.01) of the total variance in the dependent variable,
. ' N,

making the communication/information variables group the most important

L]

contributor to the success of implementation of mainstreaming.

\

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTISTICS 9
The kinds ©f schools that have effective, smooth running mainstreaming

7 -

programs can be described with some significant demoaraphic descriptions,

(3
-

15
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as Table 4. illustrates. . : . .

. . .
' N . . , . ’

-
v - i

. . Table 4 insarted about here

.
. .
- ¢ i N . R . . /’
.- . . .
A .
T
4 - - . - -

.Schools with effective programs tend to be large (p <.01). Apparently

R

small schools have(g?fficultg mustering the needed -levels of resource sup-— -
. A ’ ’ )
port to serve their handicapped populations. In Oregon, with a large pro-

portion of small rural schools, this problem is acéentuated.bg-the long .
- distances that itinerantédecialistsnmsf travel, reducing their actual
teaching time with rural handicapped children.

As schools become; larger and more complex, they can provide more ser-

vides to handicapped students, both by providing specially trained resource
, i - ¢ .

teachers and by expanding the plgcement options wiqh.empathic classroom

teachers. ' i .

The results of this study.indicate that excess numbers Of handicapped

kY ~ Lal

)

.. _students and too many resources may not be effective in the implementation
" of mainstreaming. Both the Number of Handicapped Childr;n (pL.05) and
tAe Number of Specially Traiﬁed Resource Personnel (p = n.s.) are negative!g
cor?elated with success of implementation. .This éuggests that there may be
an optimum number of handicappea children, with accompanying support ser-
. vice personnel, that is related'go size of the séhool; This area deserves
Further study in order to explore the most efficient and éroducti&e use of
resources and placement options for handicapped stuﬁents.
As a group, these dempgraphic variables account for ;3.72 of the totél.

variance in the dependent variable, which leads to the conclusion Qhé% know-

ledge of organizational demographics iIs an importqﬁt-‘actor in predicting
S . .

16
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. | c Table { .
- B s d r= . s JJ o '
_ Statistics for Demographic Varrables / .
. A . N - la - - & -
. %, : Entry - R Change ' ‘
Coee No. In Simple ' Percent of o i
. ' ."*Variable =~  Equa-' '~Qorrelation - Variance. Beta F
R S Name “tion 't  With Dependent Explained® Weight Ratio
. ) . - . . c ' * .\ . , : . . o
School Size 2 .13 . 7.8% . 490 15.93
Full Time Resources 4 -.22 2.7%" ~. 077 .548
1] . q -
2 . N » :
. l- Number bf “ “ N ¢ ) . .
Handicapped 7 . .05, 2.6% -.30 6.06 ,
. & ~
District Size . 9 07 .6% -.13 1.64 *
. ™~ . '
: \
(p<.01) . ~
$ . . /
(p<.05) .
» . '
r - . .
- 9} : ' —a ’
' &>
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&

and describing those. schools whé%i mainstreaming has heen successfully -

R . ] P % ’
imﬁéemented. . Coee ' ) o

’

v

| ' N I ' I'ed . f %\r
. // : . ADMINISTRATORS: ADVOCATES AND LEADERS ¥ : ’
M . N . . ~ .

- . - i
1 . : o
-

Effective mainstrgaming programé ocecur in schools where principals

hd ‘ are seen as advocates of the. pragram. Advocates are thought to defend the. v
. } * ]

'ihtegritg of the innovation, recruit supportive members, and secure re-

_' - y o : :
sources. the' advocacy measure in this study’'was a coémposite of principal's
self-ratings and special educator's ratings of the principal on knowledge

. and attitudes regarding the handicappeﬁ; partiéipafid% in IEP meetings and

., special education programs, and general advocacy or- support of mainstrean-
!Y

-
. . \
ing. -

-

; {'able 5 inserted abouty here L .‘1 )
. . . . . ‘ N . ‘ ! .

1 ' -

.
As Table 5'indicates, principals who are advocates of mainstreaming .

B L 4
v

are signf}icéhtlg related to effective implementation (p<.05). A, Leader-
-shif Style that is democratic and stresses team plahhinq“is also‘signifi-

cantly correlated with successful implementation (p<.05). npparontﬁg it
v : . L - 7
- * * 7 . .
. Is Important to¢ have principals who are advocates and see the ipnortance

- i

of interdependence and team planning to successfully implement mainstréaming.

Y

The results of thig study inaﬁcate that while advocacy and support ' on

the part of.the administrator iIs a significant factér, it is+less than crit-

Ical to success. The total explanatory power offered by the group of

. Administrator variables is only 5.7%, while the group of Organizational’

and Demographic* variables increases the power of pfédfdtion by 58.5%.

. A
In the case of implementation of mainséreaming, where major changes

" . _ ﬂl!? :

. . .
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Table 5 . o S

. ~ i Stéﬁistics for Admégistrato} Vagiables ‘.

[ . J
. .t ' S [
L 2 5 . ¥
i Entry - . N . . R Ghahge
. . No. inj Simple Pergent of
variable Equa- Correlation .Variance _ - Beta ~ ‘F
Name =~ .+ tion” With Dependent Expldined Weight Ratio
. - . - .o . ' hd .
. Pringipal's - - s . 7 o *
o Advocacy 5 *.37 2.0% . 277 6.36
* . ' *
Leadership Style 6 .32 1.5% .252 5.98
* ]
Principal's Age 8 32 C2.2% .16 2.62
. .
NOT jN EQUATION .
o . . pv 4 . - N
Simple ¢ Tolerance (Variance
f\’bariable ' Correlation Unexplained by
Name ) With Dependent - Other Variables)
: _ o8
Special Education - _ '5¥r§“
Training .11 ' . 838
. e &
Principal's Sex .22 .66%8 .
) General Training -.19: . .803
. _ \
' Opinion Leadership C .27 .540
.. ) ' N\
~ Career Aspirations -.06 773
Years at School .09 : .777
. ‘ ’
S *% . : '
) (p<.01) _ . - x

(p <.05)

, . R . e e QORI
- .



. —
-12~
: ] ~
. P N | ,.
1 .
d that affect the total organization occur, it appears.more useful to &tudy

: characeristics ofswthe total organization rather ‘than characteristics of

. individudl members of the organization. : !
. ; \
\ ) ’ - .
The principal's Special Educatipn\fraining has almost no correlation -

7

to effectiwe mainstreaming ,implementation. Special Education Training was

-~ - »
~ <

Q?fined as the number of, courses or workShops related to the handicapped

Y« that the principal has had. Perhaps this indicates that pefceived know-

ledge 1is @ére Important than formal. training. Possibly the more principals
*
/

learn about mainstreaming, the more problems they see with Implementation.

’

This lack of relationship between formal training level and perceived know-

3

ledge and advocacy is an interesting one, and should have Implicatigns for

~ ,
further study for personnel trainers and special educators alike. (

.

éoss)blg an Innovation like mainstreaming is best learned In an informal
manner. Individualized, building-wide in;service training, may be more
[ 1 effective than formal university course work, which tends to downplay the
. v

unique situational factors of school organizations.

~

P
- ) . \
T p¥scussIow
A

This study suggests that currernt training programs that focus only .on

\

e SN

- building teaching skills in individual teachers are insufficient to deal
} with the hajor organizatlonal ch?nées caused by mainstreaming. The resis-

tance to change that may develop as a result of these ppoéﬂpms 1s natural and

[ . v ]

normal. Mainstreaming requires changes In long-standing attitudes, be{jefs,

and practices regardfhg_handicapped &% ldren. Full implementation of maln-
streaming necessitates changes iIn materials, structure, attitudes, and

1 2
knowledge on the part of every member of an organizationg

v | T i
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. Literature from the field of organiza%ional ilnnovation and change add

* ¢ . . :
significant insights into problems with the implementation of a least
S

{

restrictive environment to handicapped children. Attention to organiza-
¢ B a\

tional variablés has been crucial to other chinge efforts,, and ihis study

L 4 . L)

-demonstrates that these same organizational variables are.éignificantlg

related to the effective Implementation of mainstreaming. ‘

Good communicatipn networks, clearly stated and undérstood goals and

~

a well trpained staff are essential to build that "gestalt"--the total,
overall view of mainstreaming. Also Important to successful programs are

supportive principals who are active advocates of mainstreaming.

*

The study concludes that while mainstreaming training aimed at build-

ing teaching skills in individual teachers is Important, successful imple-

-

F 3
mentation of mainstreaming débends on a‘'‘more system-wide approach that

. . L. C .
involves theg whole school, from administrators to teachers. This training
/“"’ ) | .o R v .
should focus 1’ Pii1ding strong communication systems and facilitating the

»
~

~development of clear and well understood school mainstreaming goals. {his
‘ X < :

sort of organizational*development training, f@mbined with specific teach-
3 ) LN ' .

ing skill tg@ining, would go a long'wag to overcome, resistance to change

. .
' » v

and would faci{jtéte the development of a mainstreaming program that truly’
. . ’ N ‘\
offers the least restrictive environment to handicapped children.

, L ] .
N

Sar mcy,
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