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Foreword

There is a "missing link" in the implementation of federal social pro-

grams that have a regulatory component.'
Local governments must comply

with the law, as expressed in federal regulations. But, full compliance in

social programs often requires organizational change in the institutions

which deliver services that is beyond the capacity of the law, regulations

and federal administrr(tors to create.

In some regulatory programs, compliance does not recluire much organiza-

tional change. For examp12, the Voting Rights Act of 1965 required southern

states to register black citizens as voters. This was a one-time act of com-

pliance which could become the new norm. Furthermore, if the states did not

comply, the Justice Department could remove loLal voting registrars and sub-

stitute its own, It was thus within the capacity of the federal government

to carry out the law. There was no missing link.

lost federal regulatory and social legislation does not provide for this

federal capacity. Pious and rhetorical statutory phraseology disguises a

shortcoming which not even the imperious tone of bureaucratic regulations can

,orrect.

Thi: is a case study of the implementation of P. L. 9,-1=.2 (The Educa-

tion of Al. Handicapped Children Act bf 19'5) which Locuses on the "missing

link" in one metrIpolitan school system,:

'e m lit=ik is not easily identified. Paul Berman and Milbrey

ilth ...ire the distihcticn between the adoption of a program by a s:hc)ol

sy-;t:m Ast.t its actual imblemontution.3 The are wri:1-ig about curricular

w.6,:11, wore promulgated, p., not rocIdired, h the :ederal ?..ice

0; 0.t..1::01. tchools formally a,lopt new curricular mav fail
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implement them, in the sense that the new ideas and procedures are never

incorporated into practice. Berman and McLaughlin describe a process of
-

"mutual adaptation" between the new program and local norms as a necessary

characteristic of implementation. Adoption of a program is never automatic.

This means that federal intent may be modified in practice if implementation

is to take place. However, the

I
were not mandated and it is quite

possible that curricular innov tion is stye gthened by mutual adaptation.

There is no place for mutual adaptation in a federal regulatory program

if compliance with federal inte d down in the implementation pro-

cess.

One could attempt to draw a parallelAistiriction between pro forma corn-

pliance with a federal mandate, the analogue to adoption, and effective corn-

pliance, which includes,, implementation. But, in theory, only the latter is

legal. For example, P. L. 94-142 requires that all handicapped children have

Individualized Education Programs. If this is the case in a sch6o1 system in

the sense that IEPs are written for all such children, one could call this

pro forma compliance. But the language of the law also calls for the use of

the IEP as the basis for a truly individualized program for each child. In

the strict sense, only this second condition is legal.

The problem is that the federal government can only influence indirectly
o

if at all, the degree of actual implementation which takes place. Even if

local shortcomings are,AeCected by inspection teams and the deficient, school

systems are directed to correct the failures, federal administrators cannot

ensure that the actual changes will be7 any other than pro forma.

This is not the same as the distinction between compliance and providing

services of high quality. One would know the latter by the existence of ac-

cepted professional standards and the eventual impact,on children.
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Implementati)n and high quality are erent varia5les. One could have a

high degree -of implementation and low or average quality in the services

delivered.

The missing link in the implementation of federal regulatory programs,

including social programs, is in the difference between the federal reach and

grasp. That link is found in the norms and routines of school systems,

schools and individual teachers. The administrators of a school system face

the same prOblems which have been attributed here to federal officials. They

do not easily or necessarily have much control over what the teacher does in

the classroom.

The more one understands about what is necessary to make a program work

well at the grass roots, the more intelligently one can devise federal, state

and local strategies to influence constructively the factors favorable to

implementation at the point of delivery. One could also eliminate futile or

harmful strategies. The recognition that discretionary power is held by

"street level bureaucracy" calls` far the design of federal programs and regu-

lations according to a process.of "mapping backward" in which the structure

of the program is based on knowledge of what will work at the grass

roots.4

This book is a study of the implementation of P. L. 94-142 in one metro-

politan school system. The research was guided by two primary purposes.

First, we wished to learn what elements in schools and their bureaucratic and
,

social environments are conducive to the implementation of the law. Such

knowledge might help us understand not only 94-142 but also the implements-

tion of service delivery regulatory programs like 94-142. Second, we have

made an effort to "map backward" and ask what federal and state impiementa-

tion strategies might be conducive to the implementation of 94-142 and
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programs like it. We hope to contribute here to the developing-body of

thought about the appropriate and effective division of labor among levels of

government in the implementation 9f national programs.

.,

)

ft

.
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CHAPT_ 1

Background, Enactment and Implementatior of 94-142

Matters of public policy do not develop nor are they implemented in a

vacuum. By their very nature, public policy matters are issues of concern to

segments of the population and must be considered within the climate of the

period in which the issues evolve and in which solutions are attempted. Pub-

lic Law 94-142, The Education of All Handicapped Children Act, is no dif-

ferent; it is the culmination of a series of social and professional forces,

dating back, at least, to the 1950s.

In order to understand P. L. 94-142, it is necessary to consider the em-

pirical knowledge available to educators (particularly special educators)

during this time. In addition, issues regarding the civil right:, E various

minority groups were an influence that had the effect of raising concerns

about equity among professionals. The civil rights movement had laid a con-

stitutional foundation which could be used to argue for expanded and differ-

ent educational services for handicapped children. These currents, their in-

fluence on the provisions of 94-142, and the implementation issues that arise

from them are presented and discussed in this chapter.

Empirical Research and Professional Thought

Until very recently, most special education in public schools consisted

of programs for mildly mentally retarded children. By 1958, nearly 200,000

children were enrolled in special classes for the mentally retarded. S. A.

Kirk, in an early review of research, states that

the increases in special schools and classes have been
accomplished on the basis of logic and The belief that placing
retarded children in special classes is more beneficial to them
than retaining them in regular grades.1
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After reviewing more than a dozen studies of tne effects of these

special classes, Kirk concluded Cnat their record was mixed.

The general impressions derived from these studies are: (I) The
children assigned to special classes are equal to or inferior in
academic achievement to those remaining in the regular grades.
(2) The children at the lower range of educability show equal or
superior academic achievement to similar children left in the
regular grades. (3) In social adjustment, the special-class
groups appear superior to those left in the regular grades. (4)
Retarded children ip the regular grades tend to be isolated and
rejected by their normal peers.2

These special classes were shown to have little educational efficacy for

mildly retarded children, with the possible exception of those at the lower

end of the SMR range. On the other hand, the social consequences of special

classes for these children appeared to be more beneficial.

In 1968, Lloyd Dunn, a major figure in the field of special education,

published a critique of .special education programs for ;the mildly

retarded.3 This article proved to be a watershed in the development of

services for the mildly retarded and other children with mild handicaps. Its

publication in the major journal in special education and the fact that it

was written by an important proponent of the development of special education

services set the stage for an increase in professional criticism of special

education programming and the development of alternatives to traditional ser-

vice delivery systems. The major points in Dunn's critique of special educa-

tion and his suggestions for future developments will be reviewed in some de-

tail as a means for better understanding the development of the provisions of

P. L. 94-142.

Dunn noted four major reasons for suggesting

. . . that a large portion of this so-called special education
in its present form is obsolete and unjustifiable from the point
of view of the pupils so placed . . .4
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The first argument for change focused on the studies of the efficacy of spe-

cial classes for educable mentally retarded children. Citing Kirk's review

as well as the results reported by others,5 Dunn argued that lack of a

demonstrati.n of effectiveness of special classes was a reason to discover

alternate ways of serving children with mild learning disorders.

A second reason for ...hange which Dunn presented was the apparent dis-

adyantage to slow learners and the underprivileged of homogeneous grouping.

He supported his argument on this point with information presented in Judge

Wright's 1967 decision regarding tracking in the District of Columbia

schools.6 Wright confirmed a lower court decision which abolished tracks

because they discriminated against racially and/or economically disadvantaged

students. Dunn argued from Wright's decision that special schools and

classes could be considered a form of homogeneous grouping, or tracking, and

therefore should be discouraged. This position would be particularly true in

light of the findings of the efficacy studies.

A third reason for change concerned the process of labeling disabilities

of children. While acknowledging that much more research was needed, Dunn

extrapolated from the studies by Rosenthal and Jacobson? which suggested

that labels have an effect on teachers' expectancies for achievement or non-

achievement, and argued that these effects must be considered. He also

reported work by Goffman and Meyerowitz which indicated that labels have a

negative effect upon an individual's self-image, supporting his concern

regarding the labeling process.8

Dunn's conclusion that regular education programs were better able to

serve the needs of special education students by the late 1960s was a fourth

reason for questioning the advisability of special classes for children with

mild learning disorders. He thought that four major alterations in general
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education ?rcgrams suggested that splcial education should become more a part

of general education than had previously been the case. These major altera-

. tions included changes in school organization, such as team teaching and

ungraded elementary departments; curricular changes, such as alterations in

reading and mathematics programs; changes in professional public school

personnel, such as the increased employment of specialized personnel and

better trained teachers; and hardware changes, such as educational tele-

vision, videotape equipment, and the use of teaching ma,:hines.

Given these reasons for change, Dunn proposed an alternative model of

service delivery for mildly handicapped students. He suggested that the vast

majority of the mildly handicapped should remain in regular education classes

and that special education should act as a resource to these children. He

further suggested that special educators should act as resources to the

regular classroom teacher in order that mildly handicapped students could be

more appropriately educated in the regular classroom. It is important to

note that Dunn was suggesting that this was the direction in which special

education of the mildly handicapped should develop. A careful reading of

this article indicates that Dunn saw this development as extending over

several decades, rather than one which could be carried out in a short period

of time. He suggested that personnel would need to be trained and/or

retrained in order to produce these changes; that new diagnostic techniques

and instruments would need to be developed; and that new curricular

approaches and programs would have to be designed, validated, and produced.

After the publication of Dunn's article, a plethora of review articles

and position statements became available in the literature.9 Most of

these articles focused on the fact that special education classes did not
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appear to be effective in increasing the academic coapetence of mildly handi-

capped students and on the possible negative effects of labeling on teacher

expectations and the self-image of 'children. The particular issue addressed

in these articles was that if special education programs produce no academic

differences or slight negative effects, labeling might impose an additional

burden over and above that of the handicapping condition.1° Special edu-

cators advocated the education of mildly handicapped students in regular pro-

grams with the support of special education services. It should be noted

that this recommendation was not grounded on an extensive research base, for

there were few programs in which the mildly handicapped were integrated.

Rather, this change in the organization of special education services was

advocated in response or reaction to the postulated negative effects of

labeling and the lack of evidence supporting the benefits of special class

placement.

It must also be noted that this change occurred in the midst of a period

of social activism and civil rights activity. Because many of the students

with whom special educators worked were from disadvantaged social groups,

these equity issues were very salient. The disproportionate numbers of

blacks and Chicano children found in classes for the mildly retarded focused

attention on the cultural content of standardized intelligence tests and its

consequences for minority groups. The work of Jane Mercer and others called

for fundamental changes in the traditioral evaluation procedures by which

children were labeled mildly retarded and placed in special classes.11

Developments in special education for more severely retarded (and other

severely handicapped) children ,..00k a different direction. Efficacy studies

of TMR (trainable mentally retarded) programs in public schools and institu-

tions, while few in number, have generally failed to demonstrate

-1 I



substantial gains for nLs.e Mor suLcessful efforts, how-

ever, have been conducted in university-based research and demonstration pro-

grams. Positive results in these experimental settings formed the basis for

increased professional optimism regarding the efficacy of special education

for children previously regarded as uneducable. The ease with which teaching

techniques developed in highly structured, laboratory settings can be suc-

cessfully-applied on a larger scale in public schools has been challenged by

some special educators.13 Nevertheless, the evidence from model special

education programs lent credence to the claim of advocates that all children

can benefit from some type of education, and as a matter of equity are enti-

tled to it. This was a crucial argument in the court decisions that laid the

groundwork for the passage of P. L. 94-142.

It was in this professional and social climate that the early court

cases and legislative actions at state and federal levels occurred. The

following sections will review the major judicial cases and the legislative

history leading to P. L. 94-142.

Judicial History

The currents culminating in P. L. 94-142 can be traced through a number

of judicial decisions, beginning with Brown v. Board of Education in 1954,

that defined the rights of all children to education.I4 The courts'

jurisdiction in this and later cases has been based upon the "equal protec-

tion" and "due process" clauses of the fifth and fourteenth amendments of the

Constitution. The rationale was that schools are a major socializing insti-

tution and a means of imparting cultural values, so that the exclusion of

some children from schools attended by the majority deprives those children

of an equal opportunity to make a successful adaptation to the society.
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The issue in Brown- -the ending of racial segregation through integration

of schools and classrooms--is a cornerstone decision in the education for the

handicapped although it may at first appear only tangentially related. Both

the legal questions upon which Brown was decided and the policy developments

that came from it laid the foundation for the judicial role in special educa-

tion reform. It established the applicability of Constitutional protections

to public education, bringing educational issues within the realm of civil

rights. In addition, it legitimized subsequent anti-discrimination legisla-

tion, and provided an, entry for the federal government into education policy.

Finally, the plaintiffs' argument in Brown relied on both the stigma and

detrimental educational consequences of segregation. These precedents estab-

lished by the Brown decision were successfully applied by advocates for the

handicapped in later cases.15

The first victory specifically for handicapped children came in 1971

with Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. Pennsylvania (PARC),

followed in 1972 by Mills v. Board of Education.16 On behalf of two

classes of institutionalized mentally retarded children, advocates for PARC

Persuaded the court that 1) "equal protection" entitles the "educable"

mentally retarded to a free public school education because the state

provides education for other educable, i.e., not mentally retarded children;

2) this should be an appropriate education; and 3) the term "ineducable" is

unconstitutionally vague and, in conjunctioh with "incontestable" and

"unanimous expert testimony" to the effect that all children can benefit from

education,17 that it therefore does not provide "rational" grounds for

excluding from.the public school system even those children classed as train-

able, not educable. Due process procedures must be established in order to

assure parents' rights to challenge the placement decision of school

systems.18
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PARC is remarkable both for the inclusiveness of the plaintiff category

and for the "appropriate education" standard it produced. "Appropriate edu-

cation", implicitly challenged the basis of the Pennsylvania statute at that

time which " . . . excluded from school attendance those students unable to

profit from instruction."I9 No students are unable to profit from in-

struction, according to an assertion of the PARC consent agreement.

This statement does not mean that all children can acquire a standard

level of academic achievement. Rather, the purpose of education was rede-

fined to include the kinds of instruction and training aimed at increasing

the competence of even the most severely handicapped. For example, expert

testimony transmuted into a provision of the PARC consent agreement is as

follows:

All mentally retarded persons are capable of benefiting from a

program of education and training, the goals of which are
self-sufficiency or, at least, self-care.2°

Similarly, it has been asserted that the classification "uneducable" is

inconsistent

with research findings that all children are educable, that is,
able through instruction to move from relative dependence to
relative independence.21

Although PARC was resolved by a consent agreement, unanimity in the edu-

cational system of Pennsylvania and Among professional educators was not ove-

rwhelmingly evident. After a period in which little changed, and because of

the reluctance of some school districts to conduct the census that would find

excluded children, and eventually because of formal objections about the

practicality of conducting hearings that included parents and a professional

team before placement in special programs, two Masters were appointed for a
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time-limited term to oversee implementation. Subsequently, one intermediate

school district unsuccessfully challenged the court's jurisdiction to hear

PARC, but ultimately the central stipulations contained in the consent decree

prevailed and were incorporated into Pennsylvania state law.

In a vein paralleling PARC, the Mills v. Board of Education decision

required the District of Columbia to provide appropriate education for all

school-age children regardless of their mental, physical or emotional handi-

caps. Moreover, insofar as disciplinary problems arguably have an emotional

etiology, expulsion or suspension frpcii school as well as tracking into a

special program were made contingent on a "due process" hearing and periodic

review.

Mills went farther than PARC in disposing of fiscal considerations as an

excuse for not fully implementing all stipulations of the decree. Insuffi-

ciency of funds as justification for not appropriately educating the handi-

capped was specifically discounted by the court:

Constitutional rights must be afforded citizens despite the
greater expenses involved . . . . If sufficient funds are not
available to finance all the services and programs that are
needed and desirable in the system, then the available funds
must be expended equitably in such a manner that no child is
entirely excluded from a publicly supported education consistent
with his needs and ability to benefit therefrom . . . . The
inadequacies . . . certainly cannot be permitted to bear more
heavily on the "exceptional" or handicapped child than on the
norma1.22

The Mills position on funding special education has been interpreted

liberally in the light of two subsequent decisions. San Antonio Independent

School District v. Rodriquez,23 in 1973 established the principle that



15

..uaality of .xpenditures per child is an irreleva nt. standard so long as a

school district is providing a minimally adequate education. Originally

intended to rebuff the claims of a poor Texas school district for equaliza-

tion with a wealthier neighbor, the decision has been put to service by advo-

cates for the handicapped with the argument that equal expenditure is irrele-

;rant and insufficient because the mentally retarded cannot receive a mini-

mally adequate education without a much higher level of effort than is neces-

sary for non-handicapped children. More must be spent on the handi-

capped.26 The irrelevancy of the equal expenditure criterion was but-

tressed wit!' v. Nichols in 1974.25 Here, a large number of Chinese

students in San Francisco claimed "constructive exclusion" from education be-

cause their instruction was entirely in English, a language they understood

little, if at all. The court agreed that equal expenditures do not equate

with equal treatment or opportunity because these particular students,

because of their inability as a group to benefit from the standard curricu-

lum, constituted a "suspect class." The court concluded that compensatory

education was required.

These decisions were first applied specifically to the handicapped in

Fialkowski v. Shapp in 1975.26 Claiming that the education offered them

was of no benefit and amounted to constructive exclusion a "suspect

class," multiple-handicapped children successfully sued for the multidisci-

plinary assessment, structured environments and particularized instruction

plans that were said to be required for educating the severely and profoundly

retarded.

Not only was expense disqualified as an excuse for failing to educate a

"suspect class," i.e., mentally retarded children, but it soon was judged to
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be no excuse for failing to provide services for an individual. In Hairston

v. Droscick in 1976, the court ruled that school attendance for a child with

spina bifida and urinary incontinence could not be made conditional on the

mother's coming to school several times daily to attend to the child's needs;

the school was required to provide the service regardless of cost.27

Returning to the formative period of special education case law, a para-

doxical variation developed apart from the main trend of litigation. While

the plaintiffs in PARC, Mills and related "right to education" cases directed

their efforts toward winning mre services for all handicapped children, the

benefits of existing special education programs were challenged by advocates

for "mildly retarded" children. In two notable cases, ethnic and racial

minorities, respectively, alleged that 1) they were inappropriately placed in

classes that were used to promote resegregation, 2) there was no evidence

that special education programs advanced the learning of the mildly retarded

over what they could achieve if left in regular classrooms, and possibly

irreparably impeded their progress, and 3) the stigma attached to labeling

and special placement overwhelmed any slight (and questionable) benefit that

might derive from special education.28

Specifically, Diana v. State Board of Education in 1970 disputed place-

ment of Mexican-American children in programs for the mentally retarded on

the basis of their scores on English language I. Q. tests.29 This and

similar cases were resolved by consent decrees in which it was agreed to use

more appropriate testing instruments for children whose firc language was

something other than English. Larry P. v. Riles in 1972 addressed a similar

issue. Here, a court held that students who are wrongfully placed in EMR

(educable mentally retarded) classes are irreparably harmed. It also ruled

that I. Q. tests are culture-bound, and therefore do not reflect the

Of)
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intellectual Aoilities of. black st,ideats.3° Accorliogly, these test

cesults,..!ere tAmporirily zir.-aed as i criterion f)r emaval f r.,g,ilar

,:lassrooms to s?ecial clases for the educable menl_ally retarded.

The argumbhcs presented in both bodies of litigation are reflected sub-

sequently in P. L. 94-147. The legislation attempts to satisfy the seemingly,,.

contradictory demands for greater access to special educatiOn services and,

concurrently, for greater restraint on their use.

Legislative History

By the time that P. L. 94-142 passed Congress in 1975, the principal

elements of the legislation had already been stipulated by the judiciary in

one or more school districts, and indeed had been incorporated into law or

regulations in more than half the states.31 Requirements 1) to find all

children excluded from education or unable to keep pace with regular class,es,

2) to evaluate such children in a non-discriminatory fashion, 3) to prepare

individual education plans for them, 4) to hold due process guarantees and

procedures before placement, and seemingly 5) to commit more dollars- per

capita on retarded children than on students in regular programs, had each

been decreed by at least one court.

Many of the provisions of 94-142 were already present in federal lawe.as

well. The Education Amendments of 1973 (P. L. 93-380) provided for grants to

the states for education of handicapped children.32 Participating states

submitted applications that included assurances of non-discriminatory evalua-

tion, due process procedures, and education in the least restrictive environ-

ment. But there was no requirement that all handicapped children included

by a specific deadline. The inclusion of this guarantee became the focus of

the drive for new federal legislation. The advocate groups that had 1pd

efforts in the courts and statehouses became the'iaaders of a coalition of

organizations that saw the enactment of 94-142 as the culmination of their

political and legal victories.



18

At the forefront of the advocacy coalition was the Council for Excep-

tional Children (CEC), a professional association for special education. It

was the CEC that developed the model legislation upon which the PARC consent

decree, many state laws, and the federal law were based.33 Other key

groups were the Association for Retarded Citizens (ARC), the Children's

Defense Fund, and the American Coalition of Citizens with Disabilities.

During the four years between the bill's first introduction in Congress

(shortly after the PARC decision) and its passage in 1975, the supporters of

94-142 mounted an extensive lobbying campaign. Their' argument was based on

both philosophic and pragmatic grounds.

The bial was presented as an extension'of civil rights protections to a

previously neglected, segment of the populatiOn. The analogy was drawn

between handicapped childreh and the disadvantaged children served under

:Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Research by the CEC

and the Children's Defense Fund estimated the number of children excluded

from school because of handicaps and described representativ4 cases of their

arbitrary treatment and neglect by public schools.34 Education of the

handica ped was presented as the last frontier of educational opportunity.

The long-term economic advantages of educating the handicapped were

cited as an additional rationale for passage of P. L. 94-142, but this argu-

ment was clearly secondary to humanitirian and civil rights considerations.

This view was expressed by legislators as well as by advocate group represen-

tatives. Representative Robert Cornell, for example, acknOwledged that "some

of these people are never going to be able to be self-supporting, onto

obtain gainful employment."35 He went on, however, to stress the philo-

sophical basis for education of all children, regardless of the economic

benefits to society:

0
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I think `that we also ought tV stress the fact that this
education is necessary ,just to give them a greater enjoyment,
and appreciation of living. I would like to think that when
Jefferson .chalged Locke's expression "Life, liberty, And'
property" to the phrase "life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happinesW that he envisioned this sort of thing, That we are
educating people simply to enjoy the fact that they live.36

This ,humanitarian appeal was bolstered by the Constitutional arguments

that had alre'ady been victorious in the courts, Many participants in the

legislative process felt that the court decisions were the single most imoor-

tant.factor in the passage of P. L. 94-142. The political impact of these

cases was twofold. First, the growing case law established the legitimacy of

congressional action. This was acknowledged by Senator Harrison Williams,

chairman of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee:

Certainly the courts have helped us define the rig114 to an
education in the last few years. That is what we aee trying to
find, the means to carry out the fundamental law of tr.
land.37

The second effect of the judicial decisions was to provide an incentive

for educational organizations (teachers' unions, state and local school

administrators) to support the bill. Because many state education agencies

' were already operating under similar state legislation or a court order, or

were threatened by pending lawsuits, they saw federal legislation as an addi-

tional source of funds for something they would have to do anyway.

As in many federal categorical
programs, the adequacy of funds and how

they. would be allocated were of paramount concern to state and local offi-

cials. It was understood by all concerned that regardless of the final form

of the legislation,
congressional appropriations for the new law would prob-

ably not reach the authorized level, much less the amount estimated by state

education officials to be adequate.
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The advocate groups tended to downplay such problems and emphasized the

symbolic importance of the law. They relied on the logic used by Judge Waddy

in the Mills case, that even the most inadequate of educational expenditures

must be redistributed so as to include a proportionate share for the handi-

capped. The principle of mandatory, universal services, a statutory embodi-

ment of the guarantees set forth in the PARC and Mills cases, was symboli-

cally important even if the resources to fulfull it were insufficient.

Frederick Weintraub of CEC voiced this position clearly before both the House

and Senate Committees:

. . . the money is not the primary issue . . . . The first
thing is to get the commitment to assure that our children get
the education they need.38

. . . the guarantees of an appropriate public education for all
handicapped children contained in this legislation are far more
important than the design of any formula contained in the same
Legislation.39

No organization worked against the passage of P. L. 94-142 and no

witness testified against the principle of public education for all handi-

capped. children. With the CEC as umpire, the state and local officials

(Council of Chief State School Officers, National School Boards Association,

etc.) and the congressional subcommittees hammered out an acceptable version

of the funding formula. With bipartisan support in both House and Senate

education committees, the bill passed both houses with large margins and

little floor debate.40

The concerns involved in educating mildly retarded children--by far the

most numerous and those most likely to attend regular public schools--were

only sp, adically addressed in the hearings on P. L. 94-142. There is little

evidence that research on the effecs. of special education for these children

provided the basis for the views expressed on such issues as the effects of

Labeling and of Mainstreaming.



P. L. 94-142, as it was proposed, and finally enacted, retains the use

of the traditional diagnostic labels for identifying and classifying handi-

capped children. The use of such labels has come under heavy attack, not

only for the tenuous relationships
between evaluation, diagnosis, and treat-

ment, but also for possible stigmatizing effects on the labeled child.41

These criticisms, have been primarily aimed at the labeling of mildly

retarc''d individuals, for whom evaluation and treatment methodologies are the

most imprecise and who are able to perceive the stigma of being called

retarded., In addition, the racial composition of classes for mildly retarded

children in public Schools has made the evaluation and labeling process even

more susceptible to the these charges.42

The fact that educators and psychologists have produced little evidence

of the harmful effects of the retarded label per se in empirical research has

made the labeling critics no less vocal.43 It is therefore surprising

that this viewpoint was rather subdued during the 94-142 hearings.

Perhaps one reason for the lack of opposition to the traditional label-

ing practices was that the organizations representing children with various

types of handicaps acted in coalition; advocates for, the retarded, the physi-

cally handicapped, the deaf, and the blind joined together to make common

presentations before the congressional committees. The interest of the

mildly retarded in ridding themselves of that label was not equally shared by

advocates for other handicapped groups.

Representatives of children with severe orthopedic, sensory, and cogni-

tive disabilities were more interested in obtaining previously denied educa-

tional services that the handicapped label would guarantee them under the new'

law than in the effect of the label itself. A representative of the American

Coalition of Citizens with Disabilities, a totally deaf person, made this

21
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clear. Questioned by Senator Williams about possible incentives in the law

for excessive or inappropriate labeling, he replied that the provision of

educational opportunity was his organization's overriding concern and that

too much emphasis on the stigmatization of labeling could deny appropriate

services- to-many children:44 -The Association for Retarded Citizens (ARC)

is an organization largely composed of parents of severely retarded and

multiple-handicapped children. These parents are primarily concerned with

getting such children out of custodial settings and into special educational

programs.

The issues of labeling are related to those regarding "mainstreaming"

and the capacities of regular teachers to work effectively with mildly handi-

capped children in regular classrooms. The preference for maximum possible

integration of handicapped and non-handicapped children was repeatedly stated

by witnesses, with reference to the harmful effects of excessive segregation

of children in special classrooms or separate schools.45

Such allegations are not without empirical support, but the evidence is

ambiguous. Critics of special classes for mildly retarded children point out

that most studies fail to demonstrate the educational benefit of such

classes, compared with academic progress of similar children in regular

classes." By the same token, however, the superiority of mainstreaming

has not been established either; most of this research has simply failed to

find significant differences between the effects of regular and special

clasdes.47

The possible reasons for these null findings, both methodological and

substantive, have been explored in detail elsewhere.48 The important

ipoint is that the lack of consensus on how best to educate mildly retarded

children was seldom acknowledged during the hearing process.
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--The reasoning behind the advocates' support for mainstreaming took the

form of a civil-rights argument. Just as in the case of racial segregation,

they suggested, separate is not equal. If it cannot be shown that handi-

capp0. children achieve at higher levels in separate classes or facilities,

they should As a matter of equality_be kept in regular-educational-programs.

If pressed on this issue, advocates had difficulty justifying their

position. When questioned by Representative Cornell on the educational bene-

fits of mainstreaming, a spokesman for ARC replied that it was his "very

strong personal opinion" that handicapped children should be in regular pro-

grams because they are fellow human beings and therefore equal under the

law.49

The ARC representative went on to suggest that mainstreaming of the

handicapped would aid the development of flexibility and tolerance in non-

handicapped children. This is one of the few points on which research

findings have been fairly unequivocal; the integration of mildly retarded

children in regular classrooms does not seem to increase their social

acceptance by other children.50 It appears likely that mainstreamed

children will often be socially isolated from their non-retarded

peers.51

This discussion suggests that clues on implementing P. L. 94-142 for

mildly handicapped children are not easily found in research on special edu-

cation and its effects. For the numerous handicaps of mild retardation,

learning disabilities, and emotional disturbance, controversy surrounds not

only the identification of such conditions, but how best to intervene once

they have been discovered. Other observers consider this lack of knowledge

characteristic of the entire field of special education. As summarized by

David Kirp et al.:



24

The response to almost any interesting question concerning the
education of the handicapped is either that the answer is
unknown or that no generalizable beneficial effect of a given
treatment can be demonstrated.52

P. L. 94-142, following the lead of the case Law, established'an "appro-

priate" education as the standard of effective implementation of the stat-

ute's intent. The courts have not defined "appropriate," although they have

articulated a preference for "least restrictive" alternatives as part of what

constitutes an appropriate program. Some courts have established class size

and staff-student ratios as criteria. Section 504 (of the Rehabilitation Act

of 1973) relies on equivalency as the standard of appropriateness--the educa-

tion provided to handicapped students must be as adequate as that for the

non-handicapped.53

An "appropriate" education under P. L. 94-142 is one that results from

an individual planning conference, including specified participants, and is

documented in an IEP, following a specified form. Thus, the legal standard

is a process, not a result, "in the belief that a fair process will produce

an acceptable result.54"

Both the advocate groups and the legislators who backed passage of the

law placed their faith in these procedures rather than in the establishment

of substantive guidelines. In addition, the problem of inappropriately iden-

tifying children as handicapped was addressed not through defining specific

handicapping conditions but through a statutory ceiling on the percentage of

children who could be eligible for funds.

The efficacy of the planning conference and the IEP as the central com-

ponents of service delivery was challenged by only a few participants in the

congressional hearings. The American Speech and Hearing Association (ASHA)

questioned the preparation of regular teachers and principals to carry

3"
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out this kind of
in3iructi3nal planning, and suggested a pilot project to

develop guidelines for the process. ASHA noted that the IEP requirement in
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 had not worked well, and that no mechanism for
enforcement or accountability could assure the quality of IEPs,55 The
commissioner of education's statement also pointed out the lack of evidence
that IEPs improve

the quality of education or of
parent-school communica-

tion.56

Nevertheless, Congress held high hopes for the use of planning
conferences and IEPs; strong supporters of the bill considered it one of the
most significant ptovisions of the legislation. Floor speeches by Senators
Williams, Randolph, and Stafford indicated faith in the LEP process. Not
only would it produce the most appropriate education for the child, it would
also be a vehicle for parent education and for sensitization

of teachers
unaccustomed to dealing with

handicapped children.57 So enamored were
legislators with the IEP concept that the original version of the Senate bill
required that an individual planning

conference be held three times a year
for each handicapped child. After consideration of the administrative

burden
this would entail, it was amended to require only an annual meeting.58

The emphasis on administrative
procedures in P. L. 94-142 is essentially

a substitute for an accepted educational
technology that can be used in

regular public schools to educate handicapped children. This reliance on
procedure also lends itself to a particular

conception of the federal role in
social programs, one that is oriented more toward achieving a uniform level
of compliance than toward the strengthening of state and local education
agencies. Advocates for the handicapped explicitly favored this role and
believed it to be a necessary one. They felt that the handicapped, like
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-40114,4%

her minority'or disadvantaged groups, lack the political clout at the state

vel to get the services and resources they need. Thus, not only federal

unds but also strong compliance mechanisms are required, just as they have

een adopted to protect the civil rig'Its of blacks, women, and others.

The Ford administration dinot share this philosophy regarding federal

programs and the federal r ',le in education in particular. The administration

not only believed that P. L. 94-142 represented a "profound and undesirable

expansion of federal responsibiliOes" in education, but was also skeptical

of the ways in which the law sought to achieve the desired results for

handicapped children. Both the commissioner of education and President Ford

expressed doubt that uniformity of procedure and compliance with the many

administrative requirements of P. L. 94-142 would enhance state and local

capabilities to deliver truly individualized education.59 President Ford

si.4ne the bill reluctantly, in",,
_

t1le hope that it would be amended before the

/978 implementation deadline. A veto would probably have been overridden,

since only 10-senators and 44 representatives had voted against the bill.

The legislative history ofP. L. 94-142 indicates that the law was

viewed as an imporrant symbol bk its supporters, representing a national com-
/

mitment to the constitutional rights of handicapped children. There is, how-

ever, a great deal of uncertainty regarding the educational theory and prac-

tice necessary to deliver on this commitment. The issues of implementation

arising from this uncertainty were addressed primarily by resorting to admin-

istrative and procedural requirements. This necessarily entails a federal

role that emphasizes uniform compliance. There is little guidance in the

legislative record on questions of organizational change and effective ser-

vice delivery, especially in regular public schools. State and local educa-

tion agencies were to cope with these issues as implementation of the law

went forward.
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The following analysis of the prospects for implementation of 94-142 are

derived from a more general understanding of the implementation of social

policy.

The Politics of Implementation

P. L. 94-142 is both a regulatory and a redistributive law. It is regu-

latory in that it creates rules for schools to follow in order to ensure

equity for specific categories of persons. It is redistributive in that

money and services are to be allocated to the needs of those persons and

there is the implication of lessened resources for others as a result.

The Regulatory Aspect

1. The law represents a relatively new kind of regulatory policy which

seeks 'to extend human rights according to principles affirmed a decade ear-

lier in the passage of the Civil Rights Act.

Regulatory social programs are characterized by what James Q., Wilson

calls "client politics."60 These are programs in which the benefits are

concentrated and the costs are widely distributed. A well-organized group

prevails in securing government protection and others have little incentive

to organize in opposition, if they even know of the policy.

Wilson does not apply the concept to social policy but uses it to char-

acterize a "producer dominance" model through which industries and occupa-

tions enjoy subsidies and protective regulations.

However, it can be applied easily to social policy, particularly if one

adds a dash of another Wilson concept, "entrepreneurial politics.61" In

this case, action is initiated by politician entrepreneurs who tap latent

public sentiments for actions supported by widely shared values. The passage

of one law prepares the way for subsequent extensions of the principle.

kJ t
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Client politics in behalf of social regulation is legislation passed in

the wake of more general measures, through entrepreneurial politics, which

establishes the general principle. The overwhelming legitimacy of the gen-

eral principle is one reason that opposition groups do not form. The redis-

tributive consequences of the programs are disguised by appeal to widely

shared symbols and principles. Thus, Title IX of The Civil Rights Act was an

extension to women of principles already established. Laws to protect handi-

capped children in the schools and older persons were simply extensions of

the same human rights entitlement principle. The politics of passage had all

the attributes of "client politics."

Peter Schuck describes the ingredients which were present in the passage

of The Age Discrimination Act of 1975:

It promised benefits to a visible, politically influential group
that all Americans hoped some day to join; its sponsors argued
that it could confer these benefits at no additional cost; its
redistributfonal implications were not clear, or at least not
noticed; and it was a small and inconspicuous part of a Large
omnibus bill that both Congress and the Administration
supported. Perhaps most important, it drew strength from the
moral legitimacy and rhetorical forces of the 1960s and early
1970s . . . .62

2. Ambiguities, internal contradictions and uncertainties about imple-

mentation are simply turned over by Congress to the bureaucracy. To do

otherwise is to risk the political credit which comes to legislative entre-

preneurs with the beneficiary group.

Schuck analyzes the ambiguities and contradictions in the ADA which were

buried in legislative rhetoric. For example, the definition of "age discri-

mination," which was to be outlawed, was so broad as to be useless--i.e.:

any act or failure to act, or.any law or policy that adversely
affects an individaul on the basis of age.63
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There were boundiri.2.i and the g)al was not re.:onciled with other social

goals which might mane.ate the priority of values Cher than age. Possible

conflicts between different a-ge groups were not considered. For example, if

a community mental health center devotes more resources to young than to old

people because money is limited and therapeutic prospects are better with the

young, is this age discrimination?

3. Implementing bureaucracies fail to confront internal contranic-

tions in policies for the same reasons that Congress fails. Administration

would be thrown into turmoil if conflicts were exposed. The strategy is to

create a regulatory program which embodies the principles enunciated in the

statute in as pure a form as possible. To do less is to admit that the

implementing agency has discretion to interpret the statute, which is to open

Pandora's box.

For example, the office for civil rights has made no effort to moderate

its regulations in regard to physical facilities for the handicapped or

equity in women's school athletics despite problems of cost in the one case

and vagueness in the other."

For the most part, Congress and the President do not provide guidance to

bureaucracy. Congressman Vanik, the original sponsor of Section 504 of the

Rehabilitation Act, which calls for physical facilities for the handicapped,

was surprised that the regulations reached so far beyond his intent. But he

and Congress did nothing. President Carter permitted the regulations to go

forward.65

The political strength of OCR's constituencies reflects not only their

organization but their moral strength. Congressmen do not wish to oppose

civil rights nor, for example, do universities. Who will stand up and fight ,

against the handicapped?

e)
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4. The actual enforcement of regulations does not match their abso-

lutist language if criteria are absent for weighing the relative importance

of conflicting principles.

For example, how are department programs to allocate their scarce fund%

in the face of conflicting principles? May CETA's prime sponsors focus their

programs upon younger workers without discriminating against older workers

under the ADA? May medical schools limit admissions to persons under 35 in

terms of a cost-benefit rule which penalizes these over 35?66

The result is that agencies do not change their rhetoric but make selec-

tive compromises with enforcement. One reason is limited resources for

inspection and litigation. But an even more compelling reason is the inabil-

ity of government to force private institutions to accept policies which are

very expensiVe or require great organizational change even if the regulated

subscribe to the principles underlying regulation. The implementation of

social regulatory policy may therefore be random, unrelated to any coherent

strategy of either policy or implementation and ultimately arbitrary.

Agencies are unable to develop intelligent compromise strategies.

0

Congress and the President provide no guidance. The courts exercise discre-

tion whi.Ch is essentially arbitrary. Actual implementation becomes a

will-o'-the-wisp which.is subject to countless contradictory and invisible

pressures.

P. L. 94-142 is an example of client politics in which well-organized

minorities prevailed in Congress over minimal opposition because of their

reluctance to attack the strong blanket of legitimacy accorded the proposal

in the wake of the Civil Rights Act and the general principle of human enti-

tlement.
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The amoiguities and contradictions in the law, and the thought which

preceded it, were not confronted by Congress but were passed to the imple-

menting bureaucracy. The question of the utility of categorical labeling of

children was never squarely faced. The presumption that special students

would fare better in regular classes was based on insufficient and contradic-

tory evidence. No attention was given to whether school departments, and

schools as organizations, e'muld actually be able to develop IEPs and use them

as guides to genuinely individualized
education. Schools are bureaucracies

and such organizations prefer standardization. Finally, no attention was

given to the question of whether the technology of regular education was

capable of dealing with special students.

Therefore, the questions of implementation of the program for the mildly

handicapped cover two broad areas. First, procedural steps were substituted

for substantive requirements in regard to the diagnosis and placement of

children. The hard substantive questions about appropriate treatment were

avoided. Second, no thought was given to whether or not schools would be

able to adapt their routines to meet the spirit as well as the letter of the

law.

The Redistributive Aspect

There are at least two kinds of redistribUtive policies. Programs

focused on human deVelopment, such as education and employment training, have

a greater political legitimacy than programs based upon a selective welfare

principle such as aid to families with dependent
children and social services

for the poor. Human 'development programs appeal to the American ethic of

equality of opportunity and presume no fault on the part of the recipients.

Welfare programs create strong rules of eligibility in order to keep out

false claimants and provide minimal services in order not to provide a

better life than individuals can secure for themselves. They are enveloped
in an aura of suspicion.67



(
32

Redistributive programs have greater,political legitimacy to the degree

that they extend to more than one social class. Thus, Medicare, which is an

1
entitlement for all old people, has greater legitimacy than Medicaid, which

is only for the poor.

P. L. 94-142 is a human development program which serves the children of

all social classes. The coalition of groups in the society which support it

speaks for all handicapped children. This has, given the law great political

legitimacy. Such programs are easier to implement than welfare programs

because they have less negative and cumbersome rules about eligibility.

However, the very expansionary character of entitlement programs like

94-142 can stimulate political oposition once the redistributive implica-

tions become apparent. The parents, of children who are not handicapped may

begin to resent the disproportionate expenditures on handicapped children

required by the law. This is particularly so incases in which Congress does

not follow up its symbolic action with sufficient funding and the states and

localities are left Co pay the difference.

One strategy with which school districts may anticipate and dampen such

a political backlash is to dilute the implementation of the law so that it is

not perceived as redistributive. There could be minimal "mainstreaming," for

example. A great deal of dilution can occur without the knowledge of federal

regulators, particularly if the emphasis is upon mechanical compliance with

regulations.

Programs which are both regulatory and distributive are the most diffi-

cult of all social programs to implement because they confront two sets of

obstacles. First, compliance by local school systems with the requirements

of the law and subsequent regulations must be secured. This is not easily

achieved in a continental federal system. The capacities of federal and
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state governments are stretched very thin in such efforts. Second, the local

institutions which deliver services must adopt not only the letter but also

the spirit of the law in a search for the best ways to deliver services. It

is an open question whether federal or state governments can have much

positive influence over the strengthening of such local institutional

capacities." Indeed, a strong emphasis from the top upon compliance may

be antithetical to the local search for effective delivery of services. A

bureaucratic approach from above which stresses meeting formal requirements

may be answered in kind, with the consequent confusion of form with substance

and a neglect of quality of service.

Both the regulatory and redi'stribucive themes thus direct our attention

to the school district and especially the individual school as the settings

in which the fate of this law, and the children it is to serve, will be

resolved. We postulate that a considerable degree of organizational change

will be required at the grass roots before we can say that the law has been

implemented.

First, it is assumed that, without regard for its humanitarian intent,

the federal mandate to change an aspect of the local educational system will

"feel" authoritarian to at least some of the administrative and service

delivery personnel charged with its implementation. The authoritative char-

acter of the mandate will be perceived as having originated outside the

system, as requiring monitoring and evaluation from outside-tue system, and

as a latent threat of coercion through control of funding from outside the

system.

Second, perce 'on of the authoritative character of the mandate will

inevitably be colored by the threat it poses to professional and organiza-

tional interests. For example:

)



34

a. The ef! find previously neglectil children is likely to

reveal that many dre in regular classrooms but have been receiving inadequate

services. If this is the case, close collaboration between regular and

special education teachers and divisions will be necessary. Considerable

bargaining may take :lace. New integration of both regular education and

special education services will be required, and his will not only upset the

existing balance of rights and responsibilities but threaten the iner,ia that

pervades many organizations.

b. Regular classroom teachers may not be enthusiastic about receiving

handicapped children under the "least restrictive environment" provision. It

may be difficult for school systems to provide incentives to "mainstream"

through increased aides and reduction in class size.

c. The task of developing individual plans for the education of each

handicapped child, including 'e who are mainstreamed, challenges the

traditional emphasis of public education which has focused on the teaching of

groups rather than individuals. On the contrary, the labeling of .hildren

for special education has been congruent with organizational rigidity because

it both segregates children who can be disturbing :o regular teachers and

serves the organizational purposes of special education through reducing

ambiguity. The special needs of children may also be served through

labeling, although the medical or psychological categories that are often

employed are not necessarily related to the educability of children. Thus,

the development of behavioral measures for placement which are tied specifi-

cally to the education of individuals will require a new orientation from

both regular and special education as well as an organization in which their

work is closely interwoven on a task basis.
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d. There will be specific tensions in special education. In the first.

instance, professional staff in that division will have to learn to give more

time to in-service education for the upgrading of the skills of the regular

teachers so that routine problems can be given to regular classroom teachers.

Special education staff have one incentive to "mainstream" children because

the same amount of money comes to special education for a child who is in a

regular school but receives part-time special education help as for a child

who is in a self-contained special education situation. But, the regular

education divisions have no financial incentives to receive these children.

They are not rewarded for mainstreaming. On the other hand, there will be

professional concerns among special educators about whether mainstreaming is

good for individual children. Decline of the bureaucratic sphere of special

education may also follow from mainstreaming; there will also be a decline of

autonomy and increasing tension with regular education, and no bureaucratic

unit seeks trouble or tension.

These illustrations of the general organizational problems that will

face school systems in regard to 94-142 suggest that there will be resistance

to change. Each of these problems, 'and others like them, can be resolved

only if forces are set in motion to break down barriers between general and

special education and to provide incentives for collaboration and innovation

from each side.

At this point, we stress the distinction between compliance with a regu-

latory mandate and the development of effective service delivery strategies

in terms of that mandate. For example, a school systeni may succeed in iden-

tifying, labeling, and providing for new services to a given group of handi-

capped children. Such changes would be cited in figures reported upward and

would pass for compliance. These actions might be induced by an external
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mandate. But, the actual character and quality of the services delivered to

those children might not change greatly and might, in fact, be beyond the

reach of the mandating authority. It is therefore important to ask how far

such a mandate may effectively reach within an organization.

The literature on the efforts to implement laws like P. L. 94-142 in the

states is a guide to our theory and research design. The following general

propositions sum up the range of experience.69

1. Pressures to-Identify, label, and place large numbers of children

in a brief period of time serve the requirement for a comprehensive response

better than they do the needs of individual children.

2. An absence of official priorities about the sorts of problems to be

addressed leads to priorities being developed at school system and school

level according to the organizational and professional predispositions of the

implementor;.

3. Regular classroom teachers oppose "mainstreaming" if it is not

accompanied by increased resources.

4. Principals who wish to keep or put handicapped children in regular

classrooms are dependent upon the willingness of their teachers to do so.

5. The more experience a school system has had in dealing with handi

capped children according to criteria similar to those of 94-142, the fewer

problems the system will encounter in implementing the Law.

6. Resistance to change comes from all those in the school system

whose professional status is threatened:
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a. Special educators wish to protect their separate

status.

b. Regular teachers wish to banish children with special

problems.

c. Psychologis's and other specialists will make diagnoses

but because they are specialists, they resist drawing implica-

tions for education.

d. Principals will not wish to have conflict and turmoil

among teachers.

7. Because of resistance, strong pressures are required to

create change:

a. Parent and advocate groups must be active.

b.` Special educators must be made secure so that they are

free to press for innciation.

c. There must be a strong commitment by school adminis-

trators.

These propositions capture the delicate balance between organizational

rigid.ty, or stability if one prefers, and organizational change.

This returns us to the question of efficacy of fed,--al regulatory

strategies and whether both formal and informal implementation systems can be

developed which will stimulate constructive action at the grass roots. One

of the purposes of our study is to uncover possible linkages of this kind.

There are two kinds of implementation problems. First, the prescribed

interventions may not work. Thus, the "mainstreaming" of handicapped chil-

dren coi.id bring them more harm than good, contrary to the assumption behind

the law. Second, it may prove difficult to test the merits of interventions
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because of institutional obstacles to their implementation. For example,

schools may not implement "mainstreaming" sufficiently because of a lack of

incentives by regular teachers to accept handicapped students in their

classes.

In an,ideal world, the treatments and interventions prescribed in a

social program would have been tested and found to be efficacious by research

demonstrations and in the ordinary settings in which they are to be imple-

mented. This was not the case with 94-142 and it is seldom the case with any

social program. The evidence for educational programs for the severely

handicapped as a result of special programs has been obtained primarily from

carefully controlled and financed university research settings. It was this

evidence which the courts and Congress considered in the decisions which have

been described in this chapter. No one pointed out in any of this testimony

that very little was known abottt the capacities of regular school systems to

provide the same kind of careful, intensive treatment.

By the same token, the evidence about the consequences of mainstreaming

mildly handicapped children with children in regular classes was incomplete.

Dunn and others argued, from evidence, that they fared no worse than if they

were separated. The implication was ghat special education lacked efficacy.

However, such evidence was drawn from a limited number of settings and there

was-no way to estimate the effects on both regular and special children of an

increase in mainstreaming.

It is futile to argue for more research and development to resolve ques-

tions of this kind in the face of a political movement which is at the crest

of its strength and,wishes to strike at the opportune time. The dynamics of

politics do not wait for research findings and P. L. 94-142 was ripe fo:
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passa4e in 1975. The courts had initially forced Congress to sot a national

policy and the high tide of h'tman rights legislation had not yet receded.

A second kind of implementation question is whether the institutions

which are to carry out the law are willing and capable of doing so. It is

possible to make "implementation estimates" in advance about this matter but

the state of the art is very crude. Many practical problems ca- be antici-

pated when the implementing, federal agency casts proposed regulations on the

waters. But, it is difficult to get objective assessments of actual implemen-

tation problems because federal officials get caught in the cross fire of

advocate groups, who often make incompatible demands. Regulations are the

results of bargains rather than estimates.

In this chapter, the intellectual and political roots of the law and

their possible consequences for its implementation have been examined,

Chapter 2 considers the available knowledge about schools and the conditions

for educational change, in order to assess the implementation problems that

can arise from local institutional characteristics. The combination of these

two perspectives form the basis for our research on the implementation of the

law in one local setting.
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CHAPTER 2

Modeling the School System

A model is a touchstone to reality but not reality itself.\ It posits

the existence of an underlying logic which explains patterns, relationships

and results in a coherent form. The dominant model of Amerian public school

systems in the research literature is one of bureaucracies which are led by

central hierarchies (tight coupling) on matters of high policy and adminis-

trative housekeeping, and are greatly decentralized (loosely coupled) in

regard to most educational matters.

Tight management fr m the top includes business affairs, the selection

and certification.ofpers nnel, appointments to administrative positions, the

selection of an official curriculum and all important policy questions which

involve accountability to the school board, the courts and the larger commu-

nity. Failure to control high policy matters can open Pandora's box.

Loosely coupled manageent includes the autonomy of teachers in the

classroom, the light control of principals over teachers in regard to

teaching, the limited control of higher administrators over principals on

instructional questions and the minimal control that superintendents exer-

cise, on instructional questions, over middle level administrators. There

are several different but overlapping explanations for the internal logic of

this model:

1. Victor Thompson argues that a conflict between the principle of

bureaucratic control from the top and a centrifugal pushing outward of

responsibility and autonomy is inherent in all modern organizations occupied

by bureaucratic administrators and specialized professionals. He sees the

r)
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logic of history as favoring those who possess the knowledge necessary for

the organization td function well, i.e., the professionals.'

The difficulty with this argument is that it is too general. There are

quite different patterns within it. The administrators dominate General

Motors and the engineers are for hire. The doctors run the National Insti-

tutes of Health and the administrators manage housekeeping. Schools are even

more complex. Teachers are not autonomous professionals like doctors and

lawyers.' They need the organization to practice their profession. Yet, cen-

tral organizational control is uneven.

'2. John Meyer and Brian Rowan are among the creators of the general

model delineated above. Their central contribution is the idea that educa-

tional bureaucracies perform the functions of producing graduates who are

certified for tha world of work: The legitimacy of the enterprise and the

resources accorded to it by society depend upon a general faith. Therefore,

evenything possible is done Co preserve appearances and as little as possible

is done to inquire about actual performance. To do so might'call the entire

enterprise into question by revealing failures and uncertainties. Bureau-

cratic un-iformity is sought in all surface appearances and education is

decoupled and left to drift.2

1'

Meyer and Rowan give a survey of the literature which reports very

limited oversight of classroom teaching across school systems, little inter-

action among teachers, little educational discussion between principals and

teachers and little use of achievement data tot judge teachers and

schools.3

The literature also shows tight organizational control of establishing

credentials and hiringot teachers, assignments of students to class and

td A
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scheduling -Td allocation of space, funds and materials.4 Schools get

money from central bureaucracies which rule on what constitutes valid educa-

tion and education is said to occur when the rules are followed.5

Decoupling is accompanied by confidence that all are doing their jobs.

Hard questions about the reality need not be asked.6 Most planned instruc-

tion is never implemented and most instructional innovation is not organiza-

tionally planned. Feedback upward about performance is resisted.

Such behavior is rational because organizations must have the confidence

of their environments, not simply be in rational exchange with them. 7 The

difficulty with this elaboration of the model is that there is no provision

in for administrators, principals or teachers who at.. 'trying to do a good job

despite the formalisms. Much of the formalism may in fact be a protective

myth within which a great deal of creative administration takes place in

regard to instruction. This is a limitation of modeling. Variables which do

not connect to the inner logic of the gestalt are left out.

3. Willis Hawley contends that the disting-'shing feature of education

is that there is a lack of agreement on goals and very little knowledge about

how to achieve any goals. The technology of teaching is too weak to join

means to ends effectively. The consequence is that certain curricula are

. .dated, become orthodox and are eventually superseded by new orthodoxies

which pass on in their time. But it is not clear that children are affected

one wav or the other.8 This is a view similar to that of Meyer and Rowan

with greater emphasis upon weak technology. All professions prefer to empha-

size "efforts" rather than results. The patient of a brilliant doctor may

die or the client of a lawyer may lose his case. But among the professions,

education appears to be particularly weak in acceptance of anci self-

confidence in a shared mithodology.
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69

4 Karl Weick does not present an internal 1,-)gic sit much as suggest

coping !lechanisms %,:nich ar- Je.7e1..u)ed by such a system. He sees certain

a vantages that might come -.4i;..:: 1_)o .e coupling. D.,,entralization preserJes

stability' in the face of shocks Like a fiesty school board. A fragmented

system may be more responsive to the "ariegated parts of ics environment.

Adaptation can be localized. by the same token, novel solutions may bubble

up because there is latitude to try them. Breakdown and failure may be par-

tial and not affect the entire organization. Finally, time and money are not

wasted in frustrating attempts to coordinate people throughout a system.9

Weick implicitly assumes that there may be a great concern with the

effectiveness of education in the subparts of the system precisely because it

is loosely coupled. Again, this is an empirical question.

Weick is also very careful to point out that organizations are webs

which are loosely and tightly joined simultaneously. The task of the scholar

is to find out which parts are tight and which loose and how activity in one

area affects, by implication, that in the others. One may not understand why

looseness persists until tight controls which absorb the energies of leaders

are explained.")

There is a clear implication here that educational organizations are not

uniform and that a general model will not suffice. One nut explore partic-
1

ular details.

Summation

If one accepts the general principle of the simultaneous existence of

tight and loose coupling, there appears to be a missing dimension. Coopera-

tion along vertical and horizontal tines is weak. Either those at
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:ne :cp -,tve orders or :ney defer
to ,..s s--etion e ? :e:cis 2.o . Th:s

dtcnotomy
sc-locls as ...ell as thro.gnout

sys:ec. This ma.ans that there is very little opportunity for collegial plan-

ning and learning from experience which is shared across jurisdictional

lines.

The World of the School

The subtitle is used deliberately because, to a large extent, schools

are worlds to themselves inhabited
by principals, teachers and students. A

school can be a "house without windows." The question for us is what forces

open the windows and brings in the fresh air?

There has been only a limited amount of research about the actual

authority relationships between principals and teachers, among teachers and

between teachers and students, as possible determinants of educational qual-

ity. Mucn of tne literature appears to be hortatory in its insistence that

.

. ,

principals and teachers should assume greater responsibility for educational

policy and practice in order that ideas may be tested where they are

usPd,11

There are two broad points of view about the willingness and capacity of

principals and teachers to assume such responsibilities.
Seymour Sarason and

Harry Wolcott present the less hopeful view on the basis of case studies of

one scnool in New Haven, Connecticut aic a study of an elementary pri.cipal

in Oregon. 12 Sarason develops a theory ci the conchltions for innovative-

ness in scrools out of a case study of the introductIon of the "new .-tath"

into an elemen:ary school. His primary assumption is that changing a curri-

c.,.1= i-vzIves s,ar.ging :he informal social system of scncol ce-:a_se pa:-

terns o: rE,7.et: stac.e sccia ._......ins ,.p_. C:1? _....rot
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impose a new curriculum upon teachers by fiat. Change must be introduced

according ED knowledge of the workings of the internal social structure of

the schoc1.14 This means that opposition mist be squarely faced.I5

New patterns must be created to replace old ones if change is to take

root.16

According to Sarason, there is no vehicle in the culture of schools

allowing teachers to act together to change their behavior. He gives an

example from the case study in which his research team noted a low level of

student-initiated questions in classes. Discussions with the teachers

brought out explanations. Teachers teach as they were taught. They are not

exposed to learning theory. They seek law and order to be sure of covering a

given amount of material in a specified time. The discussion prompted the

teachers to act together to change their behavior but Sarason regards this a:

unusual practi.e.17 In his view, teachers are psychologically alone;

they spend their days with children rather than professional peers.18

He contends that teachers who become principals know little about the

job in advance and there is little in their experience to suggest that prin-

cipals will be innovators.19 A new principal discovers that a variety of

personalities require curbing in order to obtain order.2° Furthermore,

Leachers resist orders from a principal to change their teaching habits.

Passivity about instruction on the part of principals is often the

result.21 The introduction of outside specialists to help teachers

further undermines the authority and self-confidence of the principal.22

But Sarason also suggests that while inflexible principals blame the

school system for their inaction, flexible ones aLcept responsibility and

see latitude for action;23 they control their own behavior.24 He
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concludes that the principal is the key to the quality of life in a school

and suggests that principals could introduce many educational innovations

long before they become official policy if they were encouraged to do

so. 25

Wolcott presents much the same picture of principals. They are most

often chosen because they have shown that they will not challenge the educa-

tional hierarchy. 26 The position, which provides status and income, is

seen as an end in itself rather than a stepping stone upward. Survival in

the job becomes more important than innovativeness. A principal seeks to

keep all the constituencies of a school happy. Autonomy is achieved through

limiting boldness of action.27

Within the school, the principal is confronted with the invisible folk-

ways through which teachers resist change. Young, innovative teachers are

brought into line by older ones and the principal finds it difficult to eval-

uate the standpatters in a way that changes their attitudes or actions.28

Evaluation of teaching is such a subjective task that it is more form than

reality. In fact, it reaffirms the status quo.29

Wolcott does not see principals as change agents. Either higher admin-

istration introduces change by fiat or pockets of innovation develop among

teachers." As a result, most principals let the position run them.

They "fight fires" and have little sense of priority.31 The real change

agents are young teachers, young parents and the students themselves.32

Wolcott is less hopeful than Sarason but he agrees with him that princi-

pals have more latitude than they take. Most seek to be managers when they

might be leaders by creating a sense of purpose among others.33
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These studies of single sLhoals are 1imite3 ',ut most viluabte-in

-eating the strong internal lad external pressures for stability in schools.

However, ocher studies reveal a wider range of possibilities and present

ideas of how such stable structures might be loosened.

Paul Berman and Milbrey McLaughlin studied the introduction of 100

efforts to introduce curricular innovation in 20 states. The stimulus was

federal, under Title III of ESEA. The study covered 10') superintendents or

other key LEA officials, 171 principals, and 1,072 teachers. Superintendents

and principals received personal interviews and teachers were surveved.34

The purpose was to understand the conditions under which the projects took

root and were continued after federal funding disappeared.

Their primary finding was that principals are the key to the creation of

an organizational climate in which innovation is accepted and worked into

routines by teachers and projects continued after the period of implementa-

tion. The principal is less important for introducing teachers to new tech-

niques; the project director can do that. But, the incorporation of such

techniques takes place only if the principal encourages an atmosphere of

collegiality and experimentation and participates personally in workshops and

other such activities.35

If teachers sensed that a principal was indifferent to a project, even a

skilled project director could not move them.36 The more supportive the

principal was seen to be by teachers, the higher the rate of implemen-

tation.37 Project directors were essential in transmitting to4niques

but had no effect on continuation. This required the impetus for institu-

tional change which only principals could supply.38

6
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No demographic or other school characteristic, such as size, affected

the implementation or continuation of projects.39 However, change was

harder to achieve in high schools. Fewer projects were adopted and contin

ued. The subject matter approach of high school teachers seemed to be the

obstacle. It conflicted with the kinds of comprehensive changes introduced

at the elementary level which minimized the differences between diFci

plines.40

Participation in the planning process enhanced the commitment of

teachers to new projects. Training workshops, the introduction of aides and-

specialist staff support to classrooms, observation of other classrooms and

regular meetings gave teachers needed support and helped them overcome their

aloneness. They were then willing to help .41 It is perhaps surprising

chat complex and ambitious changes were more likely to be supported by

teachers than simpler projects. No cigar explanation is provided.42

Good working relationships among teachers depended upon "organizational

climate" which seemed to consist of a highly favorable view of a school and a

principal. These attitudes were strongly correlated with considerable coop

eration among teachers. The new projects benefited from such attitudes, if

they were present, and also strengthened them.43,

Teachers were asked to match the leadership styles of their principals

to four criteria and to rank the importance of each:

1. A principal treating teachers as equals was valued but not con

sidered important for the effectiveness of principals.

2. Teachers strongly favored principals who were interested in them.

3. Principals who were instructional leaders were highly valued.

4. Principals who were primarily administrators were rated average or

less.44
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The old idea of a principal wi..o runs a taut ship is less appealing, at

least in the face of innovacion. The same is true of the concept of a pas-

sive manager. The authors add:

These data suggest that the effective principal combines an
active role in shaping the school's instructional program with a
a personal and supportive relationship to the staff.4)

Elementary prin,:ipals were given much higher marks on all four criteria

than either junior high or secondary school principals.46

Experienced teachers were the least interested in change. The authors

suggest that teachers ger in a rut after three to five years, but wonder

whether this is a fact of life or an organizational defect of schools and

what they fail to do for professional development.47

Finally, the study strongly suggested that if innovations are to be

implementPd, they must be introduced in a practical way so that the teacher

can make the new ideas work in the classroom and see the effects.48

Everett Pfanstiel anticipated the Berman-McLaughlin findings in a 1971

study of principals and teachers in 58 public and private schools in

Kentucky. One hundred and twelve schools were ranked according to the degree

of curricular change or stability exhibited. The top third was then cate-

gorized as changing And the bottom third as stable.49 The attitudes of

all,principals and a sample of teachers were then compared on the dimensions

contained in the following propositions about findings:

1. Schools characterized by change tend to be administered by princi-

pals who assume greater responsibility and authority and delegate more of

this authority to teachers than do principals who administer stable

schools.50
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2. Changing schools have teachers who see themselves as having "pro-

gressive" attitudes toward education and who believe that there is a high

degree of internal control of school matters. The schools with less change

have teachers with more "traditional" philosophies who also see control as

external to the schoo1.51

3. When principals and teachers were considered together, there was a

positive relationship between changing schools, principals with a high sense

of responsibility, authority and delegation, and progressive teachers with a

high sense of control. The reverse attitudes were found in the stable

schools.52

4. Teachers in changing and stable schools differed respectively in

their educational philosophies--progressive or,traditional--even when their

principals were much the same.53

The author implies that it is difficult for a progressive principal to

turn a traditional group of teachers around but concludes that progressive

teachers can set the climate for a school apart from the personality of the

principal. There is no explanation of the possible role of previous leaders

in nurturing such beliefs.

He also suggests that the failure of principals to assume authority

then delegate it to teachers may be the fault of the principal or could be

the result of the refusal of teachers to accept such delegation.54

The strongest relationship was between principals with a strong sense of

responsibility for their own actions and progressive teachers. This combina-

tion may create a dynamic collegiality.55

Despite the obstacle of traditional teachers, the author concludes that

change will most likely occur in schools in which the principal has received

or assumes responsibility for setting educational goals. He adds that super-

intendents should take note. First, get good principals. Second, if

v ')

Li t_J



57

they are 3c1rce, ;uperin,-:n:'.ents sh).ti,i encourage teachers to accept a sense

of responsC:ility and tn. 2uchority necessary to act on it.56 Ho adds

that in the a;ence of ,..reativ principals, the stimulus to teachers may ha,1.?

to be supplied by a source outside the school."

However, he gives us no remedy for schools in which teachers refuse to

change except to suggest that the education of teachers should include

courses on how to test theories of learning experientially and how to parti-

cipate in decision-making processes."'

The analysis of these four studies has now pushed us outside of the

schools to the larger system. A number of questions must be asked:

I. Who will act to encourage principals to assume responsibility and

how?

2. How can one help principals who have accepted responsibility but

who face resistant teachers?

3. Who will help teachers assume greater responsibility for their work

and how?

4. Do the administraiuLs of school systems really wish principals and

teachers to assume responsibility and be innovative?

5. What happens on issues on which there are deep policy disagreements

if superinteddents delegate these issues to principals? May not individual

principals challenge official policy and thus damage the accountability of

the school system to the community? Could the same thing happen if princi-

pals delegate policy issues to teachers?

6. Is change necessarily good and stability bad? Is "progressive"

education always to be preferred to "traditional?"
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Research into these questions has clearly been guided by a democratic

belief in decentralization and a progressive philosophy of education which

favors individuation in instruction. But empirical findings about relation-

ships are independent of such values.

In any event, it is now time to ask what the literature has to say about

characteristics of school systems in relation to the assumption of responsi-
A,

bility and change within schools.

School Systems and Schools

Berinthi and McLaughlin have followed up their earlier interest in the

continuation of reform through case studies which describe processes of

change more richly than survey materials.59 They present three school

systems as models of a maintenance system, a developing system, and a system

which has institutionalized the continuing capacity for organizational

change.

The maintenance system tolerates the kinds of schools described by

Sarason and Wolcott. The ethos of the Midville school district is one in

which people do their jobs without taking any risks. Positions and status
r.,

are overriding considerations. As a result, the school system manifests

regularity and uniform rules but sch6ols vary greatly because no central

pressures are exerted in behalf of performance. Uniformity is more symbolic

than real. Schools are separated and there is Limited communication up, down,

or across,the bureauct=acy. Self-satisfied people guard the boundaries which

protect them from others. Efforts at central change, which are few, are not

resisted but are blunted through cooptation of new ideas by old routines. No

one has the incentive to take risks." ,

.......- CI;
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In this system, de;:entrali,:ation an,1 Isolation arlicompanions. District

officials seldom consider matters' of school operation, Principals seldom

enter classrooms; teachers are alone and like it that Way.61 Elaborate

demands from the top for bureaucratic uni.armity and efficiency seldom touch

the act of teaching. Central administrators like the balance of bureaucratic

uniformity with actual loose coupling because they appear to be in control.

No challenges are raised from any quarter.62

The second school system, Lakeville, was changed from a maintenance to a

developing system because a new superintendent knew what he wanted and acted

accordingly, with the support of the school board.63

New money was raised by lobbying the state and applying for federal

funds. The community was mobilize through advisory committees of business-

men and increased participation in school activities. Middle managers and

principals were transferred to become change agents and the salaries of prin-

cipals were tied to performance rather than grade. The system was decen-

tralized with greater responsibility in budgeting, personnel and curriculum

given to new area superintendents and principals. New central leaders were

given specific assignments to stimulate act-ivity throughout the system.

Teachers were encouraged in their development through the creation of a con-

ter for continuous in-service training. Emphasis was placed on improving tlie

quality of education through continuous staff development and experimentation

in the classroom. Finally, alternative models of open, traditibnal and mixed

schools were created to give parents and students a choice.

The result was the creation of an organizational climate of decen-

tralized responsibility with accountability to the centei for performance.
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However, the superintendent left, the sf_hool board became divided, federal

aid was reduced, and many teachers still resisted; the system became stalled

once the momentum supplied by thee superintendent was withdrawn.

The third system, Sandwood, is a community which has accomplished what

Lakewood is seeking. The school department has learned how to examine and

renew itself routinely. The patterns are the same as in Lakeville except

that decentralized responsibility with accountability to the center is so

widely shared that it is the new norm.

Central administrators prescribe no "best" educational practice. Prin-

cipals and teachers are to decide this for themselves. Principals are

expected to be active in attacking problems. For example, several were asked

to develop solutions to the growing problem of vandalism in one area. They

did 'so, acting as a group, and reduced the problem. Principals are removed

from their jobs by the superintendent if they do not take responsibility for

their schools.

Central program staffs assist schools in developing and carrying through

innovations but new ideas are first discussed in councils af teachers, admin-

istrators, and parents. Acceptance must be won before ideas are tried.

All of these patterns reinforce each ,other. The authors report that

despite great diversity of practice educational quality is uniformly high.

Where diversity is valued, principals and teachers feel free to make a dif-

ference.

It must be remembered that these case studies were drawn from the larger

survey of the response of school systems to curricular innovations. From the

federal perspective, it was "put the money on the stump and run." Nothing
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was mandated; therefore, there was no demand for rules, regulations or uni-%

fortuity. In addition, it is certainly the case that there is no one "best"

curriculum. Such innovations are therefore congruent with the organizational

changes celebrated ov Berman and McLaughlin.
Decentralization of educational

initiatives appears to be in the best interest ofseveryone,

However, Berman and McLaughlin present the decentralized
responsibility

model as applicable and desirable for all problems and systems. But this

does not cover the possibility
that the model might break down in situations

of political and policy conflict." Furthermore., a regulatory policy which

requires compliance, and therefore some degree of.uniformity, may prove dif-

ficult to implement in an atmosphere which fosters free'dom.

P. L. 94-142 is a regulatory measure about which there may be politic71

conflict but which also requires considerable uniformity of compliance. Stu-

dents with handicaps must be identified and plans worked out for them. They

must be with regular students
whenever possible, in buildings and classes.

Variability from school to school is still an unresolved question in the

implementation of the law. If political pressures for and against compliance

mount up, school administrators
may seek control of 94-142 decisions. For

example, advocates for the handicapped and parents have legal standing to sue

school systems on behalf of services. Teachers' unions may resist variabil-

ity in practice from school to school if inequities for regular teachers

result. The parents of regular children and their political representatives

may create'a backlash against the law.

On the other hand, P. L. 94-142 may be easier to implement, nationally

and locally, than the kinds of -curricular innovations studied by Berman and
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McLaughlin. There ar,: no obvious reasons why regular teachers should resist

the task of identifying children witil needs or why special education teachers

would resist working with IEPs. The "mainstreaming" of children is a problem

for regular teachers and does require the development of new patterns of com-

munication between regular and special teachers. But if central adminis-

trators can provide the necessary money and extra staff help to sustain the

regular teacher as she accepts handicapped children, much reluctance might be

reduced. Total organizational change of the social systems of schools may

not be as necessary to carry out 94-142 as are required to create the kinds

of schools sought by Sarason, Wolcott, Berman, and McLaughlin.

These are empirical questions. But in either case, administrators out-

side the schools will he more important for the implementation of 94-142 than

appeared to be the case with the programs studied by Berman and McLaughlin.

We therefore turn to an analysis of the range of possible relationships

between schools and external authorities.

Neal Gross expresses concern that school system administrators who

manage educational change seldom have a valid theory of how to do it. They

confuse adoption with implementation, fail to anticipate implementation prob-

lems so that counterstrategies might be developed and do not look beyond

implementation to continuation.64 Everything is ad hoc. He advances a

"leadership-obstacle course" theory in which it is the responsibility of

managers to ensure that the conditions necessary for implementatio, success

are pre'.:nt. For example, resistance to proposed change must be overcome.

Those who would implement must clearly understand what they are being ask3d

to do. They must have the necessary skills and capabilities as well as the
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mater'al, and equipment. nrganizationAl ar:ang.?ments which do not match the

innovation -lust idipt to it. And those in the organization must be persuaded

to give time and effort to the innovation. Only managemenr can supply these

conditions. One cannot simply hand an idea to teachers and tell them to do

it.65 Managers must self consciously ask themselves questions like-

Should teachers be involved in planning and if so, how?
What types of feedback mechanisms will be needed? what
procedures should be established to evaluate achievement?"

If this is not done and management improvis-es for each situation, the

system will suffer. Gross believes local school administrators to be quite

deficient in such leadership skills.

It is his view that the school is the optimal unit for change rather

than the school district. Consensus on new goals is unlikely to be created

throughout an organization so central administrators shG-Id rely on middle-

level entrepreneurs to grasp the thistle. The belief in the school as the

optimal unit of change requires the enhancement of planning in individual

schools and must permit differentiation of school programs. There can be no

"best" system for comprehensive change in all the schools of a

district.67 This begs a difficult question, also eluded by Berman and

McLaughlin, of what the administrator does in the face of a shortage of

entrepreneurs and how one deals with schools which are not innovative,

particularly for programs ,,dlich require change across the board.

James March, enumerates the skills needed for such tasks and for general

educational leadership in the future. These traits go beyond either specific

educational or management competencies--to broad "political" skills whi,:h

probably characterize effective leadership in most complex organizations:
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1. Managing relations between experts and nonexpert to get the best

from each.

2. Managing conflict through building political coalitions.

3. Managing goals by coping with their ambiguity and the lack of clear

relation of means to ends by acting in the absence of clear objectives.

4. Managing time so that one rides the railroad rather than being

ridden by it.

5. Managing inference from incomplete information."

The conclusion is clear. School system administrators, including middle

managers, cannot successfully impose directives on schools. They must

develop the skills to lead through indirection. The key to effectiveness

through indirection is understanding the school system and schools as polit

ical systems which must be managedcto build coalitions of support. One

appeals to the perspectives and incentives of those whom one would persuade

and build support continuously across time because policy is never finished

nor are decisions ever finally implemented.

The importance of this discussion for us is to ask, in the next four

chapters, whether the exercise of such skills has been important for the

implementation of 94-142 and whether they were present and exercised.

Higher Government, School Systems and Schools

To return tothe question with which we began, how might federal and

state regulatory and implementation strategies be designed to support these

forces in local situations which promote responsiveness, assumption of

r, ?onsibility and followthrough?

Berman and McLaughlin concluded that the efforts at educational innova

tion-which they studied were not significantly affected by federal
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appeared t-) lack liffrent effects. They criti,:,ze the federal approach t.)

curricular innovation as reflecting the classical engineering research and

development approach. A model is developed through research, tested in

demonstrations and then disseminated to users who adopt it as if i were a

piece of machinery.70

They conclude that federal change agent policieb exercised little influ-

ence on local innovation because they did not influence the mot:vations of

key local actors in the ways crucial for implementation so fully described in

their studies. They do not conclude that there should not be a federal role,

but that this role could be to formulate administrative guidelines which

would call for and reward continuous, on-line planning, regular and frequent

staff meetings, in-service training linked to staff meetings and local mate-

rial development. These are Oe factors which the authors found.most condu-

cive to "mutual adaptation." They also suggest fellowships enabling teachers

to work elsewhere, proposal formulation grants for planning and open evalua-

tion schemes which provide continuing feedback rather than summary judg-

ments.71

Lois-ellin Datta points out, in criticism of 3erman and McLaughlin, that

there was never any anticipation of a federal role of any kind in the pro-

grams they studied. Criticism of a top-down, classic, technological R & D

strategy is an attack on a straw man.72 She argues that the "change

agent" study was actually an analysis of bottom-up, local planning and that

the case for or against a strong federal role has yet to be made.

Paul Hill broadens the picture by analyzing the implementation of Title

I of the Elementary and Secondary "ducat ion Act of 1965, a law which was bo...h
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regulatory and redistributive and which required a strong federal regulatory

role and considerable organizational changes within school districts and

schools in order to provide compensatory education for disadvantaged

students.73

Hill argues that the implementation of Title I depends upon two manage-

ment systems. The first, a centralized enforcement system, is formal and

regulatory. It tells the states and localities what they must do in use of

funds and staff in order to comply with the law. Compliance is subject to

fiscal audits and management reviews. Federal funds can be withheld.

The second system consists of informal modes which extend and reinforce

the formal rules and make it possible for them to work:

1. A network of state and local officials has developed whose careers

depend upon the implementation of Title I. Their incentives make them advo-

cates.

2. Non-fiscal sanctions can be invoked by federal officials against

non-compliance. A state or city which is chosen for a public audit may be

embarrassed and responsible officials more so.

3. Narional program evaluations that publicize the progress made by

Title I students may stimulate parents and advocates to ensure continued pro-

gress.

4. Federal technical assistance is an opportunity to help in a way

that goes beyond regulations.

5. Organizations of citizens who support Title I can complement fed-

eral monitoring by local watchdog efforts, assisted by lawyers and political

representatives.
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These five Fak.tprs ar,? iLl press'?: in locil situations and give bite to
the formal regulatory system. Hill is certain that formal regu;atory syitems
are necessary but not sufficient.

Congress will not permit federal
agencies to withhold funds for

noncompliance. The punishment is too severe for the crime and the incenjed
beneficiaries suffer even more.74

The objectives of Title I can be stated in
regulations but only as

an invocation. Nothing is added about how to achieve them. For example,
local planning for student needs is supposed

to produce good instruction but
that is not guaranteed.75

3. Federal knowledge of localities is limited by small numbers of
staff and too little time to thoroughly examine even the localitis selected
for intensive oversight. Compliance with gross regulations can be ,assessed
but federal officials can never know enough about an LEA to be assured that
it is in full compliance.76

Informal pressure systems may be common to federal regulatory
programs.

For example, the parties in a dispute
may raise the issue for federal

officials.77 BuL, in such programs, and in Title I, federal regulations
are levers to be invoked by the informal system. Thus, state and local
Title I officers, acting from personal incentives, can invoke federal rules
about the use of funds to local officials.78

Superintendents do not want
to be singled out for an audit. That is sanction enough.

Hill concludes that the federal
government is incapable

of throwing its
regulatory weight around in ways that critics have feared. Rather, the
federal goal should be to develop

incentives for state and !,:cal officlais to
act freely to carry out the program. 79
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Michael Kirst and Richard Jung add a longitudinal perspective to the

implementation of Title I, and similar programs, by arguing 'that what appear

to be small changes in the local operation of programs in the short-term

often appear as quantum leaps through incremental improvement in the long

run. 80

They report federal successes in achieving the targeting of funds to

disadvantaged children and local compliance with program design requiremehts

through a combination of fifteen years of federal persistence and the emer-

ence of coalitions of groups in behalf of corresponding interpretations of

thee law. The passage of ESEA and its initial implementation was initially

dominated by professional education lobbies who wished ESEA to provide gen-

eral funds to schools. But, subsequently, groups like the NAACP and others
D

have tilted the balance of pressure in their favor and resolved the ambiguity

about purpose which plagued early implementation.81 middle-level staff

professional's in the office of education have stimulated the development of

such constituencies at local levels and developed the kinds of informal alli-

ances with professionals at the grass roots described by Hill:82

They see a clear, positive relationship between the increasingly effec-

tive implementation of Title I and the gradual emergence of evidence that

children have been helped academically. And they take critics of the law to

task for declaring that it has been an academic failure on the basis of short

run evaluation findings.83

Unfortunately, this research on Title I has not reached into the schools

themselves. We do not know how the regulatory strategies described by Hill,
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first and Jung have affected district adninistrators, principals and

teachers. We need the kinds )f knowledge developed by Berman and M,:Laughlin

in their studies in order to completely understand the implementation of

Title I.

It is 'just as unfortunate that the rich research of Berman and

McLaughlin was not conducted on a regulatory prograM so that external strat-

egies could be linked to processes within schools. They come close to this

in their study of three communities, an" approach also used by Gross. But the

federal and state hand is not seen.

These are the two research approaches which need to be joined. A case

study of the implementation of P. L. 94'-142 should permit us to bring

together the theoretical,loose ends which have been discussed in this chap-

ter. The partiel theories about- federal efficacy, local leadership strat-

egies and the responses of principals and teachers to new policy have either

been based upon programs of a particular kind or of one piece of the inter-

governmental chain. P. L. 94-.142 is more complete:

1. A strong federal regulatory role is inherent requiring both formal

and tnformal strategies.

2. The law is both regulatory and redistributive in its politics.

3. Considerable local organizational change will be required.

The conjunction of these three factors will make it possible to explor?

constructive and harmful links between federal and state implementation

plans, local leadership strategies and the capacities of individual sthools

to respond to exte.nal demands. The primary focus of this study concentrats

on tne capacities of individual schools to respond to the dictates of P. L.

94-142 within the context of local leadership strategies in a sirl:;le sche-)1
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system. The ability of federal .14 state governments to influence implemen

tation is always an implic,r ..s.,,..- of interest throughout the study, but much

must be knOwn about the loc, implementation setting before the question of .

the federal role can be seriously addressed. Following is a description of

our effort to study one such local implementation setting in detail.

Research Design

The multitude of substantive questions raised by an examination of the

character of 94-142 as policy and the nature of schools as the organizations

to which the policy applies raised a number of research questions involving

how to understand best the implementation of this policy in a single school

system composed of three districts, some 90 elementary schools, 15 junior

high schools, 17 senior high schools, and 7 special education schools. The

complexity of the policy itself coupled with the ambiguous picture of schools

as portrayed in the literature indicated that the study should give maximum

reign to the broadest possible range of variables as potentially important

influences on the implementation process.

In spite of the mixed picture of schools that is to be found in the

literature, leadership remains a frequent and recurring theme that runs

throughout considerations of organizational change. Since implementation of

94-142 clearly required at least a minimum degree of change in schools,

leadership became an early central focus. of this study.

It was clear from the outset that some understanding of the school

IsyStem as a whole as well as knowledge of its major administrative components

would be a necessary part of understanding the implementation of the law at
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the service delivery level, that oF the individual school. The administr'a-

tive chain of colimand extending from the .sperintendent of schools down

through the districts and ultimately to the schools themselves was a natural

beginning for an educational
implementation study. The specialized, middle-

management staff unit dealing with all special education services was like-

wise a clear-cut component to be examined. How did top level administrators

view 94-142 in its potential impact on their school system? What changes did

they see the law requiring? From where was the impetus for change to come?

Who were the crucial actors for successful implementation? What obstacles to

implementation did they foresee? How have decisions been made and authority

exercised in this school system? This series of interviews provided a gen-

eral framework within which to examine the actual process of implementation

as seen from the school system as a whole.

While the need to come to terms with the overall organization of the

school system and the perceptions of its administrative leadership was

obvious, the best way to go about understanding
the implementation process at

the school building level was more problematic. The initial difficulty

involved.deciding which schools to study. One clear possibility was to sur-

vey as broadly as possible a large number of schools throughout the system at

both the elementary and the secondary levels. That approach was quickly

rejected because it was clear that the type of data to be produced by such an

approach would lack sufficient depth to speak to any but the most superficial

implementation questions. The building level component of the study woul,i

ideally captor' the diversity among individual schools that exists in this or

any shool t,y,tem, l'ut al the same time would allow sufficient depth of

J

Y
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understanding about particular schools to expose the likely factors influ-

encing the implementation process in each school. It was clear that only a

limited sample of schools could be studied if factors seeming to influence

the implementation process were to be isolated and examined in some detail.

It is widely understood that elementary schools and secondary schools

differ from each other in their clientele, their organizational structures,

and their scales of operation. Convincing arguments can be made on both

sides for beginning an implementation study of P. L. 94-142 at the elementary

level or for beginning it at the secondary level. On the one hand, it can be

argued that elementary schools have historically had more experience with

special education programs and would therefore be likely to have fewer imple-

mentation problems than the secondary schools. To the extent that this is

true, implementation problems at the secondary 'level would be clearer and

more easily enumerated. On the other hand, secondary schools are larger and

more populous and therefore, more difficult to explore fully with a view to

isolating the factors seeming to influence the implementation process.

The study's clear prejudice in favor of examining the educational imple-

mentation process in some detail led quickly to a decision to begin in the

elementary schools in the belief that some understanding of schools as orga-

nizational communities was a necessary prior context within which to explore

the implementation process. Elementary schools seemed to offer the greater

promise for isolating organizational variables and capturing organizational

dynamics. Secondary schools, with their larger size and scope of operation,

wre to be examined in a subsequent phase of the study.
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Of the 90 elementary schools in the system being studied, 23 schools had

no special education program and were therefore eliminated from consideration

in the decision about which schools to study, since only certain a/oects of

94-142 would apply to them,

The study's focus on leadership as a possibly important variable

affecting implementation of this law made it highly desirable that any sample

of schools to be studied contain a variety of approaches to leadership on the

the part of principals in those schools, Informants knowledgeable about

principals and about individual schools throughout the school system were

asked to characterize the leadership styles of all principals in the 67 ele-

mentary schools that contained special education programs. Former general

school system administrators, permanent staff of the local teachers' associa-

tion, and veteran teachers proved to be valuable sources of information about

principals throughout the entire school system.

Initial conceptions of leadership styles suggested to informants as

guidelines for categorizing principals were derived from work of Lewis,

Lippitt, and White as interpreted by Sidney Verba.84 Three possible

"ideal types" of principals served as points of debirture for early classifi-

cations according to leadership style:

1. Democratic. Policies are developed4hrough group discussion guided

by the leader. Group members have latitude to show initiative in carrying

out tasks,

2. Authoritarian. The leader determines policy and dictates steps for

implementation so that discret.ion by group members is limited.
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3. laissez-faire. There is minimal leader participation in a orccess

Ihdividual and group decisions. The leader :a ,es par: only wherl

Reported perceptions of leadership styles across informants were

zingly consistent, encouraging confidence that a variety of stv.es cou_o

e captured within a modest sample of schools.

The 67 candidate schools were then grouped by district in order to guar-

antee the opportunity to examine any effect that differences in leadership

style at the district level might have+on individual school performance.

Informants consistently reported significant differences in leadership style
i

In each of the three districts. The schools in each district were stratified

according to the reported leadershir style of the principals, and, three

schools, one from each leadership category, were randomly selected from each

district for a total of nine sample schools,.

These nine schools were by and large representative of the range of

"typical" elOentary schools in the systeM-In terms of size, demographic mix,

and general program. A number of schools not chosen by the sampling process

stood out as atypica, in one or more of their characteristics, and it was

tnerefore decided to treat four of these sChools as case-studies to be done

in addition to the nine sample schools. The four case-study scnools were

subjected to precisely the same research procedures as the nine sample

schools. They differed only in the method by which they were selected.

The four additional case-study schools included one very small school

with a sizeable special education program. Another of the four was one of

two eleme-tary scnools in the system housing a class for severely re:arced

students in a regular school setting. A third school was chosen :,ezause 1:

was a scnool (grades 5-3) in a sys..em
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tra:117.1.ona. c le:-.entary (K-6), junior nign ni2h i,cnool (9-12) .Drganl-

tional for :a_. Tne fourth case-study was chosen because it had a signifl-

cantly nigher= proportion of special education teachers on its faculty (,-S%)

than any other regular school in the system.

The four case-study schools afforded the project some opportunity to

assess the effects of size, organizational variation, and extraordinary

special educa_ion program features on the implementation process and to get

some sense of whether the process in atypical schools differed markedly from

the process in the more nearly typical sample schools.

Thirteen Elementary Schools

The elementary sck,00l field work began with interviews of the principals

in each of :ne 13 schools. Principals were asked a number of questions

involving their perce tons of P. L. 94-1=.2 and its implications for their

schools;, their views on the authority relationships in the school system as

a whole and in their own districts.
They were asked to describe how deci-

sions were made in their own schools, and to describe how the special

education program functioned in each school.

Questionnaires designed around similar themes (see Appendix) were sent

to all teachers in each of the 13 schools. Particular emphasis was placed on

determining tne extent of interaction between regular teachers and special

education teachers, since some cooperation between them would seem to be

necessary 94-142 were to be implemented. Of 387 questionnaires sent out,

257 were completed and returned for a respcnse rate of 69Z. :.'.ore intensiv

personal interviews were conduct,.:.d with all special educatiol te,=1:%ers .e
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13 schools (47) and wItli a sample of regular teachers %in each school (31) for

a total of 128 personal teacher interviews.

The regular teacher sample was selected on the basis ofkscertain patterns

of responses to articular questions from the survey: How much effect will

94-1,./. have on your school? How easy will it be for your school to meet the

requ4rements of 94-142? Do you think that handicapped children should be

educated in a regular classroom setting? Do you find them easier, more dif-

ficult, or about the same to work with as regular teachers? Is 94-142 a good

law?

Five basic response patterns emerged among teachers across the 13

schools. Philosophical positives were basically optimistic about the ease:of

implementation of the law, thought that 94-142 was a good law and that chil-

dren should be educated in a regular classroom setting, but they reported

little or no experience in working w.th special education. Behavioral posi-

tives shared the same philosophical views but indicated that thdy had fre-

quently worked satisfactorily with the special education staff in their

schools. Philosophical negatives were essentially pessimistic about the

implementation of the Law, were not favorable toward the law or main-

streaming, and had little or no experience working with special education

staff. Behavioral negatives reported considerable experience in working with

special education staff, but they had the same reservations about the law and

about mainstreaming. There was a neutral or noncommittal response pattern as

welt.

The sample of teachers selected for interviews constituted a mlniml,m of

25% of all regular teachers in each school and incorporated the cull range of

response patterns as well as at. least one non--.espondenc to the survey ques-

tionnaire for each school.



77

The intensive personal interview schedule extended the logic of the sur-

vey questionnaire, but its open-ended character allowed for greater depth of

information and much greater detail about the specific character of each

school. Because a single individual was responsible for all personal inter-

views in each school, opportunities for accumulating a more comprehensive

picture of each school as a whole were abundant, and investigators felt free

to probe beyond the interview schedule in order to gain the fullest possible

picture of every school in the study.

Additional interviews were conducted with psychologists for each sk3o1

regarding the process whereby children are referred, and evaluated for special

education services, as well as other more general aspects of the school with

which psychologists might have some familiarity. Because a single

psychologist serves five or more schools simultaneously in the system being

studied, they were in a position to have firsthand knowledge of a school and

yet still maintain a certain outsider's detachment. They were also able to

provide a certain comparative perspective on other schools and other

principals not included in the sample and therefore contribute to a broader

framework within which to understand more thoroughly the 13 school= in

question.

Near the completion of the field work, principals were re-interviewed

concerning their perceptions of the referral process in each of the schools,

the extent of their own involvement in that process, and their understanding

of the relationship of that process to the -vcrall special education program

in tneir schools.
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The variety and number of interviews, with the survey questionnaire

responses as a backdrop, provided the basis for a broad contextual under-

standing of the implementation of 94-142 in the 13 schools in question. The

challenge of the ongoing analysis in this project, however, was to sort out

the similarities and differences among these schools in order to isolate the

independent variables appearing to affect the course of implementation of

94-142 in these schools, and at the same time assure comparability of analy-

sis throughout the 13 schools in the study.

Three Additional Schools

The focus on leadership as an interesting and potentially important fac-

tor influencing the implementation of 94-142 prompted an ef4:ort to solicit

definitions of a good principal from numerous administrators and other

sources familiar with the school system studied. Central and district admin-

istrators involved in the actual selection and evaluation of principals were

asked to describe the standards they apply in performing these tasks. Some

respondents were able to enumerate a few attributes which they believed to be

characteristic of the excellent principal, but by far the most common prac-

tice was to list those principals in the school system who qualified as out-

standing principals. Although there were slight variations among the several

lists suggested by respondents, there were a number of names that appeared

repeatedly on virtually every list. The principals of at least two of the

original 13 schools in the study appeared on one or more such lists. Never-

theless, the decision was made to add three schools whose principals were

widely acclaimed as outstanding in order to put the leadership variable in

sharper relief.
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The three schools repute1 to have outstanding prtncipals were added

after much of the field work in the 13 initial schools was completed, and

they were subjected to the same set of researcu procedures that were employed

in the original schools. The research objective in the three schools with

reputedly exemplary principals was also the same as for the 13 original

schools--to determine the degree of implementation of 94-142 and to isolate

the factors seeming to influence the process of implementation in each

school.

Criteria of Implementation

Before any analysis of factors influencing the implementation of 04-142

in 16 elementary schools could occur, it was necessary to specify what was to

be meant by the implementation of 94-142. Clearly, the law and its companion

regulations specify procedures that, when followed, constitute compliance.

Some of those procedures are easily captured numerically, and others are

captured in a stepwise sequence--do a, then b, then c, then d in order to

comply. However, the law itself goes well beyond these easily detected

prescriptions and requires that handicapped children be given education

appropriate to their needs in a setting that is, to the ft lest extent

possible, like that of every other child. These requirements are not easily.

captured in summary fashion and they suggest that implementation of the law

entails more than surface compliance.

Criteria and measures for the effective implementation of this law by

schools are not obvious to even the most experienced eye once one goes beyond

0 mechanical compliance. If a group engaged in field research finds it: diffi-

cult to develop unambiguous criteria and measures, imagine the quandary of

federal, state and focal administrators who must enforce and monitor

merit at ion.

C'
,)
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The central Drovisixis of the law set the terms for implementation:

1. Identify all handicapped children in a given jurisdiction who are

in need of special educational services and develop and implement educational"

plans for them.

2. Place all handicapped children in the educational setting which

provides "the least restrictive environment" that their handicap will permit.

This is sometimes referred to as "mainstreaming" handicapped children by

installing them in regular schools, perhaps even regular classrooms. How

ever, many graduated combinations of the regular classrooms with special edu

cation alone, are possible.

3. Each handicapped child is to have an "Individualized Education Pro

gram" (IEP) prepared for him or her by a team of teachers and specialists in

consultation with parents. This Provision has legal teeth in that parents

have the right to a hearing on the plan for their child and the recourse of

legal action in case of dissatisfaction.

The study did not examine actions to move children from custodial insti

tutions to special schools. Nor did it look at the five special education

schools in the system being investigated. Interest was in the disposition of

mentally and physically handicapped children in the regular schools.

These general provisions of the law provided only the first approxima

tion of standards for assessing implementation. More specific standards of

implementation tailorecrto the actual daytoday operation- of elementary

schools in the system could only be developed after a general understanding

of the system as a whole and of individual schools began to surface. The

general criteria of implementation offered by the law might give reliable
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indi,..ation as to which school systems or which individual schools are in

flagrant violation of the law, but more specific measures are needed if one

believes that implementation is more than a yes or no compliance matter.

It is all the more important to develop standards of implementation that

go beyond surface compliance if one is persuaded that different organiza-

tional contexts may be more or,Aess receptive to and capable of making

adjustments necessary for the implementation of an externally imposed mandate

such as 94-142. Criteria of implementation must be both logically compatible

with the probable intent of the mandate and at the same time specific enough

to discriminate among otherwise similar contexts of implementation such as

individual schools. Only then can the question of what variables seem to be

operating upon the implementation process in organizations such as public 4

schools be asked meaningfully.

The development of such criteria and their application to the body of

data being collected in the 16 schools became an early orienting principle

for the investigation. As a general but concrete overview of the school

system being studied and its operation down to the level of the individual

school came into focus, a set of relevant implementation criteria began to

take shape. Before those criteria are explicated and applied, however, it is

desirable to present the general overview of the school system in question.

C.
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CHAPTER 3

The School System

. We have so many things
. . . tnat are weighlng heavily on

this school system . . that are sort of "necessary evils". . .we've got difficulty witn the community that is demanding
quality education . . . . I think it is difficult for the
leadership in this school system to have the time to sit down
and say, "we will place this, this and this on cur high
priorities."

These are the words of the director of elementary education of one of

the three school districts who cares deeply about the principles embodied in

P. L. 94-142. But her thoughts are testimony to the difficulty of giving

conscious and deliberate priority to any single goal in a complex bureau

cratic system which is faced with diverse, and sometimes incompatible, exter
nal demands.

This is the first background factor which is necessary for an under

standing'of the implementation of 94-142. No one issue overshadowed it.

Rather, a number of critical problems competed for time, attention, and

resources, and 94-142 was one of these.

The second important background factor is the formal and informal system

of authority in the school system. As this system is described, it will

become apparent that form follows function. If much policy implementation is

expressed in a delicate series of balancing acts, the same can be said of

patterns of authority.

The school district is a system of 90 elementary, 15 junior high and 18

high schools. There are about 72,000 students and approximately 4,000

teachers. Thirty percent of the students are black. The system is organized

into three separate school districts, each with a superintendent. -The

superintendent of schools and a school board appointed by the mayor set

policy. The three superintendents administer the schools, The f.:rictions of

the central office under the superintendent are to carry out professional

( r

a.,
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development, technical assistance, personnel appointments, transportation and

system-wide housekec..)ing, including financial management.

The department of special education is a staff office which reports to

an assistant superintendent for program and staff development, who reports to

the superintendent of schools. The department of special education hires all

special education teachers and directs the placement of handicapped children

in programs. The principal task of the five professionals, which includes

the director of special education, is to oversee the conduct of the education

of handicapped children: But the district superintendents possess actual

line authority over the six special schools, which are attended by severely

handicapped children, and the special teachers and students in regular

schools. Table I depicts the formal organization.

The divided, and yet shared, responsibility for handicapped children is

the central theme of our story for it creates an ambiguity about responsi-

bility which has consequences for the implementation of policy. Before we

develop that theme, it is necessary to characterize the authority relations

which influence the division of labor in regard to special education.

The superintendent of schools, who had been in office several

years in 1980, and its predecessor, were both strong believers in

decentralized administration. The previous superintendent had created the

three-district system.

The broad pattern is centralization of general c inistration and tech-

nical assistance and decentralization of educational administration. Deci-

sions about finance, logistics and staff are made in the central office.
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All specialists in curricuium and development, art, music, speech and

hearing, and special education work out of the central office. The district

superintendents are assisted by the directors of elementary and secondary

education who work directly with principals. The aid of central office

specialists for particular schools is invoked by the district administrators,

_often at the request of principals and teachers.

The structure reflects a generally shared belief that education takes

place in the classroom in the relation between a teacher and a student. The

purpose of administration is to support the teacher. The superintendent of

schools sees an ideal system as one in which all educational decisions would

be taken at the building level with the central office providing the tech-

nical assistance of specialists on request. However, he acknowledges the

need for intermediate administrative structures because not all schools are

equally capable of assuming responsibility. Principals must be accountable

to someone and the central office is too remote. The result is a halfway

system which is not fully decentralized.

Observers and participants share common perceptions of the merits and

shortcomings of this administrative structure. Ther,1 are basically three

merits:

1. Central administrative capacities for oversight of school perfor-

mance are enhanced by delegation of this responsibility to frhe three dis-

tricts.

2. Principals are accountable for their performance on an annual basis

to district elementary and secondary education directors who know them and

whom they know.
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3. The three district superintendents participate in policy decisions

as members of the superintendent's
cabinet, along with heads of functional

services, and therefore, problems of policy implementation at the school

level may be anticipated.

The shortcomings are embedded in the same structure:

1. The district offices need more specia;ists who can work directly

with-the elementary and secondary education directors to develop concerted

strategies for the improvement of particular schools.

2. There are reallf three separate school systems. Three different

sets of administrative
directions may shape the implementation of policy in

. unanticipated ways. There are clear diiferences in administrative style

among the districts.

The leaders of one district, place a very high priority on their

authority and control over school decisions.. This does not mean that the

superintendent and elementary add secondary dixActors do not rely on

persuasion. However, they never let up. Principals are expected to be

responsive to requests. ,Their district has large numbers of disadvantaged

students; 45% are black. District officials believe that the problems faced

by their schools require close central monitoring and assistance.

The second district is primarily an area of affluence, much of it white.

Many schools are outside the desegregation
court order because they are

geographically remote. The superintendent is a relaxed administrator who

believes in delegation of responsibility. This style matches the character

of the- community in which one finds many active parent groups with strong

views about what their schools should be like.
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The third presents a more mixed and puzzling picture. This district has

the greatest demographic diversity of the three and the variety of school

settings appears to engender more complicated, school specific administrative

Strategies than in either of the other districts.

The point of these characterizations for our purpose is that central

office administrators, including those in special education, must say every-

thing three times and adapt strategies of implementatio to three different

sets of actors, each with different administrative styles Any task is com-

plicated by such intervening structures.

3. Neither the central office nor the district assumes responsibility

for the comparative evaluation of school performance according to general

standards.

The central office proviles technical assistance to schools, and the

district provPes leadership, but there is no system for the comparative eva-

luation of schools.

District elementary and secondary directors meet annually with each

principal to assess how well that principal has achieved the performance plan

agreed upon the previous year. The principals set the priorities in such

plans and there is, therefore, no formal comparability across schools.

In 1978, a citizens task force presented a report to the board of educa-

tion which contended that existing evaluation procedures for administrative,
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supervisory and teaching staffs did not provide effective measures of perfor-

mance. A survey of teachers was cited which (recorded that most would accept

an evaluation system tied to performance. This was accompanied by a criti-

cism of administrative paterValism which inhibited the growth of teachers and

prevented their assuming more responsibility for their own self-improvement.

One might be skeptical about whether or not teachers are really thirst-

ing for more responsibility and evaluation, but the absence of both is

accepted as fact.

4. There is an absence of clear lines of responsibility and proc.edure

for the implementation of programs.

The citizen task force pointed out that there were no accepted proce-

dures for the dissemination of effective curricular programs throughout the

system. No one seemed to accept responsibility for such leadership. The

report continued on a more general level:

Recognizing that no school system can meet a crisis easily in
the.face of conflicting public demands, there has been a
clear-cut lack of planning in the anticipation of problems which
will occur and an absence of clearly defined measures for

. dealing with problems which already exist.

Citizen groups often hthe very naive views about the possibilities for

both planning and evaluation. Certainly, the report just quoted contains no

awareness of the practical difficulties or even of the inherent limitations

on planning in a bureaucracy. Our purpose is not to pass judgment but to

describe a pattern. The task force report, described the same situation which

we found in our explorations.
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The task force report recommended greater centralization of planning and

evaluation and increased decentralization of instructional planning and

implementation to local schools. It questioned whether the district offices

should exist if strong leadership for instructional improvement could not be

shown to be a clear result of their existence.

However, the report failed to come to grips with the reason: for the

practical compromise represented by the districts. The superintendent of

schools would have liked to have decentralized educational responsibility to

individual schools with help from central specialists. But, many schools

need supervision. That task cannot be efficiently performed in a central

office. Even if the effort is made, responsibility must be divided and one

has de facto division and delegation to an intermediate layer. Thus, one has

the practical compromise of a system which is perhaps too heavy in the

middle, but which achieves a balance between unity and delegation.

The effect of this balancing act appears to be a kind of stasis in which

few initiatives are taken at any of the three administrative levels. The

central office performs logistics and deals with major policy questions. The

districts keep things running smoothly. The schools teach students.

The missing element is concerted strategic cooperation along either ver-
t

tical or horizontal lines. The school system emb,dies the model of simulta-

neous tight and loose coupling set out by Weick and discussed in Chapter Two.

Logistics and housekeeping are tightly coupled. Instruction is loosely

coupled.

It is perhaps not apparent from this description that the districts do

rot run the schools by edict, but it is the case that the appearance of com-

mand is deceptive. Governance is by indirection. The superintendent of
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schools may promulgate a policy such as the statement that P. L. 94-142 is to

be implemented. This responsibility is t%en explicitly delegated to the dis=-

tricts.

But command stops ,there. Some district administrators might wish to

lead by edict but the limited resources available preclude it. The central

office cannot provide all the help that is needed. The quality of principals

and teachers varies greatly across schools. District administrators must,

therefore, husband their efforts. Schools must be dealt with in terms of ad

hoc remedies for their individual strengths and weaknesses. They cannot be

remade overnight by order. A given principal may be weak in establishing

authoity with teachers so an experienced lead teacher is placed in the

school. A school may require more special services for disadvantaged stu-

dents than are available so district administrators must decide whether to

rob Peter to pay Paul. Some principals and schools will be less eager than

others to have special education classes and students and the districts will

fear that to order the reluctant may do harm to the special students they are

are forced to take.

The 'superintendent of schools was firm, "I do not mandate." The assis-

tant superintendent for program and staff development, who was given the

responsibility for the implementation of P. L. 94-142 by the superintendent,

adds:

have . . . been reacting to crises . . .much of it has been
,tralized in its origin; the decentralization comes in

implementation and it's a matter of our persuasive ability.
Neither the director nor the district superintendent at this
point are willing to just hand dowl an edict, whatever the
topic.



96

The reference to crisis is a reminder of the continuing controversy

about desegregation. The major policy issue which school administrators

faced in the 1970s was the implementation of a busing plan for desegregation

under the order of a federal court. During 1979-80, a plan to extend busing

to parts of the district previously excluded was before the court. The

externally imposed shocks to the system, such as the court order, have

created an atmosphere of caution and control, but we would argue that these

values are built into the fundamental organization which has been' described.

This general characterization of the system of authority is a necessary

.background to an understanding of the relationships between the department of

special education, the districts and the individual schools. General pat-

terns are reproduced in the small:

1. The responsibility for'the implementation of P. L. 94-142 is ambig-

uous in a situation of shared and yet divided authority.

The superintendent of schools hold the assistant superintendent for

program and staff development and the department of special education, which

reports to that superintendent, responsible for the implementation of the

law. However, the district superintendents exercise, line authority over the

schools. SpeCial education is a staff office. Each district has one special

education consultant who arranges student stuffings. District elementary and

secondary directors treat the program as me among many important tasks; its

does not have overriding priority with them.

4

Central office special education staff deals with schools on an ad hoc

basis both in regard to monitoring compliance with the law and providing

technical assistance. Five people cannot monitor 123 schools, nor can they

provide all the technical assistance which is needed. The same staff must
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also oversee the six special education schools, deal with social service

agencies which provide supported services for4handicapped
children and parti-

//cipate in due process hearings brought by parents and advocate groups.

The initiative for creating special classes in the regular schools lies
with the department of special education.

But decisions about provisions of
space and the hiring of teachers is made by the general administration.

Special education places students in specific classes after their needs have
been determined, but the range of available

programmatic opportunities is set
by the resources of the school district and the decisions of the superinten-

dent and the district
superintendents.

2. The weakness of capacity for strategic planning in the system is

reflected in the absence of a coherent system-wide strategy for the implemen-

tation of P. L. 94-142.

The director of special education has been given the ball to carry with

the'promise of very little help from others. They will not impede him. All
are supportive, but no one takes a large measure of responsibility. Yet, the
director lacks leverage and sanctions.

There is virtually no concerted cooperation among the top special educa-
tion and district

administrators on anything but specific pi.oblems in parti-
cular schools. They never sit down and plan a strategy of attack on the

implementation probleis of a range of schools or a district as a whole.

By the same token, there are divisions of turf within the specialist
ranks. For example, the division of psychological

services, which is respon-
sible for testing and assessing all children thought to be handicapped, and

the department of special education keep their distiance from each other.

This separateness is revealed in the role psychologists play in the schools,

wh"h will be explored in detail in later chapters.
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3. As a consequence of this system of divided authority and ambiguous

responsibility, individual schools ha"e had great latitude for the implemen-

tation of 94-142. This means that some have done well and others not so

well.

It could be argued that uneven accomplishment is tobe expected in a

large system with varying degrees of talent and commitment on the part of

principals and teachers and quite diverse problems among schools as a result

of student and community characteristics. This certainly is the case. Our

point is that the system of fragmented authority has, to a great extent, per-

mitted individual schools to develop their own responses to 94-142. Achieve-

ments have been internally generated and inaction internally rooted.

The remainder of the chapter will illustrate the preceding argument, but

before we consider the system-wide dynamics of implementation, we should look

at the past.

The History of Special Education in the District

The eschool system has been historically hospitable to special education.

i'The superintendent of schools initiated the development of a strong program

during the 1960s. The growing staff was drawn in large 'part from the nation-

ally prestigious department of special education of a local college of educa-

tion. Faculty members of this college have also been available for expert

consultation.

The chief innovation of the special education division has been the

resource room program. A special education teacher provides tutorial and

small group instruction for both handicapped and gifted students in a

resource room for a few hours each week. There are 58 such classes in the 90

elementary schools.
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In recent years, there has been a policy of shifting mildly handicapped

children from self-contained classes for the handicapped to regular classes

with )they support services. About 80% of learning disabled children are in

regular elementary and secondary classrooms with support services. Most of

the remaining 20% are in regular schools in special classes. About 70% of

the educable mentally retarded are in special classes in regular elementary

and secondary schools and most of the rest are in regular claSses. Fifty-

four percent of the deaf and hearing-impaired children'were in regular

classes in 1978-79. Ninety-three percent of the visually impaired are in

regular classes with support services.

These figures indicate that almost all of the mildly handicapped chil-

dren (LD and EMR) are in regular schools. The special Schools are reserved.

for the moderately and severely handicapped. Physically handicapped chi&ren

are placed in regular schools with greater or less difficulty depending upon

the disability.

In 1972, the state legislature passed a statute similar to 94-142.

Special educators believe that the chief administrators of the school system

did not get serious about the state law until 94-142 was passed in 1975.

They report that the word to implement state requirements was not passed

down. The state provided no money until after a state court order to do so

in 1974. The two laws are yety similar--the state statute having been drawn

from the same model statute written by the Council for Exceptional Children

which was the basis for 94-142. But it was not until plans were set in

motion to implement 94-142 by September, 1978 in response to federal regula-

tions, that state law became a reality as well.
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Strategies of Impentation

To set the following discussion in context, it is necessary to note the

legal and financial constraints on the school system's efforts to implement

the law in the regular schools. The statute places first priority on serving

children who are receiving no education; the consent decree for implementing

the state law also emphasizes the education of previously unserved

children.1 The effect of t!:-...se stipulations has been that the special edu

cation department his spent: an increasing share of its budget on severely

handicapped children who had been institutionalized or otherwise excluded

from public schools. In 1974, re were two special schools in the system

for moderately and severely retarded children. by 1978, there were five such

facilities, plus a school for children with severe multiple handicar , The

necessary priority on expansion of programs for the severely handicapped has

placed limits on the amounts.of money and staff time available for services
1

for mildly handicapped children in regular schools and classrooms.

In the summer of 1978, the school department ran a number of workshops

for principals and teachers on procedures for the implementation of 94-142.

These were federally funded and conducted by central office special education

staff. Greatest attention was given to procedural requirements, such as the

Individualized Education Program and team staffing so that principals would

know what they were expected to do. It was intended that all principals

would participate over several summers and this has been the case.

ti

The workshops were necessary first steps, but they had at least two

limitations. It is necessary to know required procedures but such knowledge

does not provide one with' the strategies by which to put such procedures into

effect. For example, arents must sign the staffing report about their
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children but their actual participation in and comprehension of the decision

is more difficult to induce. These workshops provided little help on that

dimension. Second, the discussions took place outside the schools. It would

have been expensive to have conducted'such serious discussions within schools

with the participation of all teachers, but it would have been more effective

in promoting mutual understanding across regular and special education lines

and between principals and teachers.

In the end, the principals and a few teachers were left alone to carry

the message back to their schools. There was general agreement among special

education and district staffs that principals were not only the key to

94-142, but were the fashioners of school climate which would most greatly

influence implementation. However, it was also acknowledged that the

response of principals was idiosrwratic. The primary achievement of the

workshops was to remove fear. For example, many principals were relieved to

learn that not all handicapped children were to be immediately "mainstreamed"

to regular classes. Once these fears wet. allayed, principals fell back upon

their own attitudes, values, authority styles, and school situations.

The director of special education and his staff expended their energies

in the first year on the procedural themes set by the workshops. They set up

staffing procedures for each district whereby students would be assessed,

placement recommended, and an IEP written. The IEPs were in most cases

written by a special education teacher from the staffing report after the

student had been placed in that teacher's class. Strictly speaking, the

separation of the IEP from the staffing was not in compliance with the 94-142

regulation which dictated that a multidisciplinary team (M team) write the

UP. But when faced with the need to process approximately 2,200 staffings

quickly, the M team recommendation was deemed sufficient for placement.
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The central special education staff gave particular attention to'the

contents of IEPs. It was one item which the monitoring team from the state

department of education watched closely, through sampling. All the pres-

cribed items on the state checklist of matters the IEP should cover were

required.

As we will see later, the state monitors looked with sharp eyes for any

discrepancy between the M team's recommendation for placenent and the actual

class in which the individual child was placed. A large number of discrep-

ancies would suggesr that placements were being tailored to match availab1

services rather than services being expanded to meet diagnosed needs.

State officials felt that there were a number of such discrepancies.

The local special education staff would never acknowledge this in interviews.

However, they provided indirect evidence that there was a problem. In the

first place, a long waiting list for placement developed in the fall and was

not eliminated until May. Second, there were continuous complaints from the

district special education coordinators, who supervised the staffings, that

placements often did not match recommendations. Actual placement decisions

were made by the central office in terms of available services. Third, the

central staff complained continually that the department of transportation

was not responding sufficiently to the needs of special children who could

not find bus routes to take them where they had been assigned. Many such

children rode special rather than regular buses and, of course, it was impos-

sible to have individualized busing plans.

These problems were resolved by two decisive actions in the spring and

summer of 1979. The director of special education was ill and out of the
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office. The acting director resolved to bring things to a head. There was a

waiting list of 320 children who had not yet been placed. He informed the

assistant superintendent for program and staff development that all requests

by parents and advocate groups for due process hearings would henceforth be

forwarded immediately upon receipt to the superintendent of schools. He said

that the only way to avoid the resulting conflict and turmoil was to permit

him to hire ten additional special education teachers who would create new

classes to eliminate the waiting list. The assistant superintendent got the

point and persuaded the director to provide the teachers. The waiting list

was eliminated.

The second decision was initiated by the acting director of special edu-

cation in July. He recommended to the assistant superintendent that EMR and

LD students throughout the system be collapsed into one category. The idea

was to c'ive one class for the mildly handicapped to as many schools as pos-

sible. This would permit more children to attend school in their home zone

and reduce the necessity for special busing across town. Instead of

attending the EMR class on another side of the city because none was avail-

able near home, a student would go to a comprehensive class closer to home.

This idea was first developed in a 1974 plan which special educators had

prepared in response to passage of the state law. The ideal was individual

education within a comprehensive classroom. Teachers would no longer be EMR

or LD specialists but would be expected to develop plans for the needs of

individual children.

The idea was not discussed widely throughout the school system. There

were two strong advocates and some dissent within the special education
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department. The assistant superintendent accepted the idea easily because it

promised relief from a number of pressures and the board of education evi-

dently felt the same way. The recommendation was accepted by the board in

July and implemented in September. A number of problems were reduced in one

action. Transportation costs and complexities were reduced because many

students could ride regular buss. The waiting list problem was eliminated.

And, most important, the number of schools which assumed responsibility for

special students was increased.

Thy advocates of the new plan were frank to say that neither school

administrators nor the school board had been responsive to such arguments

until it suddenly became clear that money would be saved. Nine hundred

thousand dollars had been spent on special education transportation in

1979-30, and the new plan offered the hope, of reducing that figure in the

long run as increasing numbers of children attended their home schools.

The district superintendents were not involved in this policy decision

but did participate in its implementation. They and their assistants worked

with special educators to select the schools for new comprehensive classes.

Implementation was eased by a reorganization which assigned three members of

the central education staff to each of the three districts. They were to

work with the directors of elementary and secondary education. Although it

was not acknowledged explicitly, there was an explicit assumption that the

districts would assume a greater responsibility for special education and for

94-142.

The emphasis of the first year upon establishing procedures for

staffings, individual programs, and placements could not affect the forces

which introduced children to that process nor the way in which they were
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treated once they were placed in a school. and a class. It was still suite

possible for too few too many children to be referred for special educa
tion consideration, And it was still quite possible for regular schools to

keep their special children quite separate from the others in selfcontained

classes. The reforms of the spring of 1979 were intended as handles for

grappling with these more subtle questions. It was hoped that principals and

teachers would not so quickly refer mildly handicapped children to special

classes. If a school had a consolidated special class, plus a resource room

program, it was expected that
the education of mildly handicapped children

would,be handled by that school. Principals were seen as more receptive to

students who lived in their zone. It was hoped that fewer children would be

referred to special education as a means of getting them out of schools which

had previously lacked services. And the hope was also expressed that more of

the same children would be partially "mainstreamed" to regular classes as

schools began to recognize their responsibility for such children.

Several of the leaders of special education firmly believed that the

number of referrals was too high. The service rate was 14%, 2% over the,12%

estimate of the percentage of handicapped children estimated by the Federal

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped and allowed by the law for funding

reimbursement. It was believed that regular teachers and schools had been

referring too many children to selfcontained
classes, shuttling them across

town, and failing to introduce them into the life of the schools they_

attended. There was no accepted
explanation of why this might be the case.

But special educators were not happy with the result.

In September, 1979, school opened with 73 elementary and secondary

schools with the new consolidated classes compared to 51 schools with EMR
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and/or LD classes the previous year. The increase was accomplished both by

the creation of new classes and by the dispersal of existing ones among more

schools. Seventy-two schools had resource room programs, an increase of four

over 1978-79. The proportion of schools with some special education

component--EMR-LD class, resource room, or both--had increased from 77% to

88%. Almost all of the expansion took place in the elementary schools.

There were many problems of transition. Not all long distance transpor-

tation could be eliminated. Some schools never implemented the plan but con-

tinued,their existing separation of LD and EMR classes. The greatest opposi-

tion was from special. education teachers themselves who complained that they

were being asked to perform tasks for which they had not been trained. LD

teachers resented being saddled with EMR children and vice versa. In many

cases, the new, consolidated classes were larger than the previously catego-

rized groups, posing practical problems of dealing with a wider range of

individual variations for the teacher. During the 1979-1980 year, the direc-

tor of special education and his staff worked in an ad hoc manner with indi-

vidual schools, principals and teachers to try to work out the bugs in the

new model.

Not all of the special education staff regarded the reform as a step

forward; a minority perceived it as a retrogression. The concern of those

who argued against the change is that LD and EMR children are, in fact, dif-

ferent. Grouping them together means wiping out the special knowledge,

developed in professional education over the years, about how to deal with

children in each category.
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This criticism relies upon the validity of specialized, categorical

diagnosis and treatment. If these categories are too crude t.ci use as a guide

for plans for individual children, as reformers contend, then the practica-

bility of the change rests upon the capacity of M teams to develop good plans

and If special teachers to cope with such diversity. One may doubt whether

or not schools, as bureaucratic
organizations, can treat individual children

in so individual a manner.

It was also argued that the collapsed categories were not only confusing

for teachers but for parents. It was more difficult to explain a general

category which lacked specific content to parents.

Weicannot determine the meridof these competing viewpoints. One would

have to analyze the actual effects of programs on the progress of children.

Nor can we determine whether the 1979 reform was a "cover-up" for the failure

of the school system to create the necessary number of special classes to

cope with increased referrals. The number of special teachers increased by

twenty from 1978 to 1980, but the need was enormous.

Implementation in the Second Year

Members of the central special education staff were trying to nudge the

districts into an acknowledgment of their responsibilities for implementa-

tion. The department was in a weak position to force such a change since

'moral suasion was its chief resource. The director of special education

faced the dilemma of all staff operations which wish to influence line opera-

tions but lack the authority to do so.. Decategorization and emphasis upon

the home school was a Clear statement to the districts--you and your schools

are now responsible for these children!

Itl
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The superintendent of one district affirmed in the strongest terms that

his directors of elementary and secondary education were responsible for

carrying out 94-142 and tnat the central special education staff would be

called upon for technical assistance when needed. The director of elementary

education argued that superintendents were the.key people in the

implementation of the law, adding, "All the rest of us take our cues from

them." She also maintained that accomplishment was the result of direction

from the top rather than participation alone..

The special education central office staff person for this district was

perceived by district staff to be in harmony with this strong authoritative

stance. He described the response of the elementary director to the initia-

tive of the record year:

. . .(She) said, "Okay, let's call every special ed. teacher and
aide in our district together for a meeting." That's the first
time anyone had ever called such a meeting. And what she did
was to say this: "We're meeting here in the materials lab.
Here is a laminating machine, here is a duplicator, here is
paper, here are textbooks. These are yours as much as they are
any teacher's in this district. How many of you have ever beenin this office before?" (Three of them held up their hands.)
"Okay, it says ' special ed., you are a part of the general
education program.'"

In response to the question of what prompted this action on her part, he

continued:

They have begun to receive pressure from the parents.
. .when

special education programs arise. I think they are beginning tosee that no longer are we going to be intimidated by these
problems . . . . They also see the move which we initiated in
the reorganization

. . . as giving them a cleaner and clearer
contact and it is just a good time to start fresh.

Both the elementary and secondary directors in this district had

well-deserved reputations for authoritativeness. They understood their task

to be to work with principals to get the law carried out. As one put it:
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Since we have more services at the local level, we have beenable to cut way down on our referrals. :siost children are beingserved in their own schools and that's been our goal for a longtime,

However, neither was so naive as to see the situation as perfect. Nor

did either believe thtat principals could be ordered to do anything.

The superintendent of a second district indicated to his special

education representative that the problems of 94-142 were not the kinds of

problems he needed or wanted that year. A number of his schools on the outer

edge of the district were to be included within the new busing plan which the

school board submitted to the court in the spring of 1980. Many of his

constituents opposed this plan. He had no taste for further controversies.

In addition, he did not regard the implementation of 94-142 as primarily

a district responsibility.
This was a task for special education, working in

the schools. The following comment was characteristic:

Things usually work better when they come from the local levelup. We should have had time for each school to develop a planfor 94-142 implementation.

However, this superintendent
was a delegator and the elementary director

to whom he delegated responsibility was a zealot for the law. Her goal was
to have handicapped children in every building. She saw great obstacles in
the district in the unwillingness of principals to take handicapped children
and the reluctance of regular teachers to teach them. Special education had
been treated as a separate entity even if classes were in regular buildings.

That had been changing, but:

Now nobody yet knows whether the special education department isstill a staff or a line function
. . . . I don't know how muchauthority I have to say how things will be in special education.
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'4,

She diddid not wish to encroach upon the jurisdiction of the director of

special education. Such caution is to be distinguished Ercm a reluctance to

assume responsibility.

In her view, it would take time before special teachers learned that

they shouldlwork through a principal. In the past, they had turned directly

to their department for help: "For so( long, they were in special schools or

down in t basement." Nor were any incentives available by means of which

regular achers might be induced to teach handicapped children:

. . . This is one responsibility that is back in the regular teacher'sclassroom that they thought they were through with. You knew, when theyscreened a child out of there that was somebody else's `responsibility,
not theirs. We have some re-educating to do.

But, she concluded that the majority-of her, principals would be coopera- .

tive as long as change was gradual.

In fact, she..began a general educational process and %..orked to correct

particularly bad situations. The central office special education staff mem-

ber assigned to the district described a meeting of elementary principals
R

called by the elementary director:

. . .These are working principals and_ they expressed fifty-five
frustrations, complaints, and bitches about special ed. . . .I mainly sat there . . . when it was my turn to say something
. . . I was able to point out that a lot of that was board
policy and the first complaint was poor communication, and I
said,"Now I can embarrass you; there's a stack this high rightin front of us of communication since 1976 through your districtoffice to principals which said, this is where we wanted it tobe. . ." Probably half of the principals did not have those
kinds of classes just two years ago and they're not going to
read stuff that doesn't pertain. . .and then the elementary
director and I pretty well said, "here are the areas where we
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might as well not try to attack the problem this year becati,:eit's depending on court order, it's depending ou the conditions
that none of us hav4any control over, but the majority of thesethings are operational problems which you can contr.,1 if youwill internalize. . .and take it over. . .(and now). . .theirregular working groups month by month are really getting at it.

He also described how he and the elementary director worked together to

persuade a reluctant principal to put LD and EMR children together. Pre-

viously, the school had received only EMR pupils. The partial mainstreaming

of these children was also encouraged and this permitted temporary separation

of LD and EMR children in the special class so that each group could be

worked with intensively. Such mainstrerding was possible because the school

had courses in homemaking and diversified arts. Eventually the fifth and

sixth grade faculty members were permitted by the principal to reorganize on

a team basis for student sharing. Their achievements were presented as a

result of special education expertise, the pushing and prodding of tne prin=

cipal by the elementary director and program opportunities already present in

the school.

There was no secondary school director in this district in 1979-80, and

the general report was that it would have made little difference. The high

school principals were not enthusiastic about 94-142 and their director had

defended this position.

The superintendent never appears to have supported the spirit of the

second year. For example, when a request for programmatic action would come

to him from the director of special education, he would not give it to his
1

elementary school director. Rater, he would pass the message along to the

district consultant for special ecucation. This person was responsible for

conducting staffings and had no authority to implement policy. Eventually,

the central office representative to the district would catch up with the

11 "t..1
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message and work with the elementary director on it. But, the reluctance of

the superintendent to use line authority for special education was a thorn.

The third district is the most difficult to characterize. The

superintendent was certain that the department of special education had tie

responsibility for implementing 94-142':

Our responsibility is helping to implement the program whichwould be designed
. . . 1 look to the department of special

education for the philosophical leadership and for designing aprogram that meets the needs of our youngsters and I see my role,as helping them to get that job done.

He did not perceive difficulty in any of his schools, and when presented

with a list of the schools in his district which were being studied, pro
nounced them all to be.nexcellent" even though they varied greatly in actual

quality of educational effort.

Both the superintendent and the director of elementary education under-:

stood the requirements for the effective mainstreaming of mildly handicapped

children. Principals must support such action, regular and special teachers

must trust and help each other and the way must be caref'illy prepared through

consultation. Both preferred having plans emerge from schools. Neither

advocated nor practiced the more active positions seen in the other two dis

tricts.

The elementary director focused solely on mainstreaming and, unlike his

counterparts, gave no attention to referrals or'staffings. He let principals

take the initiative and the primary resource on which he appeared to rely for

implementation was the commitment, and skill of principals. There was no dis

cussion of deliberate overtures to weak principals as in the other two dis

tricts.
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or was there any sign of collaboration
with the central special educa-

tion agent for the district. She was seen as busy in the schools and as use-

fUl to the district staff to alert them to impending emergencies. However,

the elementary director did not feel that he could or should assume responsi-

bility for the` implementation of 94-142: "I don't have the expertise to know

. what is best. for these special children."

The special education representative to the district reported minimal

involvement with district staff. She appeared to be very much on her own as

she worked with principals and teachers. There were no concerted strategies

for implementation which joined line and staff. In fact, the principals of
1

the four schools in the study with existing LD and EMR classes in the dis-

trict reported that the categories were not merged in 1979-10. Neither the

special education representative to the district nor the consultant in the

district favored the innovation. In fact, both were adamant against it. The

district special education consultant was the strongest and most vocal of the

three district consultants. He was the only one to hold staffings in the

schocLs rather than in district offices. Both he and the representative to

the district believed that EMR and LD children were very different and"that

it was a great mistake to throw them together in common classes and ask

teachers in one or the other specialty to teach both kinds of children.

It seems likely that district officials never explored the degree of

actual implementation because they looked to their two special educators to

lead rather than assuming that responsibility themselves. If they heard no

complaints (and they would not, for the principals preferred the previous

policy), they assumed that all was fine.

1r)Ofts,
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The district director fox secondary schools relied primarily on their

principals for implementation of the lay. In contrast to the first district

secondary director, he regarded high school principals as largely autonomous

because of their capacity to develop supportive local constituencies. The

first district director reported tight central direction of secondary policy.

These differences illustrate the manner in which the organizational climates

and cultures of the districts differed.

We have seen three distinct organizational cultures, each of which

affected the implementation of 94-142 in its own way. These portraits help

one understand the dilemma facing
the department of special education. If

the department were to attempt to control and direct implementation, the pas-

sive support o2 district officials would negate the effort. On the other

hand, even if each district assumed responsibility for implementation and

used the department as a resource, actual programs would vary according to

district style and climate. It was very difficult to achieve a balance in

which the districts and the department worked together to achieve strategic

goals.

Strategic Perspectives

There were 15 people in school administration who were paid to concern

themselves with strategies for implementing 94-142. The director and assis-

tant superintendent of schools, eight district administrators and five cen-

tral office special educators comprised the group.

All f;.iteen approached` implementation questions with a common under-

standing of what schools are like and how one goes about changing them. They

ofter used the same words and phrases. It would be difficult to separate

ideology from perceptions of the situation in these beliefs:
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1. The principal is the key to a "good school."

Innumerable statements could be compiled about the characteristics of a

good principal and the consequences for the school, and they would all say

the same thing. The following comments by a special educator are

representative:

A principal who handles his own problems is a principal who
knows what's going on in his reguLar classroom situation, who
deals with reading and special education and arithmetic and
everything else in a positive way . . . . You cannot show me a
principal who cares about the third grade kids. . .and he's
working to have a good math program, and a good reading program,
who will not also at the .same time be working in special
education.

A number of ideas ar? in this statement. The principal must be a

leader, not a namby-pamby. Teachers want to be led. The principal must be

educationally proficient. And finally, the principal must be committed to

nurturing individuality in children, so that a good school will serve equally

the handicapped and the gifted.

2. A "good school" has few walls.

This does not mean that it is an "open" school, but that the curriculum

be fluid enough to open the doors of classrooms and bring teachers together.

Without exception, it was believed that a principal who could engender

security and trust would be able to create such openness. One knew it when

one saw it, for example: "Oh, the same way you select a barber shop. There

is a barber shop where you can get good conversation
. . ."

It was generally recognized that 94-142 could not be implemented unless

regular teachers were prepared to keep or accept special students in their

classes. The barriers between regular and special education would have to
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fall and special teachers would have to find ways to help regular teachers

who agreed to mainstream children. The model for the entire system was the

well-established resource room program in which children with learning diffi-

culties were given special nelp by resource teachers but spent most of their

time in the regular classroom.

Although resource room teachers were in special education, the program

was not generally perceived to be a special program. Rather, it was seen as

a resource for regular teachers. The ideal for 94-142 already existed in

capsule form.

3. The school system works through the principal to achieve a "good-
,.

school."

This is both a promising and a limiting prospect. It is promising

because one gets results from the right kind of principal, limiting because

there are too few of them.

A good principal can be left alone. District administrators, to whom

principals are accountable, devise ways of helping the rest. One provid., a

vice-principal with complementary skills, or a team of specialists, or relies

on a lead teacher, but most of all, one exhorts the principal to do better.

systematic strategy for shaping a school independently of the principal

emerges. This can be discouraging as one special education staffer recalls:

It has taken me a long, long while to know the numbers of
principals that . . . I just don't even want to go out to that
school because they don't want tp cooperate when I go out there.
They don't want the boat rocked at all.

A. Schools are too different to be usefully compared and judged by

common standards for implementation or results.
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Each school was seen as very much a unique configuration of leader,

followers, and circumstances. It was not thought to be fair to ccipare

schools by common standards of performance since their circumstances were so

different.

As s,result, it was assumed that individual schools were to be worked

with in idiosyncratic terms. The right combination of resources"- principal,

teachers, and materials--would create a school climate which would produce a

favorable outcome for children. Of course, none were so naive as to think

that all schools could be "good schools." But all schools could be improved

through ad hoc strategies cast in terms of the needs of patticular schools.

The existence of these assumptions may help to explain why there were no

district-wide strategic plans for implementation nor. any systems for com-

paring and evaluatiag school performances on 94-142 procedures and compli-

ance. Suffice it to say that there had been no discussion of studying the

1 impact of the program upon children.

This is not said as criticism. The' particularity of school character-

istics and circumstances is a manifest fact. School administrators have
A

limited time, energy and resources- and can deal with only a few problems at a

time. The tendency was tg,focus on emergencies, disputes and the worst

cases. It is not clear what a scheme for systematic comparative evaluation

of school performance would look like. Certainly, such a framework would not

be self-activating. Gathering the information would require a research task

of greater complexity than our own research efforts.

e The difficulties of evaluation are compounded by a law which asks that

every child be treated as an individual in a situation offering the maximum

number of options. If this change is taken seriously, it becomes very diffi-

cult to judge the appropriateness of decisions regarding individuals without

going into cases in detail. But considerable sampling of cases is required
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in order to discern larger patterns. And again, one faces limits of time and

resources.

One thus saw a number of ad hoc implementation
strategies which were not

consciously related. Procedures for compliance, such as the use of IEPs,

were put in place. Workshops were initiated to allay fears and promote

understanding of compliance requirements. Much time as spent in placing

individual children in good school situations.
Principals and teachers were

encouraged to try new approaches. Finally, the first steps toward a compre-

hensive'plan for special education in every school were taken. That was

something more than an ad hoc strategy but the implementation was necessarily
ad hoc. A special education staff member describes a typical set of problems

arising from the consolidatin of LD and EMR children in si..gle classes:

. . . We opened up at least two or three schools in one districtlast spring and then generated about six more this fall, almostabout ten,'I don't know what the figure was. But, they're all invarying degrees of disarray. You couldn't always get the aides inwhen you got the teachers. The numbers didn't work out as projectedbecause most of our data is not that good. We thought there wouldbe X number of kids and you projected X number of teachers. Weeither came way under or way over.

Finally, there was a tacit understanding that the secondary schools,

particularly the high schools, would have to ait. Elementary school chil-

dren were to receive priority. Special educatibh had been historically

closer to elementary than to high schools.
Many handicapped children had

been pushed out of school by eighth grade. There had never been an LD pro-

gram in the high schools since learning disabilities were believed to be tem-

porary conditions which would respond to treatment. Thus, most high schools
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nad developed unsophisticated options in remedial reading and mathematics,

laced with simple vocational education, for EMR students.

In short, grand schemes were not appropriate for.any area of implementa-

---tion-.--

A Bird's Eye View of The District

The state department of education is charged by federal law with moni

toring the performance of local school systems on 94 142. This is done by

periodic visits by state staff members in which teachers arol principals are

interviewed, IEPs are read and classrooms are visited. The SEA has a check

list of conditions to be met in an ideal program which is based on both fed

eral and state law.

The SEA uses these monitoring guidelines as the test of compliance. If

a prescribed procedure is not in place, this is a red flag for further

inquiry. If the procedure is in place, nothing is asked about its-quality.

The monitoring gets at quality only on questions of compliance, not in regard

to quality of services.

For example, one of the state monitoring guidelines reads:

The evaluation by the LEA (of the child) is made by a multi
disciplinary team or group of persons including at least one
teacher or other specialist with knowledge in the area of
suspected disability.

This particular rule was the entering wedge by means of which state

inspectors discovered two examples of what they felt were widespread lapses

in the district referral system'.

They were extremely upset to find that resource room teachers were doing

assessments and making staffing decisions by themselves about whether to

place children in resource room programs. It was as if the program was an

adjunct of r!gular education rather than one part of special education. In
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fact, this was the view throughout the district, in both regular and special

education. Great pride was expressed
that principals and Leachers regarded

the resource room teacher as a person who supplemented the work of the regu-

lar classroom teacher. This was seen as a pioneering "mainstreaming"
program

and it was the model behind the plan-to place comprehensive classes in as

many schools as possible. It was hoped that the teachers of those classes

would have the same sharing relationship with regular teachers as that of

resource room teachers.

From the state point of view, however, school atmosphere, relations

among teachers, and decline of the barriers between regular and special edu-

cation were beside the point. The schools were not in compliance with the

law. Children in resource rooms were not receiving staffings in which a

multidisciplinary team assessed their needs and prescribed a program. The

resource room teachers were not even using a psychologist.

There were even' more specific infractions from the SEA vantage point.

Children placed in resource roms had been labeled as having "learning prob-

lems," which was permissible under the state law, and when 94 -142 went into

effect without such a category, the special education department labeled them

as LD without evaluating them. However, in response to criticism, the chil-

dren have since been reevaluated. Another infraction was the failure to use

M teams for the gifted. The state law called for services to the gifted

beyond the work of the regular classroom and thus, according to one official,

"They are handicapped and must be treated with the same procedures as handi-

capped children."

Special education administrators were steaming about this criticism

because they believe so strongly in the integration of resource room
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programs with regular classes. They saw compliance demands as having the

opposite effect from the intention of the law. As one put it:

The resource room program was a mainstreaming program and theteachers didn't even realize it. Now in order to serve the samekids, we must follow the guidelines. We call it special educa-tion. We thereby tell parents the child is retarded. For a lotof kids in the mild range, to label them is the worst thing.

Practical constraints enter into the dispute in addition to these philo-

sophical differences. The number of school psychologists (who are funded by

the regular education budget) has been reduced at the same time that refer-

rals for evaluations have increased. Large numbers of referrals are left

unprocessed at the end of the school year. The head of the psychology divi-

sion is aware that this creates another target for criticism by state and

federal monitors. He explicitly used the threat of such sanctions for

bureaucratic leverage against continued budget and'staff reductions by

writing a memorandum to his superiors requesting an increase in the number of

psychologists.

The use of resource room teachers rather than psychologists to assess

children is a tricky question. There is the possibility that they make mis-

takes and are not competent to evaluate children by,themselves. They use

achievement tests whereas psychologists use aptitude tests. However, there

is ga self-correcting aspect in that children
who cannot make it in regular

classes with resource roam help are sent to self-contained special classes

through staffings. In any event, state monitoring does not ask about effec-

tiveness, only about procedures.

A second tension between the SEA and district was seen in the ambiguity

about labeling and individuation. The federal law does not require that

'local school systems use the traditional labels to classify handicapped
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children. But state reporting rules require that the services to children be

so characterized. Therefore, even though the system is on the way to a

collapse of the LD and EMR groups, children must be reported as belonging to

those categories for the school systemto receive state money for them.

This discrepancy in outlook may help explain the perceptioL of the SEA

wonitoring team that many special students had been placed inappropriately.

This perception arose frcm the sampling of
staffing recommendations for stu

dents in comparison with actual placements. The placement too often matched

available space rather than the actual recommendation. Some of this discrep

ancy may nave been due to different
expectations of state and local staffs.

State Officials wished to maximize specialized services within the accepted

categories of handicaps. -When this led to the discovery of classes in which

LD and EMR children had been brought together, the assessment was sure to be

negative. The collapsed classes would not account for all the discrepanciei

between recommendations and placement because the problem extended beyond the

relatively few collapsed classes in 1979-80. However, from the local view
point, the state insistence on thinking in terms of the old labels was short

sighted and failed to appreciate the step toward individuation of programs

which the 1979 reforms were intended to achieve. The dislocations of

transition, which the compliance review picked up, were thought to be

temporary.

It appears to us that both points of view have merit, each can invoke

the law for justification and neither can demonstrate that its strategy will

bring'greater benefit to children than the other.

Finally, state inspectors caught the district in lapses caused by the

effort to set up routinized procedures for large numbers of children. Ic was
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discovered that, in many instances, psychologists were working alone on

referrals rather than in cooperation with an M team. This matched our own

findings, which will be reported in the next chapter. We also found that

psychologists were extremely useful as gatekeepers who would return children

who had been inappropriately
referred back to their regular classroom.---How

ever, state officials were correct in their criticism that psychologists

should not be judging the appropriateness of special education placement

recommendation after the psychologist had determined that something of the

kind was needed. According,to the law, the M team should have been assembled

for the initial decision. But, it is not hard to understand the difficulty

of assembling full M teams to assess every child referred. The use of the

psychologists for the first assessment was an understandable shortcut.

By the same token, SEA monitors were critical of the fact that IEPs were

written by special education teacher's in the actual placement location. This

was not technically in compliance with regulations but district staff members

argued that the rPs were faithful to the staffing recommendations and that

it was more efficient to have teachers write them than for a committee to do

so. The SEA critics contended that many of the IEPs were of a lower quality

just perfunctory checklists than should be expected of a good school

system.

The problem

work here. And,

dures which they

alternatives

of bureaucratic overload of staffing demands was clearly at

again, neither group was able to demonstrate that the proce

favored would have better
consequences for children than the
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As a consequence of all the ambiguities about criteria for compliance

and the tension between concerns about compliance and the search for effec-

tiveness, individual schools were not only confused about correct procedures,

but also had great latitude to shape implementation in accordance with their

own values and routines. We now turn to this subject.
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Footnotes

1P. L. 94-142, Section 601 (b)(4).



126

CHAPTER 4

Elementary Schools

The requirements imposed upon local school systems by P. L. 94-142 were

apparent in the 'law itself, but the actuality of implementation depended on

the day-to-day operation of individual schools.

In order to assess implementation in individual schools, with the object

of tracing factors that enhance or impede it, it was necessary to develop

criteria of implementation sensitive enough to allow detection of any impor-

tant differences among individual schools. The law's requirements suggested

the categories of activity to study in the schools, but the performance which

constitutes implementation could be seen only in the schools themselves. An

examination of the 16 elementary schools, guided by the general requirements

of the law, laid the groundwork necessary for the development of criteria

that would delineate differences in implementation based upon aspects of the

implementation process as it appeared,in all 16 schools.

Overviews of each of the schools helped us to isolate that behavior that

embodies the implementation process,,in the schools. The law was then used to

give values to the range of behaviors actually found in the schools, thereby

providing criteria of implementation which could be used to sort out the

schools according to their overall performance in implementing P. L. 94-142.

Once performance differences were captured, it was posAble to ask what fac-

tors contributed to those differences.

It is difficult to visit a handful of elementary schools without being

struck by the differences among them. Some of the differences are immedi-

ately perceived. There are the quiet, orderly schools and the tumultuous
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schools; the bright, gaily decorated schools and the dim, somber schools;

there are the schools that visibly, encourage visitors and those that are

somewhat intimidating to outsiders. These differences in surface character-

istics are invariably accompanied by a disparity in deeper characteristics,

including social patterns, authority relationships, philosophies of educa-_

tion, program structures, teaching 'styles, populations served and many more.

Because this range of characteristics can combine into a virtually unlimited

number of specific constellations, it is easy to conclude that there is no

meaningful way that schools can be compared on the basis of a set standard.

An implementation study focuses not on the total culture of a school per

se, but only on aspects of that total culture" which are vital/to the imple-

mentation of a particular-program,
aspects which cannot be totally divorced

from the larger culture of which they are a part. However, some effort,must

be made to draw those salient aspects into the foreground of a school's por-

trait, while keeping the larger cultural matrix in sharp background focus.

Isolating the Implementation Procesi in the Schools

The 16 schools were examined in considerable depth. From the broad

array of data on each school, it was possible to sort out those behaviors

that comprised the implementation process as it operated at the level of

individual schools.

We found that teachers in all of the schools were finding children whom

they referred for special education services. Established procedures for

processing referrals and coming to decisions about the special education

needs of children existed in every school. Opportunities for mainstreaming

13
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existed in every sc at least hypothetically. For all schools there was

the possibility of adjusting existing programs and services to accommodate

children with extra needs through the regular program without ever remoring

them from the mainstream. In schools with self-contained special education

classes, there was the possibility of mainstreaming special education stu-

dents socially and/or academically.

These behaviors, when taken together, constituted the implementation

process in individual schools in its most concrete and visible form; and

although they were found in all schools, they clearly did not always look the

same in detail.

In order to move on to the question of the correlates of implementation

in individual schools, it was necessary to asses:. the "degrees" of implemen-

tation among schools. The following analysis incorporates provisions of the

law and the logic of implementation of that law that they embody in order to

give values to the range of behavior found in the schools. 'Ile

values for the component behaviors that best capture the implementation pro-

cess at the school building level then become a summary dependent variable--

perfopvance in implementing P. L. 94-142.

:,CriteriaJand Measures of Implementation for Individual Schools

Using 94=142 as the point of departure, the guiding logic of the

research led to a formulation of the dependent variable, i.e., a s.larch for

definitions and measures of implementation which could ultimately be matched

to school characteristics as independent variables.

1. Child Find

In o:dinary schools, the place for identifying children with handicaps

is the
\
regular classroom. The process of "referral" identifies candidates



129

for help. Referral may be initiated by teachers, parents, principals, or an

outside agency. A psychological diagnosis then deter11 ines whether there

should be a "staffing" in which a professional team meets with the parents to

develop an appropriate placement for the child.

There are five possible outcomes from a referral:

a. Return of the child to the classroom with the conclusion that the

referral was inappropriate.

b. Return of the child to the classroom with a diagnosis to help the

teacher serve the child.

c. Return of the child to the classroom with the assignment of special

help, perhaps from a resource teacher or some other specialist.

d. Assignment of the child to special education class in that or

another school.

e. Return of the' child to the regular classroom with no special help,-

when the child'needs help.

All of the options except (e) are compatible with the law, which asks

that handicapped children receive the services they need. However, it is not

obvious which of the first four choices is best for any &t child or suc-

cession of children.

A school which refers a large number of children for testing may be

seeking to get rid of them because they are handicapped, or, the teachers may

be very alert to the needs of children. One cannot determine which is the

case from referral rates alone. Such figures must be interpreted by know-

ledge of particular schools. For example, one school with a very low refer-

ral rate might appear from the figures to be disregarding the law but a close

look reveals that special educators and other supportive staff are working
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with children who have problems without a formal referral and staffing pro-

cess. They never leave the mainstream. Ranking by scoring would be mis-

leading. The principal in question may so resist the idea of stigmatizing

through labeling that referring is discouraged and diagnoses are informal.

The referral rates of the 16 schools in this study usually corresponded

with knowledge about the schools derived from interviews. All teachers were

surveyed. A sample of regular and special teachers in each school were

interviewed personally. All principals were interviewed e: least twice.

External views of each school were derived from directors of elementary edu-

cation for each of the three districts, superintendents, school psycholo-

gists, central and district special education staffs, and representatives of

advocate groups. This allowed referral rates for each school to be viewed

from the broadest possible perspective.

The referral level of a school is defined as the percentage of the total

school population recommended for psychological or other diagnostic evalua-

tion in a given academic year. Since the law establishes no standard for

gauging a reasonable referral rate, a standard based upon the median referral

rate for the 16 schools was developed.

The median referral level for the 16 schools is 5.2% of the total popu-

lation of the schcol. This figure is almost identical to the average refer-

ral rate for all elementary schools in the total system.* In weighing the

actual child find patterns in schools, all of the schools whose referral

*It is not known whether this single system average is typical.of other
systems. However, the system under study does provide special education
services to 14% of its school age population, 2% above what BEH has sug-
gested is the likely level of need nationally.



131

levels come very close to this average figure are given two points for appro-

priate child find. Two schools are substantially below the 5.2% figurgi but

because they keep and serve many special children in regular classes without

referrals, are given the high score. These two schools that deviate

from th 'attern were chosen because they are atypical in their approach to

serving handicapped children and are therefore not treated as a part of the

random sample. This is the single case in which interpretive data were

allowed to override the abstract measure.

Two schools have referral levels which are midway between our median

level (5.2%) and our highest level (11%) and are given scores of 1 because of

the high but not absurdly high referral levels. Qualitative information on

both of these schools suggests that some over-referral /indicated in some

cases. r
The four schools whose referral rates are mar d y. higher than the

me.dian are givn scores of zero, because over-referral is strongly indicated

from qualitative information.

It would be a mistake for a school administrator to use the 5.2 median

figure as the sole basis for judgment about school performance without

further personal knowledge. It would also be a mistake to impose a 5.2

requirement on all schools without further knowledge of pal icular situation.

A suspicious figure should simply be a warning sign to investigate.

2. Least Restrictive Environment

The law does not require the placement of handicapped children in regu-

lar classrooms. Such "mainstreaming" is the final step in a series of legit-

imate moves--for example, a move from an institution to a special school and

from a special to a self-contained special class in a regular school.

J
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The ambiguity of "mainstreaming" is confusing. Children are to be

referred out of regular classes, when necessary, but also moved in, when pos-

sible. Judgments about the appropriateness of such actions in any school are

difficult. The law clearly encourages the placement of the maximum possible

number of children in regular classes even if some part of their day is spent

in special education classes. But how is one to know the "optimal" number of

possibilities in a given school? These are professional judgments and such

judgments vary widely among teachers and principals. One could ideally match

schools with similar student populations to compare levels of mainstreaming,

but no two schools are exactly comparable in that regard.

One can look at the r6gular movement of children from self-contained to

regular classes within a given school. A low level may reveal a reluctance

to mainstream and a high level may indicate enthusiasm, but many records will

be mixed and unclear, especially with such small numbers.

Interviews told us a great deal about interest in and willingness to

mainstream handicapped children within each school. This was the primary

basis for the ranking judgments. For example, two very similar schools with

long histories of high academic standards have changed markedly in the demo-

graphic characteristics of the students since busing began. Slightly less

than half of the students in each school are minority children. One school

staffs a relatively high proportion of its students, and its special educa-

tion classes are largely self-contained. The other school staffs relatively

few students, and many of those in the special education classes are main-

streamed for part of the day.

1.; )
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The quantitative measures developed as indices' for LRE (Least Restric-

tive Environment) are roughly congruent with such observations. There are

two measures. All 16 schools were compared on staffing levels. Then, the

five schools with only resource rooms and no self-contained classes were

dropped and the remaining 11 were compared on the numbers of children who

were mainstreamed. The first score is assigned on the basis of th, staffing

level for each school, defined as the percentage of total population staffed

to self - contained special education classes in or out of the school. The

higher the level of such staffings, the less likelihood that the school is

making an effort to serve children with ,problems in regular classes before

resorting to self-contained special education placement.1 Use of regular

classrooms with support services to serve children is one variety of LRE as

described by 94-142:*

The median staffing level for the 16 schools is 2.2%. All schools below

that level or near that level are assigned a score of 2 on this measure, with

the exception of one school in which there is evidence that children are

being kept in the mainstream without appropriate support services. The

failure to provide needed services is as much a vioilation of LRE as the over-

provision of self-contained services.

*A staffing or multidisciplinary (M) team meeting does not necessarily result
in a full-time special education placement for a child. In this system, how-
ever, the dominant practice at the time of the study was to provide resource
room and other part-time services without a formal staffing. Screening and
parental participation requirements were fulfilled by resource teachers and
principals without involving district and central office special education
staff. This practice has subsequently been judged by the State Education
Agency to be in violation of the requirements of 94-142, and formal staffings
are now required for resource room services as well as full-time placements.
We felt that the overwhelming evidence of this practice during the course of
this study justified our presumption that a formal staffing was tantamount to
placement in a special education class.
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As in the case of measure 41, two schools are about midway between the

median level and the highest level (5.5%), and are therefore assigned a score

of one. Three schools are given a score of zero becaus of their markedly

high staffing levels.

The second LRE score is app.ied only to those schools housing self-

contained special education classes. This score is given on the basis of

reported degrees of mainstreaming from special education classes in each

school, defined as the number of children who go out of the self-contained

class into the mainstream for some part of the school day. (Reports of main-

streaming for PE and lunch are not included as a basis for this score, since

all teachers of self-contained classes report mainstreaming for PE and lunch

except some of those at one school.) Schools in which high numbers of the

total self-contained special education population were reported to be main-

streamed for some par: of the day received a score of two on this item.

Schools who reported some mainstreaming, but less than might be expected

(given everything else we learned about them), were given a score of one.

1Schools in which no appreciable mainstreaming was reported received a Score

of zero. This mark was also justified by other knowledge about how the

school functioned.

3. Quality of the Process of Individual Placements

If a psychologist judges that a ch'ild needs special help, the question

is presented to a multidisciplinary (M) team which consists of the district

special education consultant, the psychologist, regular and special teachers

or the principal from the child's school, and the child's parents. A con-

clusion is developed about the appropriate services to be given therhild.

Because all staffings are the responsibility of the districts, it is only

that part of the process which takes place within individual schools--that
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is, everything up to and including the decision to go to a staffing--that can

be used to compare individual schools.

The comparative analysis of our schools suggested four analytic compo-

nents which could be used to define the referral-evaluation process and to

assess the general quality of this portion of the total implementation pro-

cess from school to school. These components reflect the general process

standards thatare implied by 94-142. The components are: (1) a high number

of participants in the in-school process, (2) a high degree of communication

among participants in the process, (3) multiple opportunities for parents to

participate in.the process, and (4) a clear-cut search for service options

within the school before a staffing is considered. The first three compo-

nents are highly correlated but do not in fact collapse in every case. They

are therefore maintained as separate components in order to give maximum

range to the empirical variations among our schools.

Some elaboration of the meanings of the four components is desirable.

The first, a high number of participants in the process, suggests that the

greatest amount of available data on a child is being brought to bear upon

the process leading to a decision about whether or not this child should

receive self-contained services. In schools where a high number of partici-

pants are indicated, school personnel other than the referring teacher, the

principal, and the psychologist, such as a resource room or other special

education teacher, are usually included in the process. Parents are likely

to be used as a source of information about the child, not just as the

grantors of permission for the process to take place.

The second component is related to the first, but is nevertheless

distinct: a high degree of communication among participants in the process.

This is indicated when the evidence suggests that participants in the process

are engaged in a dialogue, characterized by a reciprocal pattern of
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communication rather than a sequential pattern in which the various partici-

pants appear to have their say at distiAct points in the process and then

drop out altogether.

The law requires that parental permission be given before a child under-

goes evaluation. Parents must also be informed of the evaluation results and

be given an opportunity to participate in the staffing, should one be

required. These minimal points of parental participation are insufficient to

receive a high score on the multiple opportunities for parental participation

component of this measure. Only those schools in which the evidence suggests

that parents are substantially involved in tie process at points before a

final d= ision is reached receive credit for this item.

The fourth component, a clear-cut search for service options within the

school, is important because some schools are much more inclined to search

for service options within the school before considering a self-contained

placement for a child. Objectively; some of our schools have considerably

more resources and service options than other schools, but the easy avail-

ability of program options does not control performance on this item.

Several schools, regardless of the resources they have, clearly pursue avail-

able options before separation of the child is considered. Only schools in

which the search for service options was seen as a part of the referral pro-

cess by major participants in the process received credit for this compo-

nent.

The point immediately preceding a formal referral is designated as the

beginning of the process because a pre-referral search for service options

and pre-referral screening are quite visible in some schools. The process
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ends when a final decision is made about whether or not a child should go to

a staffing for a self-contained placement. After that point, the districts

handle the process until a staffing decision is formally proposed. Once the

staffing decision is final, the central system completes the process by

assigning a placement purportedly based upon the staffing recommendation.

Although the law requires that the M team develop the Individual Education

Program (IEP) for a child at the staffing, IEPs in this system are written by

the receiving teacher after the child is placed. Because of right-to-privacy

guarantees in P. L. 94-142 and other complexities, the IEP component of the

law was not examined in this study.

The bases upon which scores reflecting the quality of this process at

the school level were determined derived from a comparative analysis of

interviews with school psychologists, principals, resource teachers and regu-

lar and special teachers.

9
The schools ranking high on all components of this measure receive a

score of two. Those schools ranking high on only one or two of these compo-

nents are given a score of one. Those schools ranking low on all of these

components are given a score of zero.

These criteria are neither mutually exclusive nor".exhaustive. Clearly,

;they do not capture all possible components of a process by which to imple-

ment P. L. 94-142 in individual schools. However, since no specific criteria

exist in explicit form either in the law or in research to date, it was

necessary to develop criteria for assessing implementation performance in

order to carry out this research.

Table I ranks the 16 schools according to our criteria and judgments.

The numerical rankings refl.xt both quantitative data and qualitative judg-

ments with the latter controlling when discrepancies occurred.
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TABLE 1

94-142 Performance, 1978-79

PERFORMANCE CHILD FIND LRE-1 LRE-2 PROCESS TOTAL

High A* 2 2 2 6

B*+ 2 2 2 - 6

C* 2 2 2 6
Da 2 2' 2 2 8
E+ 2 2 2 2 8
Fb 2 2 1 2 7

G+ 2 2 2 2 8

Middle H* 2 1 1 4
I* 1 1 1 3

J 2 2 0 1 5

K 1 1 1 1 4
L 2 0 0 1 3

Low M 0 0 1 1 2

N 0 0 2 0 2

Oc 0 2 0 0 2

Pd 0 0 1 1 2

*Highest possible total score is 6, since lack of special educa
tion classes makes LRE-2 inapplicable.

+These schools were selected for study because they are widely
regarded as good schools with outstanding principals. Two of the
three schools are viewed as having atypical approaches to serving
handicapped children (schools E and G). For these reasons, it is

highly likely that high performers are overrepresented in this sample
as compared to their actual proportion of the population of schools in
the system.

aChosen because it is a .fiddle school. Most schools in the
system follow the traditional elementary, junior high, high school
pattern.

bChosen because it houses one of two classes in the public
school system for the trainable mentally retarded in a regular ele
mentary school. All other TMR classes are housed in special schools.

cChosen because almost half of the school's population is
handicapped.

dChosen because it is a very small school As compared to most
other elementary schools in the system. It also has a sizable spe
cial education population.



TABLE 2

94-142 Performance and School Characteristics

High Performance SES* Pct. Black

Court
Ordered
Desg.

A low 62.6 yes
B middle 7.5 no
C riddle 8.5 no
D mixed 21.9 yes
E mixed 32.2 yes
F mixed 46.7 yes
G mixed 42.5 yes

Middle Performance

H middle 5.7 no
I mixed 29.3 yes
J mixed 34.5 yes
K low 18.2 yes
L low 33.6 yes

Low Performance

M low 41.7 yes
N low 48.5 yes
0 middle 0.4 no
P mixed 42.5 yes

139

Regular Student
Achievement** Enrollment***

below avg. 800
avg. 500
avg. 400

not avail. 600
above avg. 300
above avg. 200

mixed** 300

above avg. 700
above avg. 500

avg. 400
below avg. 300
below avg. 300

below avg. 300
avg. 200

above avg. 200
above avg. 100

*"Mixed" SES indicates a marked difference in SES between the
school's neighborhood zone and its bused-in zone.

**School's Fall 1978 standardized achievement test scores com-
pared to scores for all schools.

***Rounded off to the nearest hundred.
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Table 2 analyzes the schools, in rank order, according to the percentage

of black students, academic achievement scores and pupil population. None of

these factors seem to be important across the board for the implementation of

94-142. This leads us to ask about the importance of institutional variables

in accounting for differences in performance.

When criteria for the implementation of 94-142 were applied to the 16

highly individual schools explored in this study, the above three performance.

groupings resulted. However, criteria of implementation are abstractions and

schools are complex realities. In order to differentiate among those real-

ities in ways that are interesting for social scientific analysis, it is

necessary to develop and apply abstract criteria to real life settings; but

the concrete realities should be retained and apreciated in conjunction, with

the more analytic perspective.

Sdme description of the overall flavor of the settings to which these

criteria were applied may help to supply an element of u.schoolness" that is

quickly disguised by a categorization scheme.

Overviews of Sixteen Schools

School A, a very large inner city school, is habituated to serving chil-

dren in ways that go beyond standard educational services. Because of its

seriously economipally deprived population, it has had the opportunity to

participate in'a number of special programs and has taken advantage of those

opportunities. It serves hot breakfast to the vast majority of its 800-plus

students, with the school's teachers supplying the labor for this activity.

It runs a foster grandparents program which brings the elderly of the commu-

nity into contact with the youth of the community, apparently to the benefit

of both groups. Title I academic support programs are numerous and actively

employed.
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The principal'of this school believes that community-based service

centers are highly desirable and would like to see schools serve as the focal

point for such centers. This philosophical commitment is clearly embodied in

this principal's school, and the excess administrative burden placed on the

principal as a result of this enlarged sphere of activity has not affected

that commitment. Special education in this school appears to be just another

willingly offered service. "What can we do for this child?" seems to be the
11

first question associated with the referral process in its, various stages.

Both the principal and the school psychologist gave the search for service

options equal standing with the legally required referral procedures.

The low number of children sent away from the school for self-contained

special education services would indicate that emphasis on this aspect of the

process is substantially more than rhetorical. Children in apparent need of

extra services are found and referred for evaluation, but most are given

those services in the school, often without resort to formal evaluation.

School personnel provide parents with transportation to school conferences

about the child if it is necessary in order to guarantee parental participa-

tion. If the mainstreamed services do not meet the child's needs, a more

restricted environment can always be, considered. The psychologist reports

that reconsideration is not often necessary.

School B is a school that prides itself on being at the forefront, of

educational development, and P. L. 94-142 has been received in the school

with such the same spirit. This school seems always to be in the vanguard of

new curricular and programming experiments.' The principal is usually adept

at getting what is desired from the higher levels of the school system and is

able to bring this talent intO the service of children with special needs.



142

Very few children are sent away from this school for special education

services, because most of those children needing extra services are given

those services in the mainstream of their home school. School B's resource

room teacher is fully integrated into the total faculty and is an'important

element in the search for inschool options for children with special needs.

The principal of school B is convinced that parental participation

involving services for children with special needs is more than a nicety.

The principal is so persuaded that parental participation is necessary for

the child's wellbeing that recalcitrant parents have been threatened with

suspension of the child from school until the parents aP to discuss the

child's needs. This extreme measure has been resorted to only twice, but the

principal finds it very effective in producing the desired results and feels

obliged to use it when the wellbeing of a child appears to be at stake.

School C is a happy school, inside and out. It is always festively

decorated and is characterized by a quiet hum of activity. Its principal is

a person of enormous energy, and much of that energy is devoted to making the

school a happy environment for all. Parents can be seen coming and going

from this school with regularity and ease. It projects an unusually hospit

ai. -)enness to the visitor, be :le parent or researcher. This school seems

to orchestrate an almost unending array of extracurricular events such as

career days and international festivals that bring the community into the

--..ho..,1 several times in the course of a school year.

This happy openness is undergirded by a serious, highly professional

commitment to education. The faculty is striking in its selfconfidence as

capable teachers with grave responsibility for serving the community's chil

dren. Their sense of self sufficiency and selfdirectedness was captured by
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their inordinately uniform response to survey questionnaire items concerning

the extent of district level, school system level, state, and federal influ-

ence on the individual school. Most school faculties felt that the extent of

influence at thes levels was about what it should be. Teachers at school C

dramatically exp essed the view that there was far too much influence from

these levels on th individual school. The special education resource room

teacher in school C, when asked if she had much interaction with other

teachers .in the school responded,

The teachers will stop me in the hall if they have a problem or
a 4uestion. Most teachers here are very competent. They don't
need as much help as a lot of teachers might. Sometimes I even
ask them for help. It works both ways here.

School C teachers communicate a sense of shared responsibility for all of the

school's children, and very few children leave the school for self-contained

special education services.

School D is a recently reorganized, prototype school. It is a middle

school in 1 system largely organized along the traditional elementary, junior

high, and high school format. There is a certain self-consciousness and

pride on the part of the principal and among teachers in the school in being

involved in the experiment. The school had previously been an all black high

school serving a basically disadvantaged population. It now serves a

broader, economically mixed group. Like most secondary schools, school D is

departmentalized, but the basic element of the program structure is the

grade-level team composed of all teachers at a given grade level including

special education teachers. This arrangement provides a natural flexibility

in programming for individual students, including students in the five
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classes for the learning disabled. There is considerable mainstreaming of

special education students, and very few new students are staffed into

special classes. The school showed some signs of the strains of newness and

change, but on the whole appeared to be functioning smoothly. The principal

is an articulate spokesperson for the school who projects a genuine commit-

ment to the new organizational format.

School E is the only completely open-space school in this study. The

school's handicapped population, which includes several highly involved

physically handicapped children, are necessarily mainstreamed in school E.

Teachers, as well as students, are constantly interacting by design. The

school's principal, as well as its teachers, seem devoted to the open-space

school concept, which they see as allowing a school to adjust to a much

broader range of individual differences among children than can be accom-

plished in a more traditional school setting. Over the years, this school has

sent an almost negligible number of students, to self-contained special educa-

tion classes and then it would appear, only after a series of adjustments in

the child's individual program proved to be inadequate to meet the child's

needs. The principal of school E is one of the system's most highly regarded

educators.

School F is a small school that previously served an affluent clientele.

It now has a mixed population and the school houses one of the only two ele-

mentary classes in the system for trainable mentally retarded students in a

regular school setting. The new principal of school F is a highly energetic,

enthusiastic individual who has already begun to build a reputation as a

capable educator after only a brief career as an administrator. Students

from regular classes in school F serve on a volunteer basis as tutors for
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handicapped students. Teachers in school F express mixed reactions to the

new regime in the school, but little open opposition to the new order is

apparent. The school is one of those in the system that has had a long-

standing reputation for academic excellence, and some teachers display a cer-

tain reluctance to abandon the tried and true approaches to education in

favor of newer, less certain approaches. Nevertheless, the school does

accommodate a variety of special education students and staffs a very mall

number of students into self-contained classes each year.

School G is headed by a principal who is reputed to be one of the most

dynamic and extraordinary principals in the system. The principal maintains

a fluid program in the school, and teachers seem very supportive of this

fluidity. The principal makes a point of knowing the children in the school

and making personal assessments as to what the individual needs of those

children are. Children are given a period at the end of each day where they

are encouraged to experiment with various subject matter, offerings of their

own choosing. Every six weeks, the child may choose a different activity for

this period of the day.

The principal of school G resists formal differentiation of handicapped

children and believes that a program that meets the individual needs of all

children can serve the handicapped without labeling them as different from

the test. For a number of years this school had no formal special education

services and yet the consensus throughout the.system was that this principal

takes care of all of school G's children including those with handicaps. An

almost negligible number of students have been staffed to self-contained spe-

cial education classes in this school in recent years.
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School H is a very large suburban school with a largely white popula-

tion. It is situated iii an area of the district that has undergone dramatic

population growth in recent years, in part as a reaction to busing in the

central city. Ten portable buildings outside the main building suggest me

magnitude of growth. The school is divided into largely self-contained

classrooms, with a single resource teacher for a population of altnost 740

students. Space constraints have not permitted additional services to be

offered.

In spite of the school's large population, relatively few children ate

referred for possible special education services and few are placed in self-

contained classes. However, there is little evidence that much adaptation to

the needs of special children takes place. School H appears to be under

stress produced by its size and rapin growth and much of the school's energy

seems to be turned to coping with those stresses. The principal reports that

the vast majority of the day is devoted to administrative matters.

School I once served its local, largely affluent population, but because

of busing, it has undergone a shift in the general character of its students.

The school continues to cling to its image of being dedicated to high aca-

demic achievement, but there is some indication that the principal and ma.y

of the teachers may feel somewhat frustrated in this ambition by the change

in the school's population. The school sends a rather high number of chil-

dren to self-contained placements in other schools. There is some indication

that many teachers in the school are not comfortable with too wide a range of

individual differences among students and are, therefore, somewhat quick to

suggest special placements. The principal of school I is widely thought to

be among the system's most able principals.
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School J serves a mixed population near the rim of the inner city. The

principal seems careful and guarded in his posture toward outsiders and dis-

plays a perference for orderliness and control. In spite of initial appear-

ances of rigidity, the-school's program structure is fluid and flexible, with

team teaching and a varied curriculum. The school also has an extensive

Title I reading and math support program. The programming flexibility in

this school does not appear to extend to the students in the self-contained

special education classes, however. There is an apparent reluctance on the

part of both the principal and regular teachers to participate in main-

streaming children from the special classes. Only a moderate number of chil-

dren are staffed to special education classes by this school.

School K serves a monolithically disadvantaged, racially mixed popula-

tion at the rim of the'inner city. The population is highly transient and

students are constantly enrolling or withdrawing from the school. On the

whole, the black population of the school comes from a slightly higher eco-

nomic group than the white population, and according to some of the teachers

in the school, this creates a certain tension in the community. The princi-

pal of the school at the time the study began gave the appearance of being

somewhat tired and overwhelmed and somewhat doubtful that this school could

do much to improve t'te life prospects of its disadvantaged population. For

the most part, education at school K was routine and self-contained in both

regular and special education classes. A small number of young teachers

departed from this pattern somewhat through informal arrangements by which

groups of children were exchanged for part of the day. Most children were

taught in a wholly self-contained setting, however.

1.,
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Teachers in this school seemed to feel the need for more guidance from

sources outside the classroom. In sharp contrast to other groups of teachers

in the study, a majority of teachers in school K responded to the survey

questionnaire that the principal, the district, and the central administra-

tion all exerted too little influence over what goes on in individual class-

rooms. Their survey responses indicated that they felt no one was really in

charge. Teachers in this school were reported to be somewhat quick to refer

children for special education services, wit teachers particularly

prone to do so.

School L is located in an area contaiuing Light industry and no nearby

residential areas. Nearly all the children are bused to the school from

housing projects and trailer parks. The school's population is economically

disadvantaged ar'i highly transient. School L houses two self-contained

classes for the educable mentally retarded, has one resource room teacher,

two Title I reading support teachers and one math support teacher. Regular

classrooms are largely self-contained. The principal and teachers of school

L appear to share a preference for traditional,
self-contained, basic educa-

tion and a general resistance
to mainstreaming special education students.

This philosophy is largely shared by the school's special education teachers

as well. However, school L staffs a moderate number of students into self-

contained classes each year.

School K is a neighborhood school that serves a racially mixed, low

socio- ec'cnomic population on the outskirts of the central city. The princi-

pal of this school is reported to have a propensity to attempt to control

every aspect of school life, down to the smallest detail. Teachers as a

group "in this school are fragmented and ill-at-ease. One teacher
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reported that when teachers complain or express disaffection over some aspect

of school life, the principal is likely to respond, "If you don't like it,

get out." This school is characterized by a very high rate of referral and

staffing of children to special education programs. These factors combine to

give school M a climate indicative of an uneasy truce among hostile fac

tions.

School N serves a racially mixed, lower class population on the outer

rim of the central city. Of all the schools in this study, it presented the

most difficulty for developing a clear, stable picture of its structure and

operations. School N displays an array of ambiguities and contradictions

which appear to confuse the staff within the school at times. Of all the

teachers in all elementary schools in the study, school N teachers complained

most vigorously about discipline problems among the students although its

population is very similar to those of several other schools in the group.

The principal is an outgoing, personable individual who appears to be more

interested in educational philosophy than in educational administration, and

teachers report that the principal's attention to administrative matters,

including discipline, is inconsistent and erratic. The principal vocally

disapproves of categorizing and labeling children as exceptional, and yet

school N has a higher rate of referring and staffing children into special

education than any other school in the study.

School 0 is a neighborhood school in an all white, middle class insular

suburb far removed from the central city. Because the community's population

is so stable, the school has experienced a pronounced decline in its student

population in recent years. The prospect that the school will be closed has

been a rather constant threat to school 0 for several years.
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School 0, because of its radical population loss, houses a higher

percentage of special education students than any other regular school in the

system. There is indication that many of the school's teachers as well as

members of the community feel that this is the price that must be paid in

order to keep the school, open.

The regular teachers in school 0 are by far the most atomized, autono-

mous group of teachers found in the study. The special education teachers

are more prone to interaction among themselves, but they are factionalized as

a group. There is no mainstreaming at school 0 and the staffing level is

somewhat high.

There has been a rapid turnover in principals in school 0 in the last

several years, and the most commonplace interpretation of this phenomenon

suggests that the community and the regular teachers, most of whom live in

the nearby community, worked in concert to effect the turnover. The princi-

pal of the school at the time of the study was a personable, nonassertive

individual reputed to be outstanding in the area of community relations.

School P once served a portion of the city's most affluent population.

It now serves a much reduced portion of that population plus a group of black

children bused from across the district. It too has experienced a dramatic

decline in the number of school aged children in the local community, and

even busing has failed to increase the population of the school signifi-

cantly. The school therefore houses:several classes for the learning dis-

abled but has nonetheless lived for several years with the constant threat of

being closed.
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The principal is a confident, self-assured individual who is strongly

committed to quality -..ducation of the traditional sort. This principal

clearly communicates a strong expectation that high quality is expected from

O

others in the school, teachers and students alike. This principal believes

that handicapped children need intensive special education and that to force

them into the mainstream prematurely is to do a disservice to both the handi-

capped child and the non-handicapped child as well. The principal has Con-

sistently insisted that only the highest performing handicapped children be

placed in the self-contained special education classes in the school, and all

evidence suggests that most teachers in school P are supportive of this

posture. There is considerable evidence that this school is quick to refer

and staff children into special education programs.

Independent Variables

The development of performance criteria and a reasonably clear picture

of each of the 16 schools in terms of those criteria provided a basis for

investigating the extent to which organizational variables could be asso-

ciated with differences in implementation performance. Table 3 lists the

independent variables which we came to associate with the performance of

schools. Information about these characteristics was developed through the

survey and interviewing process described earlier.

L1j*j
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TABLE 3

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES TO EXPLAIN DIFFERENCES

IN THE PERFORMANCE OF SCHOOLS ON 94-142

1. The leadership styles of principals

a. authoritative democrat
b. orderly manager
c. laissez-faire
d. authoritarian

2. Relations among teachers

a. frequent sharing of tasks
b. separated and work alone

3. Programmatic structure

a. wide range of curricular options and support
services

b. self-contained autonomous regular classrooms
with few curricular options

We infer that these are the important things about schools for the

implementation of 94-142. This cannot be proven. Our analysis is one of

descriptive plausibility with some statistical reinforcement.
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the stiidy began with the idea that the leadership styles of principals

might significantly affect the ways teachers interrelate with each other and

work with students. There is an ambiguity in the literature on leadership

about whetherIleaders create authority patterns in others or adapt their

styles to conform to established patterns. Therefore, the question was left

open. In any case, the identification of an authority pattern need not pre
I

sume causation. It will be recalled that the study employs the three pos

sible "ideal types" of principals derived from the work of Lewin, Lippitt,

and White as discussed by Sidney Verba.2

1. DeLocratic. Policies are developed through group discussions

guided by the leader. Group members have latitude to show initiative in

carrying out tasks.

2. Authoritarian. The leader determines policy and dictates the steps

for implementation sc : discretion by group members is limited.

3. Laissez .re. There is minimal leader participation in a process

of freedom of individual and group decisions. The leader takes part only

when asked.

The experimental research on which these concepts are based has indi

cated that "democratic" leadership will produce more member satisfaction,

more enthusiasm for the work, work of higher quality and as much productivity

as authoritarian leadership.3 Authoritarian leadership may get a task done

but the group members neither internalize goals nor make suggestions to

improve performance in the way that characterizes democratically led groups.

The laissezfaire leader obtains the least of any of these dimensions for the

group. 4
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The "participation hypothesis" asserts that democratically led groups

are more likely to be able to incorporate change into their activity because,

through discussion, they appropriate new goals as their own.5 This idea

matches findings about innovation in school curricula which relates the

implementation of new curricula to participatory processes in which teachers

incorporate new approaches into new routines.6

However, research has revealed another variation in democratic leader-

ship. Leaders may guide, persuade and perhapS manipulate group opinion under

the guise of participation. This may be due to the unwillingness of the

group to accept full responsibility. It is also because of the difficulty of

achieving consensus where opinion is divided. Therefore, the democratic

leader may have to be "authoritative." Such Leadership often gives the illu-

sion of full participation even though the group is being guided in a prede-

termined direction. So long as the illusion is believed, the positive bene-

fits which follow from the "participation hypothesis" accrue.?

Verba points out, and our research confirms, that it is extremely diffi-

cult to distinguish between democratic leadership which guides and presents

choices in an open manner and that which manipulates. In any case, such

leadqrship departs from the pure experimental model in which the group guides

the leader more than or asmuch as it is guided.

We found no examples of this pure model in our schools. We did find,

among teachers, a strong and dominant norm for what we call the "authorita-

tive democrat."8 Our interviews with teachers revealed that they expect

strength in principals because they want to be protected--from parents, advo-

cate groups, sometimes from students, and f_Jm higher administrators. But

they also want a principal .,ho Listens and respects their views. Such a
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leadership style contains both elements of persuasion and manipulation, as

our studies show, and we have not attempted to disentangle these qualities.

We found few examples of the pure authoritarian type. Most of the pure

authoritarians seem to have disappeared. The pure laissez-faire type is also

rare. Principals must do more than ignore problems, but we did find some who

seemed to do as little as possible.
Although. several principals in the study

were characterized by teachers as laissez-faire in their authority styles,

their performances as administrators divided the laissez-faire leaders into

two sub-groups. Teachers were asked the question, "Does your principal do

everything he /she can to make your job easier?" Laissez-faire principals who

received high, positive responses from teachers on this survey question also

tended to receive generally favorable overall evaluations from teachers in

the personal interviews. Laissez-faire principals receiving high, negative

responses from teachers on this question were subsequently evaluated much

less favorably by teachers in interviews. We retained this distinction in

our final classification of leadership types, reserving the label, laissez-

faire, for those principals who were neither active leaders nor efficient

adMinistrators. Principals who were described as passive leaders but effi-

cient, facilitative administrators we called orderly managers.

In short, we began with the three experimentally developed types and

revised and elaborated them in response to the descriptive material developed

by our research. Our other independent variables, relations among teachers

and programmatic structure, were subjects for study from the beginning. How-

ever, we did think it likely that a principal with a "democratic" style would

be found in schools with a high degree of collegiality among teachers.
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A discussion of the independent variables in the actual school settings

should give further indication of their meanings.

The Independent Variables in Schools

In spite of the many differences found among the schools in each dis-

tinct group, there were striking similarities which help to account for the

clusters which resulted.

High Performers

The seven schools in the high performer category are representative of

the variety of demographic characteristics among elementary schools in gen-

eral. These differences in general appearance may be more than superficial

in their effects on the public elementary school, but in terms of the

requirements of 94-142, the differences are less important than the similar-

ities to be found among the seven schools.

The mos: significant similarity among these schools for the purposes of

this study is their commitment and their capacity to meet the needs of the

individual child to an extent unlikely to be found in the typical elementary

school. This shared characteristic has different causes in different schools,

but certain distinct patterns emerge from This limited, sample.

In four of the seven high performing schools, the principal is the most

important factor contributing to the school's performance. These four prin-

cipals share certain attributes that produce an environment favorable to the

implementa,ion of 94-142. Most prominent among these shared characteristics

are leadership style and energetic involvement with all facets of the lives

of their schools. Leadership for these principals is an active pursuit.

1 f; 1
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Tne evidence p,oduced by this study indic.:tes that these four principals

luvolve their faculties in the decisionmaking process of the schools. Each

of mem encourges genuine exchange as an element of the decision raking pro
cess. Certain types of decisions may afford more opportunity for exchange of

ideas and opinions than others, but rarely do teacfters in these schools

report feeling excluded from decisions that have an effect on the lives of

their respective schools. At the same time that these principals are

leported by Leachers to be highly tolerant of differences of opinion and gen
erally open to suggestions, they are also reported to be strong, decisive,

and always in control of the situation at hand. The leadership style of

these principals is most aptly labeled as authoritative democrat and the

decisionmaking situation as structured democracy.*

Although the strong democratic leader is relatively 'are among elemen--

tary school principals, the characteristics of the four schools in this study

in which such principals were found would suggest that a variety of environ

ments are hospitable to the authoritative democratic leadership style. The

size of the four schools ranges from less than 200 students to 500 students.

The racial composition of these schools is comprised of less than 10% black

at the low extreme, and very nearly 50% black at the high extreme, with the

SES levels of the schools' populations varying widely as well.

In the three remaining high performing schools, principals were of con

siderably less immediate importance than other factors in accounting for per
formance. Included among these three remaining high performers is a large

inner city school with an extremely low SES population, a lower middle class

*Three of these four principals were in the schools tel2cted because theirprinciples are widely regarded as outstanding. Therefore, it is likely thatprincipals with the authoritative democratic leadership style are representedmore heavily in our study than their actual distrtbution in the system.
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suburban school, and a middle school (grades 5-8) with a mixed SES popula-

tion. Teachers in these three schools saw their principals as competent

administrators who work hard to see that teachers are able to devote most of

their energies to the classroom. However, teachers did not see these princi-

pals as vigorous leaders with the active decision-making posture of the

1)authoritative democrat, but rather as reluctant decision makers even though

they tend to be energetic administrators.

It was the teachers themselves who appear to make the difference that

contributes to high performance on 94-142 in these three schools. In terms

of age, extent of education, and other general characteristics, these

teachers did not diff r appreciably from other teachers in other schools in

the study. However, they were characterized by an extraordinary collegiality

and a sense of mission far exceeding that of the typical elementary school

faculty in this study. The specific character of the sense of mission was

somewhat different for each group of teachers, but the strength of that sense

was similar for each group.

In the large inner city school, teachers frequently expressed a great

sense of satisfaction from helping children who are uniformly disadvantaged.

Children with handicaps, as defined by P. L. 94-142, were not seen by these

teachers or their principal as being qualitatively different from the rest of

the school's population. Only the nature of the disadvantage was different

for the handicapped child. Although this same sense of mission is not

uncommoL among individual teachers in inner city schools, it was embodied in

the faculty of this particular school as a shared community value to an

extraordinary degree. This shared sense of mission was accompanied by a

strong, mutual fondness among the faculty that was not diminished by the
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unusually large size of the school. When asked what they liked best about

their jobs, teachers who were interviewed in this school consistently speci-

fied the other teachers as the single most pleasant aspect.

In the suburban school where teachers were the most important factor

contributing to high performance, the camaraderie took a somewhat different

form. Teachers in this school expressed a high regard for the professional

competence of their fellow teachers as well as a strong self-confidence in

their own personal professional capabilities. Their sense of mission took

the form of a strong commitment to the idea that as professionals, it was

their responsibility to serve the children sent'to them by the community.

Making personal adjustments in order to meet the needs of children with spe-

cial needs was seen as a part of that professional responsibility. The

resource room program in the school was well used to serve a broad range of

children, and sending a child to a self-contained special education class in

another school was considered to be a last resort, to be used only after the

total professional expertise of the school had proven inadequate to meet the

needs of the child.

In the high performing middle school, collegiality was in some measure

incorporated into the organizational design of the school. Working in teams

and sharing responsibilities for individual children was a part of the middle

school concept. Because the school was only a year old in its reorganized

form and was seen as a prototype for the school system being studied,

teachers seemed to feel that they were a part of a worthwhile experiment,

which further contributed to their collegiality.

It is difficult to say whether unusual cohesiveness among teachers in a

particular school results from specific causes or comes about fortuitously.
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Principals can undoubtedly foster its although they may not be able to bring

it about in the absence of "natural" compatibilities amo g a group of

teachers. Although the data of this study cannot speak to the causes of

unusual faculty collegiality, it does suggest that a higher degree of colle-

giality among teachers contributes to an environment favorable to the imp.'-

mentation of P. L. 94-142 in an' elementary school setting.

Opportunities for teachers to nurture collegial relationships in these

schools were almost certainly enhanced by the efficient, facilitative admin-

istrative style of their principals.

Although energetic, open leadership styles of principals and pronounced

collegiality among teachers contribute greatly to the differences this study

found in the 16 particular contexts of implementation, there is a third vari-

ableable that clearly exerts some independent influence on the process of imple-

mentation of 94-142 in individual schools. We have called that variable

"program structure," an important determinant of a school's ability to adjust

to individual differences among children. In other words, a flexible program

structure can provide principals and teachers with an enhanced opportunity to

accommodate individual differences among children, in a regular school

setting.

Program structure as a variable at the school building level emerged as

a result of comparisons of the allocations by different schools of instruc-

tional responsibilities. In some schools, the self-contained regular class-

room still dominates the progra structure of the school. Children may go

out of the room for physical educa on, but by and large, they stay with the

same teacher all day. In other schools, children may be grouped according Co

their performance levels for reading and math and sent to one teacher if they

e
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are high performers, another if they are average performers, and to still an-

)ther'tlffcher.if they are low performers. This ability (performance)

grouping allows a broader range of performance levels among children to be

accommodated in a regular classroom setting than might be easily managed in a

self-contained regular classroom.

Elementary schools differ in other aspects of program organization as

well. The extent to which teachers work together as teams, either trading

off responsibilities for certain subjects or sharing responsibilities, is

another source of program variation. Ability grouping and team teaching

practices are sometimes formalized by departmentalization, although this for-

mal organization feature is relatively rare at the elementary school level.

Even the basically self-contained regular classroom program structure

need not entirely restrict the variety of service options for children if

there exists some conscious commitment in a school to adjusting to meet

the needs of the exceptional child. Teachers and the principal in one high

performing school reported that it was sometimes their practice to move chil-

dren to another classroom or for teachers to exchange them informally in

order to attempt to find an environment aore hospitable to a child's develop-

ment. It is not surprising that this mode of adjusting to the individual

needs of children was found in the school with high teacher collegiality

based upon mutual respect and a pronounced sense of professional responsi-

bility.

All of these program variations, both formal and informal, can serve as

resources for a school which allow it to serve a broader range of children's

needs in a fully mainstreamed setting with less stress than might be produced

L .1
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by the same range of individual needs in a totally self-contained regular

clasiroom setting. These program variations can also provide enhanced oppor-

tunities for schools that house self-contained special education classes to

mainstream children from those classes for some portion of the day. Addi-

tional opportunities for mainstreaming self-contained special education chil-

dren are present in programs that offer art and music as a regular part of

the school curriculum. Schools adhering more closely to a traditional

"basics" curriculum with little in the way of enrichment activities are less

likely to be able to do social mainstreaming with ease.

The evidence suggests that a differentiated program structure creates

opportunities which can substantially increase the ease of achieving full

implementation. A differentiated program structure charOterized all of our

high performing schools. There were differentiated program structures in

some schools in the middle and low performing categories as well, suggesting

that program structure alone does not guarantee that a school will score well

on the performance criteria used in this study. High performers share

characteristics that appear to account for their position in the implementa-

tion classification scheme. Schools in the other performance strata may

exhibit some of the same characteristics, but they do not display this

broader configuration of characteristics found in the high performance

group.

Middle Performers

Principals from the middle performing schools occupy all four leadership

style categories. Three of the five were described as good managers by their

teachers, but'all were viewed as less attentive to educational leadership

than were the authoritative democrats and orderly managers in the high

4
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performing category. Teacher interaction is high in three of the middle per-

forming schools, with a medium interaction level in the others. The self-

contained classroom is the dominant program structure in three of the five

schools, with some program variation in the remaining two schools.

Three of the five middle performers have transient, disadvantaged popu-

lations and face difficult educational tasks. Whereas this factor seemed to

serve as a stimulus.in some of the higher performing schools, it appears to

c'Institute a burden for these middle performers. A fourth middle performer

is so large that day-to-day management consumes the principal. The large

school in the high performer category seemed much less overwhelmed by prob-

lems of administration. Principals in the disadvantaged schools were des-

cribed respectively as authoritarian, laissez-faire, and orderly manager.

The principal of the large school was also described as an orderly manager.

The fifth middle performing school stands somewhat apart from the other

four. The principal is highly regarded and appears to be an "authoritative

democrat." The school is located in a middle/upper middle class neighborhood

and has traditionally enjoyed the reputation of being a "gcod" school academ-

ically. Busing has brought less affluent minority children into the school's

population in recent years. However, there has been resistance to taking

self-contained special education classes into the building because of the

strong academic values which the principal and teachers share. Handicapped

students would further change the character of the school.

In these middle performing schools, standardization seems to be pre-

ferred to individualization, although this is difficult to document. For the

non-handicappeechild, these are perfectly adequate schools in which there is

order and regularity. All are in pro forma compliance with P. L. 94-142, but

none have stirred themselves to go beyond pro forma compliance.
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Low Performers

There seem to be only a few ways to succeed but there are many ways to

fail. Failure, in this particular abC, -efers to only the most mechanical,

low effort, pro forma compliance wi7.1 P. L. 94-142 as gauged by this study's

criteria of implementation. The four low performers in our implementation

.classification scheme are considerably more diverse a group than those in

either of the other two groups.

In one school, the principal is depicted by teachers as a very typical

laissez-faire leader. The teachers in the school scarcely speak to each

other; they talk rather openly about the atomistic, individualistic norm that

prevails in the school. Accompanying this norm, and undoubtedly reinforcing

it, is a self-contained classroom program structure for both regular and spe-

cial education classes. This unyieldi",gavironment produced very low per-

formance on the implementation sca for the school.

In a second low performing school, the principal espouses a strong com-

mitment to effective learning, opposition to the labeling of children, and a

determination to create flexible programs for all children. Teachers per-

ceive this principal as arbitrary, inconsistent, and a poor manager. Some

teachers report that there is so little disciplining of students that the

school is in constant turmoil.

The principal of the third school is described by teachers as quite

authoritarian. This principal requires that teachers sign in and out of the

school. Teachers, however, do not see this principal as an effective.admin-

istrator. The program structure of the school allows for3some flexibility,

but that flexibility is not used in ways that improve performance on 94-142

as defined by our criteria of implementation.
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The foirth school, by traditional educatiodal standards, would be

regarded as an excellent school. It has a long tradition of high academic

standards, and achievement test scores from the school are typically high.

The principal of the school is a strong and effective but open person who is

described by teaokers as an authoritative democrat. Both the principal and

the teachers insist upon having only the most mildly handicapped children in

the school's several self-contained
special education classe for the specific

learning disabled. The self-contained classroom serves as the instructional

medium for both regular and special education classes. Teachers in this

i school meet regularly as a group under the tutelage of the principal, but

otherwise they largely tend to work alone.

To the extent that there is a clear pattern among the middle performing

and the low performing schools, that pattern seems to be a relative lack of

that configuration of characteristics found widely among the high performing

schools. The following statistical analysis suggests that, in these parti-

cular 16 schools, this is the case.

Analysis

All teachers in the 16 selected schools were mailed survey research

questionnaires. In addition, regular and special education teachers at each

school were interviewed by the research staff. Each teacher was asked speci-

fic questions about the leadership style of his principal, his perception of

teacher interaction at their school, and questions that revealed the program

structure of each school.

In an effort to disaggregate the relationships between the independent

variables--leadership style, teacher interaction, and programmatic structure;

and the dependent variable--performance status on 94-142, each independent

1" ..0
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variable was cross-tabulated with performance status. Table IV gives the

relationship between leadership style of the principal and performance status

on 94-142.

TABLE 4

Study School Classified by Leadership Style of the Principal
(Authoritarian, Laissez-Faire, Orderly Manager, Authoritative Democrat)

and Performance Status (High, Middle, Low) on 94-142

Leadership Style

Performance Orderly Authoritative
Status Authoritarian Laissez-Faire Manager Democrat

High 0 0 3 4

Middle 1 1 2 1

Low 1 2 0 1

In the high performance category, all school principals were either

authoritative democrats or orderly managers. Orderly managers were described

earlier as principals with a laissez-faire authority style who are also very

efficient, facilitative administrators. Fewer democratic principals and

orderly managers were found in the low performance category. In general, the

distribution of leadership styles of the principals shifts from predominantly

laissez-faire in the low performance category to predominantly democratic in

the high performance category.

The second independent variable, teacher interaction, was categorized as

high, medium, or low. If teachers frequently shared tasks and worked closely
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together on various projects, the school was classified as havillg high

teacher interaction. If the teachers in a school worked separately all of

the time the school was classified as having low teacher interaction. A

school was classified_as mixed on teacher interaction if certain factions of

the faculty worked al.ne all of the time while separate factions of the

faculty shared tasks frequently.

The relationship between teacher interaction and performance status on

P. L. 94-142 is shown in Table 5.

TABLE 5

Study Schools Classified by Teacher Interaction (Low, Middle, High)

and Performance on 94-142 (Low, Middle, High)

Te'acher Interaction
Performance Status Low Middle High

High 0 0 7

Middle 0 2 3

Low 3 1 0

All high performing schools had a high degree of teacher interaction. In the

middle performing schools, 60Z had high teacher interaction and 40Z mixed ,

interaction. In general, as the performance status ranges from low to high,

teacher interaction also ranges from low to high, indicating a strong rela

tionship between teacher interaction and performance status on 94-142.

The third independent variable, programmatic structure of the school,

captures the curricular options and support services available at each

school. The components of this measure are (1) ability grouping of students,

(2) team teaching of students, (3) departmentalization, (4) enrichment
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programs such as art, music and crafts, (5) informal exchange of students,

and (6) open classrooms. A score was constructed for the programmatic struc-

ture in a school by scoring a one for every program component present in a

school and counting the value for each programmatic structure component to

obtain the total score.

The minimum score for each school was zero and the maximum was six.

Table 6 shows the average score for the three performance categories.

TABLE 6

Average Programmatic Structure

Score for Each Performance Category

Performance
Status

Programmatic Structure

Score

High 3.7

Middle 2.2

Low 2.5

As with the other two independent variables, programmatic structure in a

given school is also related to performance status on 94-142. In general,

the high performing schools have more curricular options and support services

available as a resource for handicapped children.

Although each independent variable is related to performance status when

considered separately, a further analysis was necessary to determine the mag-

nitude of the relationship between the dependent variable and each inde-

pendent variable after adjusting for any correlation with the remaining inde-

pendent variables: For example, if leadership style of the principal is cor-
M1

related with teacher interaction and programmatic structure in the school,
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the title effect of leadership style on performance status can only be ev61-

uated after an adjustment of the effect of leadership style for these corre-

lations among the independent variables. Thus, the statistical procedure of

regression analysis was used to determine the independent effects of teacher

interaction, programmatic structure of the school, and leadership style of

the principal.

TABLE

Independent Relationships Between Performance Statuson 94-142 and Teacher Interaction, Programmatic Structure and
Leadership Style of the Principal

Standardized
ExplainedVariable Coefficient P Value % Variation

Teacher

Interaction .53 p .01 59.9

Programmatic
Structure ,38 p .05 11.9

Leadership
Style .20 NS 3.2

The regression method revealed that of the three independent variables

considered in the analysis, the independent effect of teacher interaction was

more closely correlated with performance status than either programmatic

structure of the school or leadership style of the principal. The indepen-

dent effect of programmatic structure was less correlated with performance

status than teacher interaction and the independent effect of leadership

style of the principal was the independent variable that was least corre-

lated with performance status (Table 7).
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Although this analysis indicates that leadership style of the principal

after adjustment for teacher interaction and programmatic structure is hot

correlated with performance status on 94-142, this does not mew that

leadership style of the principal should be dismissed as unimportant. One

could conjecture that leadership style of the principal fosters innovation

through increasing teacher interaction and increasing curricular options and

support services available in their school. For example, Table 8 shows the

relationship between leadership style of the principal and teacher inter-

action.

TABLE 8 .

Study Schools Classified by Leadership
Style of the Principal and Teacher Interaction

Leadership Style
of Principal

e a c h e r
Low

Interaction
Mixed High

Authoritarian 0 1 1

Laissez-Faire 2 1 0

Authoritative Democrat 1 0 4

Orderly Manager 0 1 5

In the authoritative democrat and orderly manager categories, most of

the schools exhibit high teacher interaction. Fewer schools with high

teacher interaction occur in the other leadership style categories. Although

these data cannot prove that qualities of leadership causes high teacher

interaction, they are supportive of the hypothesis that leadership style may

have an effect on performance status on 94-142 by contributing to teacher

interaction.

Another way in which leadership style might affect performance on 94-142

is through variation of the curriculum in a given school. This variation in

1
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curriculum is assessed through our programmatic structure variable. The

schools that have authoritative democrats or orderly managers as their prin-

cipals score relatively higher in terms of the programmatic variable than the

1.:istmz-faire or the authoritarian schools. This suggests that democratic

leadership style may have fostered innovation in the programmatic structure

of the study schools, although this study cannot really analyze that rela-

tionship beyond acknowledging the possibility that it exists.

Even though the analysis shows that teacher interaction and programmatic

structure of the schools are more important than leadership style of the

principal, this style may contribute to high teacher interaction and more

options in programmatic structure in the high performing schools. Data that

go beyond the scope of this study would be required in order to assess pos-

sible interrelationships among these independent variables.

This study did not attempt to make formal determinations of the philoso-

phies of education embraced by principals in the 16 elementary schools. How-

ever, considerable qualitative evidence from extensive interviews with the

principals suggests that the effects of leadership style may not be totally

independent of educational philosophy. All principals in the high per2orming

schools were inclined to view traditional academic achievement as one of

several goals of educatio., and not necessarily paramount to other goals.

These four authoritative democrats and three orderly managers seemed to feel

comfortable with the idea that children have a broad range of individual

needs that may not yitld to narrowly prescribed modes of programming and

instruction. The two authoritative democratic principals and the two orderly

managers in the other performance .ategories were inclined to elevate aca-

demic achievement above other posaibl,. educational goals. Although the data
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from this study does not permit statistical treatment of educational philoso-

phy as an independent variable, its probable importance is nonetheless

acknowledged.

Post Script

The bulk of the data on the 16 elementary schools was collect during the

school year 1978-79. In 1979-80, changes or attempts at change occurred in

three of our middle performing schools.

School K began the academic year 197980 with a different principal.

Interviews with the district leadership indicated that the change 4as made in

an effort to correct increasingly strained relations between the former prin-

cipal and the community. The new principal is an individual of great experi-

ence, energy, and tact who communicates an articulate, favorable opinion of

P. L. 94-142 and ics requirements. Mainstreaming of students from the self-

contained special education classes was occurring, (only a few weeks into the

new school year) and the principal had arranged for a series of parent

enaJlement seminars intended to bring the community and the school closer

together.

Teachers in the school reported a thorough change in both the level and

the style of leadership in the school, and district administrators spoke with

pride about a problem school that had quickly been transformed into a suc-

cess. It is interesting to note that school K is in the district whose dis-

trict administrators are the most assertive in their leadership style.

The magnitude and direction of change to date in school K would suggest

that if the study were done again and the performarce criteria applied to the

resulting data, school K might very well appear in a higher position on the

performance scale. Dramatic shifts can occur in a short time when leadership

is exerted.
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Changes in school K gave us new supporting information about the capa-

city of leadership to promote change. Attempts at change in schools J and L

resulted from the system merger of LD classes and EMR classes into the more

general comprehensive development classe.. Special education teachers in

schools J and L, like teachers all over the system, were uncomfortable with

the prospect of serving what they believed to be two dissimilar populations

in a single class. The principals of the two schools in turn voiced objec-

tions to the district director of elementary education and the special

education coordinator assigned to the district.

The special education coordinator, who is a vocal advocate for the col-

lapse of categories, suggested a strategy by which the-special education

teachers in each of the schools could give specialized attention to each of

the two categories of children in the class by mainstreaming one disability

group for part of the day and then mainstreaming the other disability group

for another part of the day. Neither school had previously mainstreamed

children from the special classes. Both principals raised the initial objec-

tion that a number of the children in their special classes were low perfor-

ming and would very probably be disruptive in regular classes. The special

education coordinator replied that the low performing students need not be

mainstreamed for heavily academic work. He suggested that they be sent out

for art or music or other activities for which low academic performance would

be less of a factor.

According to the special education coordinator, the principal of school

J quickly acknowledged the feasibility of incorporating mainstreaming as an

aspect of the new comprehensive development classes. School J already had

well-developed programs in art and music, and the movement of children from

1 `.'
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regular classes for instructional purposes was already practiced. The prin-

cipal was persuaded that very little change would be required in order to

include children from the special education classes in the school's general

program and routine. The opportunities for mainstreaming had bee- present in

the school all along, but until the district intervened, those opportunities

had not been utilized.

In school L, the effort at change was more complicated.. Unlike school

J, school L had a rigid program structure and Limited curricular offerings

with completely self-contained regular classrooms. It lacked the well-

developed art and music programs of school J, and it lacked experience in

moving children for instructional purposes during the course of the day. The

principal of school L was much more resistant to the idea of the comprehen-

sive development classes because substantially more change would be required

in school L in order to incorporate mainstreaming as an as)ect of the new

type of class. The special education coordinator reported that the princi-

pal of school L reluctantly agreed to do the best he could to make the new

type of class work but that the prospects of its being easily accomplished

were much less promising in school L than in school J because of the, differ-

ences in program structure.

These subsequent developments in elementary schools that had been

studied during the project's first phase bolstered the conclusions drawn from

the original data as to the factors seeming to influence in. 'ementation of P.

L. 94-142 in 16 schools. As these subsequent developments were occurring,

the project's second phase was focusing on those factors seeming to influence

implementation of P. L. 94-142 in secondary schools.
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Footnotes

'Richard A. Johnson makes a strong case for considering maximum use

of home school options as a legitimate aspect of Least Restrictive Environ-

ment in his essay "Renewal of School Placement Systems for the Handicapped,"

in F. J. Weintraub, A. Abeson, J. Ballard, and M. L. Lavor, eds., Public

Policy and the Education of Exceptional Children (Reston, Virginia: Council

for Exceptional Children, 1975), 47-61.

2Small Groups and Political Behavior: A Study of Leadership

(Princeton: Princeton Uninversity Press, 1961), 202 -22k.

3Ibid., 210.

4lbid., 215-216.

5lbid., 206.

6Paul Berman and Milbrey McLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting Edu-

cational Change,Vol. IV: The Findings in Review (Santa Aonica: Rand Corpo-

ration, 1975).

7Verba, op. cit., 224.

8The standardized survey of teachers produced this finding.
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CHAPTER 5

S'econdary Schools

While analysis of the elementary school data was being completed, field

work began in the secondary schools in the winter of academ: year 1979-1980.

Secondary education is conducted in 15 junior high schools (grades 7-8) and

18 senior high schools (grades 9-12). There is considerable variation among

the high schools in terms of population and programmatic diversity, ranging

from the largely traditional community high schools with populations under

1,000 students to the modern comprehensive high schools with populations

approaching 3,000 students. The junior high schools are much more uniform in

their curriculum and typically house about 500 students.

Because secondary schools are larger and more complex than elementary

schools and are considerably less numerous, it was decided to study the

smallest number of secondary schools that would still allow differences in

district leadership to be taken into account. One junior high school and one

senior high school were se3ected from each of the three districts. Because

of the general uniformity among junior high schools in the system, the

variety of special education services available in the schools was tae

primary basis for selection of the three junior high schools to be studied.

There is very little variation in the special education services offered in

the high schools but much variety among th,m in size and general program

structure. Senior high schools were chosen in an effort to capture the range

of variation in these characteristics.

Re;earch on the secondary s'ools consisted entirely of personal inter-

views. No survey questionnaire was employed in tl..e secondary schools because

it quickly became apparent that most teachers in secondary schools have

6
1 L.
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little or no contact with activities associated with the implementation of

94-142 in their schools. Since the research questions for the secondary

schools remained the same as they had been for the elementary schools, it

seemed desirable to concentrate research efforts in those areas most likely

to produce information with direct bearing on the implementation of P. L.

94-142.

All principals and assistant principals (18), guidance counselors (13),

special education teachers (20), and psychologists (6) were interviewed in

each junior high school and senior high school studied. Each of these indi-

viduals was asked to suggest regular teachers who had worked with students

from special education and who would be knowledgeable about special education

in the School. On the basis of these recommendations, 32 regular teachers

were interviewed. All district and central administrators concerned with

secondary education as well as special education staff were also interviewed

about the six schools.

By the time the secondary school phase of the study began, members of

the project bad established a clear understanding of what the implementation

of P. L. 94-142 had come to involve in the elementary schools. Early in the

course o' the secondary s-hool field work, it became clear that our under-

standing of the elementary schools could not be transferred unaltered to the

secondary schools. Organizational and historical differences between the two

levels of the educational system were accompanied by differences in the

implementation of P. L. 94-142 at each level. It was clear that these dif-

ferences would necessitate different criteria of implementation as well.
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Secondary Schools as Educational Organizations

Secondary schools are substantially more bureaucratic than elementary

schools by virtue of their size, their greater emphasis on specialization by

subject matter, and a generally more pronounced differentiation between

administration and teaching. Principals in secondary schools seem farther

removed from classroom instruction than their elementary counterparts, and

they appear to delegate more of the responsibility for instruction to depart-

ment heads and other teachers than does the typical elementary principal. It

might be said that elementary schools resemble small, basically egalitarian

communities, while secondary schools are more nearly hierarchical bureau-

cracies.

The most pronounced contrasts are between elementary schools and senior

high schools. Junior high schools seem to be caught somewhere in between.

Organizationally, they resemble senior high schools with their departmental-

ization and specialization by subject matter. Junior high schools tend, how-

ever, to be closer to large elementary schools in size and to have a more set

curriculum than senior high schools. Interviews with junior high school

teachers indicate that they see seventh and eighth grade students as midway

between the dependency of elementary school and the independence of high

school. Conventional wisdom holds that elementary school teachers teach

children and high school teachers teach subjects. Junior high school

teachers appear to combine these two teaching postures to accord with the

transitional nature of junior high school students.

These broad organizational differences have been paralleled by histori-

cal differences in the development and practice of special education in this

sch..ol system. In terms of the numbers of students served and the
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variety of ervices ofieredpccial education has been overwhelmingly an

elementary school affair. Secondary schools have been far less affected by

the changes in and growth of special Pducation programs in the lass decade

than have the elementary schools. Elementary schools have steadily increased

the numbers and varieties of handicapped children they serve, but secondary

schools continue to serve essentially the same population they have always

served--the educable mentally retarded.

There is evidence to suggest that this pattern will gradually be altered

as groups of physically handicapped
students, previously served in highly

specialized settings but increasingly being served in regular elementary

school settings, reach secondary school age and expect to continue their edu-

cation in a regular school environment. Programs for the multiple physically

handicapped and for the severely hearing impaired have been started in at

least two junior high schools in this system in recent years.

In spite of these portents of change, however, secondary schools across

this system continue to be very limited in the special education services

they offer and in the handicapped populations they serve.

Implementation Differences in the Secondary Schools

All of these differences between elementary schools and secondary

schools have implications for the implementation of P. L 94-142 in the two

settings. The array of requirements specified in the law are more nearly

attuned to elementary education as it is practiced in the school system than

to secondary education.

In elementary schools, much of the time and energy expended on the

implementation of the lar is directed toward child find. The referral and

staffing processes are components of the child find activity, and together
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they constitute a significant part of the implementation process at the

elementery level. At the secondary level, however, identification activity

becomes an almost negligible part of the implementation of P. L. 94-142.

The historical lack of special education services in the secondary

schools seem to account for most of this pronounced decline in the rate of

child find. Because secondary schools provide special education services

almost exclusively foz the educable mentally retarded, almost all of the

population eligible for these services have already been identified at an

earlier stage in the educational process. To the extent that referral and

staffing activities take place at the secondary level, they largely involve

students new to the school system or referrals from agencies outsida the

school system.

All of this is not to say that child find is unnecessary in the secon

dary schools because all students in need of- special education services have

been found. Teachers, principals, and guidance counselors uniformly report

that a significant number of students who would benefit from special services

are struggling in the regular program. Because the needed services are not

available, little can be done to address the problem.

Before the merging of the Learning Disabled and EMR categories in this

school system, by far the largest number of students receiving special

education services were classified as LD. EMR was the third largest

category. Although there were a few bl) classes in the junior high schools,

there were r".:ne in the senior high schools.

An elementary school special education teacher responsible for a class

of LD children close to junior high school age expressed concern in her

interview because she knew services would probably be unavailable for these

1 (d
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students when they got beyond elementary school age. In her opinion, several

of them were simply not ready for complete placement in the mainstream, but

she was certain that a full-time regular program placement would be all that

was available for them. Secondary school personnel suggest that many of the

students in need of extra services in the regular program come from this

large population of LD students that suddenly vanishes in high school.

The organizational character of secondary schools appears to make an

independent contribution to this phenomenon as well. Because of the variety

of curricular offerings in high schools, students with academic performance

problems can pursue programs which minimize the effects of their learning

difficulties. Most secondary school personnel interviewed did not believe

that this state of affairs was in the best interest of students with learning

difficulties, and most felt that their schools contained large numbers of

such children.

Lack of adequate special education services in the secondary schools is

a system-wide condition that affects all secondary schools equally. In addi-

tion, it is a problem over which individual schools have very little control.

Activities relating to child find do not suggest viable criteria for making

implementation performance distinctions among secondary schools as they did

at the elementary school level because through no fault of the individual

schools themselves, child find activities represent such a negligible part of

the implementation process in secondary schools. High schools in the study

had referral rates of no more than 1% and many of those were reevaluations of

students already in special education. Referral rates were somewhat higher

in some of the junior high schools studied, but not significantly so.
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Performance Criteria in the Secondary Schools

In the elementary school chapter, it was argued that performance crite-

ria designed to capture performance differences among schools must be based

on what actually takes place in schools 'hat can be related to the require-

ments of P. L. 94-142. In the case of secondary schools, those activities

are limited, if not in magnitude, at least in. variety.

Special education activities in high schools center around the self-

contained EMR classroom since that is the dominant special education service

at the secondary level. Junior high schools have a somewhat wider array of

services, including resource room programs in some junior high schools, but

as in the case of senior high schools, they basically serve students who come

to them already identified as handicapped.

Because the self-contained special education class is the primary unit

of service in secondary schools, the extent of mainstreaming within individ-

ual schools proves to be the most promising criterion by which to compare

schools. Mainstreaming as a criterion of performance at the secondary level

is fraught with the same problems that characterized it as a criterion at the

elementary level. It is impossible for the researcher to know if all stu-

dents for whom mainstreaming is objectively feasible are being mainstreamed

in a given school or whether those being mainstreamed are appropriately

served. These difficulties do not eliminate the extent of mainstreaming as a

appropriate criterion of implementation performance, but they do limit its

utility as a definitive basis of judgment.

Soffe degree of mainstreaming of students from the self-contained special

education classes into classes in the regular program was occurring in all

six of the secondary schools examined in this study. Interviews with regular

1:, :
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teacners in each school produced somewhat different pictures of the perceived

appropriateness of mainstreaming from school to school as assessed by those

teachers. A combination ol these two factors served as a general guide for

assessing implementation performance in the secondary schools.
/

Performance'Differences Among the Secondary Schools

The several differences between junior.high schools and senior high

schools as educational
organizations make it desirable to.assess Implementa-

tion performance in the junior high schools and in the senior high schools

separately. Therefore, the three junior high schools in the study were com-

pared with each other on the extent of mainstreaming from self-contained

classes and on regular teachers' perceptions of the appropriateness of that

mainstreaming in each school. In, the same way, the three senior high schools

were compared with each other in terms of those same criteria.

Performance differences among the three junior high schools were subtle

and difficult to distinguish. Differences among the three senior high

schools were more pronounced and therefore much easier to analyze.

Junior High Schools

The three junior high schools are typical of the system, both in their

curriculum and administrative structure. Instruction is offered in four aca-

demic subjects -- English, mathematics, science, and social studies--plus elec-
,

tives or "related arts" (home economics, industrial arts, music, and art) and

physical education. Each school is headed by a principal, assistant princi-

pal, and one or more guidance counselors.

Junior high school A shares these characteristics, but it differs from

the other two in the study both in its organization and in its handicapped

population. Located in a well-co-do residential area, the school has a 65%

/ i
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black population; the school's faculty is grouped in fourmember teams as

well as subjectmatter departments. Members of a single team--a teacner for

each of the four academic subjects--share a common group of students.

Several teams are grouped together in. each of three "mini schools" headed by

lead teachers.

Among the school's 450 students are a class of 7 multiple, physically

handicapped students, the first such group to have been in regular elementary

schools and now to attend a regular junior high school. The special educa

tion program also includes an EMRLD class of 15 students and a resource room

teacher who works with 60 students.

The principal is a consultative and participatory leader who prefers to

leave many decisions up to the faculty. The assistant principal assumes a

more managerial role, which includes monitoring implementation of 94-142 and

other programs. Both administrators rely more on the professionalism of the

faculty than on edict.

Both administrators are conversant with the provisions of 94-142 and its

implications for their school. Recently their time has been spent more on

the new group of multiplehandicapped children than on the retarded and

learning disabled. They placed the group with the team of teachers that they

-judged to be most flexible, and arranged orientation sessions with the stu

dents' former elementary principal. Their time has also been spent on juris

dictional disputes involving children with special educational needs who live

in group homes and halfway houses in the school's attendance zone.

The multiplehandicapped students are mainstreamed for all subjects

except physical education. Their special education teacher is part of their

'instructional team and provides individual assistance to both students and
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faculty. All of the EMR-LD students are mainstreamed for physical education
and related arts, and eight are mainstreamed for one or more academic scb-
jects. Most of the regular teachers report favorable impressions of their

experiences with mainstreaming, They feel adequately supported by the qpe-
cial education teachers, both of whom place a high priority on working with
other teachers.

Teachers in this school note a lack of direction from the principal on

most educational matters including 94-142. However, most do not think addi-

tional leadership is necessary; they think the mini-schools function well

under the guidance of the lead teachers. They also believe that the special

education teachers are exceptional in their efforts to integrate their stu-

dents into the regular program, and that these efforts are by and large suc-
cessful.

Junior high school B is located in an outlying section of the city in
the midst of middle and lower-middle class residential developments. It

houses over 500 seventh and eighth grade students, about 70% of whom are
black. The black population of both the school and the neighborhood has

increased steadily since 1970.

The special education
program consists of a resource room teacher ser-

ving about 40 students and an EMR-LD class of 14 students. Itinerant

teachers provide services to several students in regular classes with speech

impairments and to one partially blind student. There is one wheelchair-

bound student who requires no special education services for whom physical

accommodations have been made.

The principal is a soft-spoken individual who describes himself as a

democratic administrator, pointing to faculty committees and informal

1
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networks as ways in which the staff influences decisions. Faculty tIlembers,

however, see the school as a tightly run hierarchy with considerable emphasis

on rules and regulations. They are riot necessarily dissatisfied with this

arrangement. In fact, the principal is generally well regarded by the staff.

They point out that most decisions are handed down without consultation with

faculty members, but they are appreciative of the atmosphere of orderliness

that prevails.

The most common complaint about the general administration of the school

is more subtle but probably results from this style of authority. Teachers

feel that there is little in the way of professional discussion or joint

undertakings among the staff. They would like more professional interaction,

but neither the instructional program nor the administrative routines of the

school provide opportunities for it.

The principal speaks knowledgeably of P. L. 94-142 and of the range'of

services available at the school. Faculty members do not, however, perceive

administrative leadership on this policy. The principal's main role is as a

troubleshooter with parents and, if necessary, with the special education

department. Officially, the two guidance counselors have the primary

coordinating and leadership role in the processes of referrals, staffings,

and scheduling for mainstreamed students. In fact, the counselors exhibit

little knowledge of the issues involved in these processes and generally

defer to the school psychologist and special education teachers. Their role

appears to be primarily clerical--recording changes in students' schedules or

status--rather than substantive.

"1 LI t
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The resource room teacher has provided most of the leadership in the

school on P. L. 94-142. He screens all referrals and determines whether a

complete psychological evaluation is needed. Not many cases become

fullfledged referrals. In addition, he acts as a consultant to regular

teachers (about other students as well as his own) and has provided education
on the law for the rest of the faculty.

The EMR-LD teacher has just completed her second year at the school,

having been transferred there (with her class) from a special school. She

feels rather isolated from the rest of the school, but does little to

initiate more contact. The resource room teacher has encouraged her to

mainstream some of her students and she has done so. All of her students
take regular physical education and art or music, ten attend industrial arts
or home economics, and eight are in a regular academic class. She relies on
her intuitive sense of other teachers'

receptivity in making mainstreaming
decisions, but she does not often discuss it with them. Students who ask to

attend a regular class are;allowed to try it whether or not they are

considered ready for it. The EMR-LD teacher
estimates that his students

succeed in regular classes about half the time.

Regular teachers are skeptical of this unsystematic approach. Most are
not opposed to mainstreaming in principle, but several have had unsatisfac-
tory experiences. They have had problems with students whom they later dis-

covered were from the EMR-LD class. They felt they could have accommodated
the students better had they received

more information and support from the

special education teacher.

.,'u for high school C is located in a suburban area near a larze com:re-

hensive high scnool. The student population numbers Close to 600 of wnom 30%
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are black. The special education
program, consists of a resource room l'eacner

serving about 40 students, an EMR-LD class of 22 studencs z-=.nd a class of 6

trainable mentally retarded students.

The principal's leadership style combines democracy with a laissez-faire

attitude toward most instructional matters. The staff perceives a lack of

knowledge or concern about problems in the school (such as discipline), and

a failure to set consistent policy about issues that affect the whole school.

On the other hand, teachers favor the principal's permissive attitude toward

educational practice because it allows them flexibility and autonoiy.

The principal has exerted little leadership regarding 94-142. A former

resource room teacher appears to have been very aggressive in educating the

faculty about the law and what it requires of them. The guidance counselor
now plays a major role, not only in referrals

and staffings, but in sched-
uling for special students. The counselor believes that the law is being

"overimplemented" regarding mainstreaming, that many children are

inappropriately placed in regular classes. While all of the EMR-LD students

take regular physical
education, considerably fewer are mainstreamed for

other electives and only three attend a regular academic class. The TMR

students are also mainstreamed for ?E and a few for art. There is little

communication between regular and special teachers.

Tne regular teachers are divided regarding
the advisability of main-

streaming, Some thought that those who could handle regular classes should
be in them for the academic and social benefits. Several were adamantly

opposed, claiming that the special education students were taunted and chat

the academic level of tae good students was lowered by :neir pr.isence.



Comparison

The differences in performance among the jun'or nigh schools are subtle

and small. From the program that is common to all three scLools, the :-.,MR-LD

class, similar degrees of non-academic mainstreaming occur: virtually all of

the students from these classes take regular, physical education and an elec-

tive, usualy art. More variety exists among levels of academic mainstream-
ing: while slightly over b;;)f of the ENR-LD students in (chools A and

attend some regular classes, only about 20% of those in school C do so. Only

in school A, however, is the sub. antial degree of mainstreaming accompanied
by widespread support of the practice by the regular teachers involved.

The team organization of school A facilitates communication among groups

of teachers by assigning them responsibility for a common group of students.

In addition, a great deal of decision-making.has been delegated to the facul-

ty through the mini-schools headed by lead teachers. The structure of the

school thus encourages a degree of professional interaction that is unusual

in secondary schools. The special education teachers no doubt benefit from

this pattern of communication among regular teachers. At least equally

important, however, is their own initiation in establishing consultative

relationships concerning mainstreamed students. These two characteristics

set this school apart from the others.

In schools 3 and C, there is little interaction among teachers outside

of their departments, nor'do the special class teachers make a consistent

effort to discuss Mlinstreaming with other teachers beforehand or to provide

assistance after the placement is made. As a result, many teachers believe
that it is in no one's best interest, and mainstreamed students are fre-

quently unsurzessful.
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High school A is one of the largest
secondary schools tn the stare, with

do enrollment of 2,800 students. It has an extremely
diversified curriculum

with courses ranging from such esoteric concerns as advanced Russ,irn, mvdical
Greek, and aerospace to such practical

considerations as cart.ography,

aircraft mechanics, and climate control. This vast array of courses is

offered by a faculry and support staff of over 150 and is overseen by 8
fulltime coordinator of program and staff.

The immediate neighborhood is largely middle class, but the official

zone encompasses almost a quarter of the county, with students from every

conceivable demographic category. The school population is about 25% black.

The school has a large special education population of about 140 EMR stu
dents, of whom approximately 60% are black. In addition to the EMR group,
the school, on its own initiative,

worked out an arrangement with a nearby

residential school for the blind to take 14 collegebound
blind students in

order to give them a mainstreaming experience.

The school is directed by an executive principal. He understands his

primary role to be to project a favorable image of the school to students,

teachers, parents, and the general community and he excels in the role. He
has a comprehensive

knowledge of 94-142 arid its operation in the school.

The principal manages this exceedingly
large organization by means of

delegated authority and clearcut accountability. One special education

teacher described him as a masterful
delegator who had almost delegated him

self out of a position. However, it seems clear that if the organization is

tc continue to operate as smoothly as it appears to, is needed
to assure that those responsile are held accountable.
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The total school is divided into four small schools--north, south, east,

and west--each with approximately '30 students and its own small school prin-

cipal. The faculty are evenly divided among the small schools and work on a

day-to-day basis with the small school principal to whom they are assigned.

All students, including special education students, are assigned to homerooms

alphabetically throughout the four schools. All special, education teachers

are assigned to the north school--apparently
a carryover from the days when

all special education classes were grouped around one classroom complex. The

special education classes are more dispersed now, with only half of them in

this classroom complex. Plans for next year include further dispersal of the

special education rooms as far away from this location as possible.

In January of 1980 a new department head was appointed for special edu-

cation. She heads a total staff of six special education teachers and a spe-

_ cial vocational teacher who teaches most subject matter areas for special

education-students. All of these students are assigned eo home rooms alpha-

betically with other students.

The principal claims, and most regular teachers report, that special

education has never be'n isolated. Except for the somewhat greater separa-

tion of the special classrooms in the past, there has been considerable main-

streaming and special education students have always been in regular home

-ooms. The principal suggests that the school developed at the same time as

'e enactment of state and federal laws for the handicapped ..nd therefori

they have always been ;n compliance with little or no adjustme,,t to their

original program. He feels that the highly diverse population makies the

special education students seem less special because they are just another

O
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type a-nong -zany varieties of students. Teachers unable to tolerate dl_versity

would not prosper long in such an environment. Seventy percent of the spe-
cial education students are mainstreamed

to some part of the regular rogram
in addition to physical education.

In spite of the already appreciable mainstreaming, plans are underway

which will permit even more mainstreaming next year. The department head
will spend three periods a day ser-/ing as a resoutce teacher, going around to
the regular classet helping teachers who have special education students,

giving special tutoring to the students, etc. It is thought that this will
allow even more students to be mainstreamed successfully. At least 28 regu
lar teachers have already agreed to take special education students for next
year. These plans were developed by the special education department, under

the leadership of the new department head, but all special education teachers
report that the administration has been receptive to and supportive of the

proposed changes.

Although the overall program and its relation to the regular program
have thus far changed

little with the change in special education

leadership, the internal style of the department has apoarently changed con,

siderably. The former head made most decisions herself with little regard
for the participation of other department members. The new department head,

on the other hand, is very consultative and makes her colleagues feel very

much a part of all departmental decisions, In spite of this difference in

style, however, the regular teachers
perceive. considerable continuity in the

conduct of the special education program.
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Regular teachers are usually recepti'Uto taking special education

students, probably because of the careful approach to mainstreaming on the

part of the special education department.
This receptivitylistems directly

from the high rate of success that special studenti have had in zegular

classes. That high rate of success, in turn, is the result of very careful

and conscientious mainstreaming on the part of the department Students are

mainstreamed to situations in which they are highly likely to succeed. Regu-

lar teachers are, always approached about their willingness to take special

students in advance of placement. Because student abilities are carefully

matched with the mainstream placement, special education students are likely

to do well and to cause little added stress on the regular teachers. Most

special education students are mainstreamed to vocational courses in addition

to art, music, general math, and creative writing. The non-vocational regu-

lar teachers as well as the vocational teachers report a high rate of success

with students from the special education program and the special education

program enjoys considerable goodwill among regular teachers.

High school B, located near a prosperous residential district, has tra-

ditionally been an "academy" of the school system; in past years, as many as

90Z of its graduates went'on to four-year colleges. 'It is now a comprehen-

sive school offering a full range of both academic and vocational courses to

1,100 students. In addition, it has,become one of the system's bilingual

education centers, providing instruction to about 50 non-English-speaking

students.

Special education is also relatively new to the school, having been

introduced in 1977-78. The program consists of two EMR teachers for 28

c.
L.,' .4,
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students and two special teachers for 14 severely
heering-iroa;red s:Jdents.

A resource room teacher was originally inc1ude6, but this posIton was lost
after the first year; nor is there a s72cial vocational preparation teacher

as there are in he other two high schools.

The principal, new this year, is the schpol's third in three years. He

has apparently been overwhelmed by a residue of administrative
problems that

he inherited due to the recent high turnover in leadership. Nevertheless,

administrative support for special education is evident. The principal is

seen as supportive of 94-142: one special education teacher says that he has

done much to integrate the special education teachers with the rest of the

faculty; the other praises him for making special efforts to visit special

education students. One of the assistant principals is particularly

committed to supporting special education, and the ninth and tenth grade

guidance Counselor worked to bring special education to the school.

The deaf students remain in a selfcontained class most of the time

because of the limited availability of signlanguage translators to accompany
them to regular classes. The EMR students are assigned to regular homerooms
and physical education classes. At the beginning of the school year, all of

them were placed in at least one other regular class. Most often the classes

were music, horticulture,
or home economics, but a few students were placed

in math, science, or social studies classes. Only half of the students

managed to stay in these classes with passing grades.

A great deal of resentment over this experience was reported by regular

teachers. Many stated that the Exa students were simply unable to keep up

.sith :he work; these teachers were unwilling or unable to pr:vide adoitional

help or to modify their requirements. Even those who are wi,ling to mane

Vii ' i
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such accommodations, however, report d near-total lack of consulta:1-7. or

follow -.Jp from special education teachers. The school psychologist concurs

that there is little communication about, or planning for, mainstreaming.

Students are simply schedules into regular classes on ,.he basis of conve-

nience, without trying to matth the placement to the individual's strengths

and weaknesses.

The opportunities of special education teachers to improve the situation

are limited by the loss of the resource room teacher. They are also teaching
.

groups of regular students with reading and math problems. Thus their time

for assisting regular teachers and mainstreamed students is limited.

High school C :ne of the system's few
remaining inner city high

schools. Nearly all of its 1,300 ninth through twelfth graders, over half of

whom are black, walk to school from two large housing projects and the older

residential neighborhoods that surround the school. Its two buildings ar'e

old and frequently vandalized with broken windows and graffiti-covered walls.

Indications of the problems that beset the school are found in the following

figures: 1) it has one of the lowest average daily attendance rates in the

system, about 75%; 2) of an entering freshman class, only 50-60% are expected

to graduar ; 3:,about 15% of its graduates attend college.

The curricular offerings at the school stand in sharp contrast to those

of the comprehensive high schools. There are a limited range of academic

subjects, the standard electives, and vocational instruction in office work,

building trades and auto mechanics.

The school has long been a special education center, having housed as

many as seven F.XR classes to which students were oused from otner school

zones. Four such classes now remain, following the 71olicy of dispersing

".
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classes among more schools. Each special education teacner has a home rooul

of 10 to 15 students (about one-fourth of the education students

dropped out of school in 1979-80). The students change classes N:ithin the

special education department, and about half of them ale mainstreamed for

non-academic subjects such as home economics and industrial arts. In

ad,:ition, a special vocational teacher works with special education seniors

on job preparation and job-seeking skills.

The principal came to the school a year and a half ago, He has held a

number of administrative posts in other high schools and has been a candidate

for higher administrative positions. He is viewed by faculty members as a

capable administrator, but the prevailing attitude is one of orudging

admiration rather than genuinely high esteem. Most teachers were very

defensive and guarded in discussing him, and several refused to answer

questions about him. His involvement in school district and community acti-

vities requires his frequent absence from the schoob.- Teachers report that

they rarely see him in their classrooms.

He thinks it important to foster a sense of "ownership" of new ideas at

the grass roots, and ,,seeks suggestions from teachers on how to carry out new

policies. However, he exercises tonsiderable control over the extent of

faculty participation. One teacher who had served recently on a faculty

committee said that the principal governed the group's work so closely and

vetoed their recommendations so often that they simply gave up trying to

present their own ideas.
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he -,:r1. :pal sees the bolste..ing of
and te.a:.-ers' se.f-es',efm

as an impertan: part of his job. To this end, spends a ?rea:
717..e

on anci symbolic gestures aimed peope pod 4.bout

'e selves" and "letting everyone they're doing.a ob." :hese

efforts are manifestatiohs of an educational philosophy that eosins that

xmproved learning will flow from improved self-esteem. Teachers complain,

however, that the principal has initiated so many ton-academic assem'clies and

field trips that their instructional time has suffered.

The principal is well-informed about P. L. 94-142, supports it, and sees

it as compatible with his own belief that schools should acccp-modate the

individual differences of students to the greatest possible extent. As yet,

he has had little discernible impact on the traditionally
segregated special

education program at the school. Ee described two changes he has made that

were designed to reduce the separate status of special education: 1) the

special education homerooms are now designated by grade level; 2) the special

education teachers are now identified by subject matter. These changes,

however, have no real substance. Special education students are in separate

homerooms regardless of what'they are called. Their teachers function

almost exclusively as a special education
department and not as members of

subject matter departments. Until this year, the special education

department head, not the guidance counselors, kept the students' records; the

department still does its own scheduling.

tt is not surprising that perception:, of special education as a separate

entity remain strong; most of the regular
teachers intervilwed c:mmen:ed on

this. Ste:ial eeucation teachers have virz.:allv no conta:: :17.h rest cf

:ne :.xception cf :ne de:ar:men: heae
.4
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mainstreamed students. School-level efforts to implement 94-142 are of low

salience to almost everyone. Few teachers perceive anyone in the school as a

leader on this policy, and few recall anything specific that has been done to

implement the law in the school.

Gradual change has occurred, however, over the past 5 or 6 years. The

school psychologist and others report that regular teachers are more open to

mainstreaming than they used to be and the interviews with teachers support

this claim. For the relatively few newly-referred students, special educa-

tion is now more likely to be used as a part-time resource than as a self-

contained placement. In addition, the official social segregation of special

education students has been largely eliminated; previous policies of separate

lunch hours and seating at school assemblies are no longer observed. These

changes began before implementation
of the federal law, in part at the urging

of the psychologist.

The special education teachers, while anxious to remove social barriers

for their students, remain very protective of them in terms of expected per-

formance. The vocational teacher finds that the defeatist attitudes of stu-

dents are reinforced by the teachers' explicitly l'ow expectations. The stu-

dents areoften told that they do not have to attempt any work if they don't

want to.

Students are placed in regular classes only when it is expected that

they are ready to do the work. Teachers are not asked to change their

grading standards, although some do this anyway. (Overall achievement levels

in this school are very low.) Some teachers report a high level of success

with mainstreamed students, while others indicate that severe reading

,0 1 i 'NIV tj ki
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problems limit their ability to function even in non-academic classes. any

teachers, however,_ apparently have special education students in their

classes without knowing about them. This practice, initiated by the princi-

pal, has perhaps made mainstreaming less of an effort for special education

teachers, but as a result, there is no consultation with regular teachers

about the "invisible" special students.

Comparison

As in the junior high schools, administrative leadership is not a dominant

factor in the implementation of 94-142 in the senior high schools. Vhile the

principals of all three schools are knowledgeable about and supportive of the

law, none of them are perceived as initiators
of,specific activities

regarding it. Nor are the guidance counselors major actors in this area;

they are. the keepers of students' schedules but are not involved in decisions

abo,:t special education students. Rather, they rely on the special education

teachers to decide what is appropriate. The ways in which the special

i
education departments make and implement these decisions is the major

difference among the three schools which accounts for their different levels

of mainstreaming and of its acceptance and perceived success by regular

--teachers.

In school A, which mainstreams the highest proportion of its stu-

dents, the head of the special education department assumes responsibility

for placement of students in regular classes as a major part of her role.

She is very conscious of the need to make each mainstreaming
decision indi-

vidualiv to consult with the regular teachers in advance, and cc monitor

each r.tainstrea=ed student. 1-nere are few reports in this sohool re.:ular
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faculty membevs who feel they have special students who are inappropriately

placed or who are opposed to having such students in their classes in the

future.

The special education teachers in school II have taken a less careful and

individualized approach to mainstreaming. They decided on principle that all

of their students should attend some regular classes, but half of them were

unable to stay in the selectediclasses. Many of the regular teachers

involved felt that they, as well as the students, were placed in a "sink or

swim" situation for which botj were unprepared. The special education

ceachers clearly felt that tlfey were acting in the best interest of their

students and in compatibilitjr with the law. They failed, however, to estab-

lish communication that co4id have made the mainstreaming experience more

palatable to regular teachers and paved the way for future special education

students.

The special education department of school C is also characterized by

the lack of'a consciously adopted strategy for mainstreaming. There is

little consultation with regular teachers about mainstreamed students,

whether teachers are informed that they have a special education student in

their class or not,. The special education department's long history of

__almost_tot al-segregation from_ the__.rest- of-the- school--has-been-s-low-to-change.

This heritage continues to affect the department's interaction with other

faculty members and their protective attitude toward their students. Some

change has occurred and will no doubt continue, but the department head has

not assumed a leadership role in this process as has her counterpart in

school A.

4
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Historical and contextual circumstances have contributed to the success

of special education initiatives in the other two high schools as well.. The

program in school A has not had to overcome a tradition of separation in part

simply because the school and its special education program did not exist

when separation was the norm. In addition, the faculty share a sense of the

school's role as a model for innovation in all areas of education. The new-

ness of special education in school B, on the other hand, was a disadvantage

for mainstreaming because of the school's almost exclusive emphasis on col-

lege preparation in the past. Many of the faculty members continue to value

this priority. In this context, the special education teachers would proba-

bly have met less resistance with a selective strategy than with their whale-

sale approach to mainstreaming.

The fact that each of the three special education departments has faced

a different situation, however, does not reduce the importance of their adop-

tion of different ways of dealing with the circumstances they confront. The

appropriateness of their mainstreaming strategies remains the controlling,

factor in its prevalence and acceptance.

Secondary Schools and Organizational Factors Influencing Implementation

The differences in implementation between elementary and secondary

schools indicate the extent to which implementation processes are dependent

upon-organizationalsettings:- In broad categorical terms, -thi important fac-

tors in each setting are the same: leadership matters; teacher relationships

matter; program characteristics matter. In detail, however, the precise

meaning and operation of these organizational factors differ from setting to

setting.
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Elementary schools were described as communities and secondary schools

as bureaucracies, with the maximum contrast existing between elementary

schools at one extreme and senior high schools at the other pole. Clearly,

elementary schools have many bureaucratic characteristics, as elementary

teachers,are quick to point out; and it is difficult to imagine any school,

senior high or otherwise, without some characteristics of a community, None-

theless, these characteristics combine differently in the different settings,

so that the variables must be reexamined in terms of the setting in which

they appear.

The leadership styles of principals in elementary schools influenced

implementation of P. L. 94-142. However, the context 6f leadership in secon-

dary schools :is different from that of the elementary school. Principals in

secondary schools oversee a complex of separate departments and department

heads with set responsibilities. Roles are more highly differentiated and

specialized than they are in elementary schools. Therefore, there are more

formal leadership roles in secondary schools. Those leadership positions

closest to the actual delivery of services in secondary schools seem to exert

more influence over the implementation of 94-142 than the more distant

leadership of the principal. In the high performing high school, it was the

special education department head whose leadership seemed to make the differ-

ence. Encouragement or at least cooperation from the principal was undoubt-

edly a prerequisite for that teacher's efforts, but the leadership initiative

was exerted by that teacher. Bureaucratization makes it possible to deal

with the size and complexity of secondary schools, but.-it may also constrain

and limit the effects of leadership from the top.

a710
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Many of the same factors that alter the context of leadership in

secondary schools affect the context of teacher interaction as well. Depart-

mental lines provide a natural separation between groups of teachers, and

daily routines may seldom requite that those lines be crossed. Most profes-

sional interactions take place among members of a specific department.

Special education is also departmentalized in high schools, and mainstreaming

of special education students requires negotiations across departmental

lines.

Program structure also takes on a somewhat different meaning in seccne-

ary schools. The organization of instruction is unifork among secondary

schools, but the richness of course offerings among high schools varies

greatly. The large comprehensive high schools have more curricular variety

than the smaller ones. The greater number of vocational courses and other

electives in some schools. increases _pportunities for mainstreaming handi-

capped students into settings in which they are likely to succeed.

In many respects, junior high schools are less flexible than either ele-

mentary schools or high schools. Responsibilities are divided according to

subject matter, and therefore no single teacher is responsible for the total

programs of individual students, making adjustments in individual programs

more difficult. Junior hie schools also lack the wide variety of vocational

and elective courses available in many high schools. The higher performing

junior high school in this study created more flexibility in its program by

organizing instruction around grade-level teams. That added flexibility

accounts for its greater mainstreaming success among the three junior high

schools studied.



When the organizational differences between elementary schools and

secondary schools are added to the differences in their special education

populations and the different practices of special education, the results are

two very different implementation settings. Some of these differences could

be reduced or eliminated if the school system were to increase special educa-

tion services at the secondary level to more nearly parallel those at the

elementary level. Those differences resulting from organizational factors,

however, would remain as influences on the implementation of P. L. 94-11+2.
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CHAPTER 6

Pictures of the Future

Every governmental program is a manifestation of a "theory" about

reality. Such theories have both normative and empirical dimensions. Thus,

it is assumed to be a good thing to integrate handicapped children with the

activities of their peers. It is regarded as good because Americans believe

in the essential equality of persons. No one should be set apart. These

normative aspirations are accompanied by empirical expectations. It is pre-

dicted that handicapped children will think better of themselves and achieve

more if they are taught in regular schools and classroom settings. If expe-

rience proves this false, then the normative and empirical parts of the

theory would be in conflict and a reconsideration of policy might occur.

The validity of the empirical assumptions in a social policy about

strategies of treatment and service will significantly affect the implementa-

tion of that policy. For example, if many mildly handicapped children actu-

ally appear to suffer academically from mainstreaming, that knowledge would

become a powerful inhibition on the implementatin of aspects of the least

restrictive environment provision of the regulations. The ease or difficulty

of implementation thus follows, in part, from assumptions about the efficacy

of prescribed treatments.

But there are also assumptions with any policy theory about the institu-

tional tasks of implementation themselves. The language of 94-142 assumes

that schools will be able to institutionalize the practice of developing and

using educational plans for individual students in a manner that rescues

individuality from bureaucratic labeling and processing. Such assumptions

may or may not be warranted. But they are different in kind from empirical

0
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assumptions about the efficacy of prescribed treatmentls. If it is found that

the recommended treatments do not work as hoped even und& conditions of

optimal implementation, then the policy is in trouble, But it is a different

kind of finding to suggest that it is difficult for schools to develop opti-

mal conditions for implementation.

The first finding, about the efficacy or inefficacy of treatment, is a

moment of truth. The prescription and the theory from which it is drawn

either work or do not work. Of course, findings about outcomes are seldom so

crystal clear. The second kind of finding is predictably provisional and

admits the possibility of manipulation of conditions to gain improvement.

The sticky problem is that implementation failures may prevent the theory

about treatment from ever being put to the test and implementation problems

may be insoluble.

This book has not focused on'the validity of th' theory about values and

treatment which guides 94-142, Rather, attention has been trained on instru-

mental questions of whether the law can be implemented. In tiw.t sense, we

have asked about the validity of the assumptions about implementation which

flow from the statute and have guided the regulations. We have discovered

shaky assumptions about implementation. The central question is whether

experience can be used as a guide to the improvement of implementation so

that the core theory, about values and treatments, can be put to the test.

If a law and subsequent regulations are well written, a policy can then

be assessed for its efficacy. If they are not well written, the issues

become clouded with controversies about implementation rather than purpose

and substance. What is meant by well written and how does 94-142 measure up?
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The le&islative process which produced 94-142 did not attempt to specify or

prescribe treatments beyond the assumption that all children would benefit

from education. Judgments about the appropriate treatments f ?r individual

children were to be reached through mandated procedures, which became the

basis for the regulations:

1. The child find/referral process

2. The least restrictive environment presumption

3. Staffing procedures leading to placement and the preparation of an

IEP.

The sponsors and proponents of 94-142 did not prepare implementation

estimates to assess whether most school districts were institutionally capa-

ble of implementing the requirements of 94-142.1 There is very little

incentive for either the supporters or the opponents of a measure to call for

such estimates. The supporters do not wish to suggest that there might be

difficulties and opponents see nothing but trouble. Policy analysis, as

practiced in government, slights institutional questions and gives primary

attention to the projected economic costs and benefits of policies. The

helping professions of education, medicine, and social work are not trained

to be analytical about policies in regard to either economic or institutional

questions. Therefore, in this instance as in so many others, implementation

was regarded by Congress and the federal bureaucracy as a matter of legal

compliance.

But as we have discovered, compliance is difficult and certainly not

automatic and, if one extends the concept to include thoroughgoing implemen-

tation in the spirit of the law, the question of the capacities of school

districts to go so far becomes a very open one. Before we address the

) ...
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question of whether the law asks too much of school sy'stems, we will review

our own findings about the school system and compare the to similar

research. The following statements are descriptive and do not assess the

institutional capacity to act.

Child Find/Referral

1. There was not enough money to cover all expenses so child find for

children from ages zero to five has been neglected by the school district.

2. The referral process within elementary schools varies greatly

according to school climate.

3. It is difficult for district administrators to assess the perfor

mance of particular schools
because circumstances differ, standard instru

ments for comparative evaluation do not exist, it is difficult for any out
sider to fully understand a school and judgments about the quality of any

referral process are inherently elusive.

4. School administrators were reluctant to provide funds to reduce

waiting lists and increase the number of psychologists required by the

increase in referrals.

The two central
implementation problems here are money and administra

tive difficulty. Most 94-'142 and state funds were committed by the school

system to the severely handicapped children. This 0,Aq accordance with

both federal and state laws which gave such children priority. The provision

of- increased services to mildly handicapped children was thus dependent on

regular budgets and the result was half a loaf. This is ultimately a

political question. The assessment of the sufficiency of referral practices

is a murkier matter. A clear and replicable method of assessmen: is not

available.

() 1
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Provision of Services in the Least Restrictive Environment

1. The mainstreaming of mildly handicapped children to regular schools

is virtually complete. This trend preceded the passage of both state and

federal law and reflects the dominant values in the school system among both

special and general administrators.

2. The placement of mildly handicapped children in classrooms which

provide the services they individually require has been constrained by an

insufficient number of special teachers and classrooms. Many special

teachers are required by necessity to deal with a greater variety of children

than their education has prepared them for.

This implementation difficulty has become tangled with a controversial

question of treatment strategy. :The decategorization of services for chil-

dren previously labeled LD and EMR could be a respons! to the organizational

necessity of placement within the constraints of resources. Or, it could be

an appropriate step toward individuation in education.

3. There has been virtually no invention in the provision of services

for handicapped students in secondary schools.

This is certainly a question of money, but there is little evidence of

imaginative thinking about preparation of the handicapped for future jobs.

Neither academic nor vocational education teachers ara interested. Secondary

special education teachers On the whole appear to lack resources, leverage

and imagination.

School system administrators have not given priority to this problem

because, like child find for preschool children, it is not central to what

they have assumed to be their responsibilities. Historically, the link

between schools and the world of work has been weak.

"4
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4. Few, if any, incentives have been offered to regular elementary

teachers to accept mainstreamed handicapped children, in their classes. This

is in large part due to lack of funds for aides and inability to reduce the

size of classes.

5. Careful decisions are made about whether to place or keep handi-

capped children in regular elementary classes but different schools appear to

treat similar children in different ways as a result of differing school

climates and philosophies. This is like the variability seen in referrals.

The same difficulty of external assessment of performance holds as well.

6. Mainstreaming is facilitated within schools in which there are

regular patterns of communication and cooperation among regular and special

teachers. The difficulty for implementation is that external administrators

cannot simply create such an atmosphere by fiat. The appropriate means are,

in fact, elusive.

The general ,onclusion about implementation difficulties to be drawn

from these propositions is that even if resources for full and sufficient

services were made available, which is not the case, it is very hard to

devise good strategies for treatment or evaluate such efforts.

Staffings and Individualized Education Programs

1. The law calls for collegiality in assessment and placement deci-

sions in the referral and evaluation process and the degree of su_h collegi-,

ality is a manifestation of school climate.

2. The degree of parental participation in the staffing process varies

positively with' the degree of collegiality.

3. The IEP plays 'a mechanical role in compliance with the law. The
Ns
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mere preparation of an IEP is no guarantee of skillful or appropriate

teaching. In fact, there is little evidence that IEPs are used extensively

as guides to instruction. They reflect the intentions and perceptions of

teachers toward individual students and we may assume that these vary greatly

in quality.

4. The continuous reevaluation of students has beep given a low prior-

ity because of the costs in time and staff resources.

The leading theme which emerges from the foregoing propositions is the

great difficulty of knowing whether compliance with a prescribed formal pro-

cess is in any way related to the quality of that process. There clearly is

no guarantee 'to that effect.

The School District

I. The school system is organized for routine administration through

regular channels. Special programs requiring
extraordinary oversight and'

coordination are difficult to mount.

There were three different manifestations of this proposition. The

three districts were separate from each other and the special education

department, while involved with each one, had leverage over none. Leadership

down the chain of command of instructional questions was exercised by persua-

sion rather than edict and permitted great variability among schools their

instructional styles. This bureaucracy could have been mobilized for extra-

ordinary and concerted action on 94-142--but why that measure and not all the

other pressing matters at hand? No bureaucracy can be in a state of continu-

ous alert on all the programs it administers. It is not clear that 94-142

was any more pressing a priority than Title IX of the Civil Rights Act
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of planning for a new round of school desegregation. Finally, even if the

school department had been organized as a unified, authoritative hierarchy in

which regular and special education were fully integrated and which faced

only one major problem, 94-142, the cognitive difficulties of oversight and

evaluation of performance by schools on 94-142 were immense.

The convergence of these three factors explains the ad hoc and disjoint-

ed nature of the process cf implementation of the law and the great latitude

afforded individual schools.

2. Because of constraints on expenditures, school department officials

had to choose which aspects of 94-142 would receive high priority. There was

not enough money to do it all. School finances were very tight reflecting a

running controversy between the mayor and the city council over taxes, with

the mayor advocating increases and the council resisting. A compromise in

1980 Left the school department little room to maneuver. The reduction in

the number of school psychologists is 'one small sign cf tight budgetary poli-

cies.

This explains the use of federal and state money for services to the

severely handicapped. The law gave them priority, advocate groups were

organized around severe handicaps, threats of advocate and parental litiga-

tion were primarily in this area and the money was available. The chief

'advocates for the cause of the mildly handicapped were special educators.

They had little external support. Gains for these children therefore had to

be within the existing framework and new teachers were added only when the

threat of due process suits was used as an administrative spur to action.

"*.
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3. There were strong disagreements throughout the school system about

the proper strategies of treatment. Neither the law nor the professional

community of special education provided definitive resolutions to such ques-

tions.

The central special education staff members gave their blessing to quite

diverse modes of implementation in schools as long as they thought a princi-

pal was trying. Thus, the representative
to district III approved of two

elementary principals who could not have been more opposed in their approach

to 94-142. The first was hostile to self-contained classes and labeling, and

sought to keep children with problems in regular classes whenever possible.

She was black and was particularly concerned with the effects of labeling on

self-esteem. The second believed strongly in intensive work with special

children in self-contained classes with minimal mainstreaming. She was white

and articulated the values of a school and neighborhood committed to high

academic achievement. Neither school received high marks on our comparative

assessment of performance. But, the special educator who worked with the

district believed that both were trying to do the right thing. The differ-

ences between these two principals were primarily about educational philoso-

phy and neither the language of 94-142 nor research and demonstrations in

special education could reach far enough to resolve such matters.

The same conclusion could be drawn about the disagreement with the cen-

tral special education staff about whether it was wise to merge children pre-

viously labeled LD and EMR in a common CD category. One could cite chapter

and verse of 94-142 and special education theory on either side of the case.

'1
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When neither law nor science can fully resolve issues of this kind, and

this is usually the case, administrative discretion prevails. But the exer-

cise of such discretion is seldom uniform in any organization, much less

across a number of similar organizations.

The General Experience of 94-142

Our study is only one case but the findings match those of research on

22 diverse school districts conducted during the same period as our work by

Stearns and colleagues.2 A brief summary of their descriptive propositions

makes this clear:

1. Training in school districts in advance of implementation was

inadequate because it was directed primarily at special educators and not

geared to the schools as entities. Regular teachers need help in their

schools.

2. There was not enough money to pay for all aspects of the law; dis-

tricts had to choose their priorities.

3. District-wide implementation strategies were ad hoc and uncoordin-

ated.

4. There was a general increase in the referral of children for

assessment but great variability in rates and patterns across schools.

5. Reevaluations of special students were given low importance because

of the costs and already established priorities.

6. There was a gradual increase in mainstreaming in all districts but

decisions were very much a reflection of school climate and varied accord-

ingly.

7. Parents were passive in collegial staffings at which a variety of

professionals were present as members of the M team. Parents are intimidated

by such a heavy dose of professionalism in one setting.
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This finding goes beyond our conclusions. We found that parents were

more likely to be present if referral processes were collegial. But we did

not observe staffings and cannot describe actual parental participation.

Collegiality and parental attendance may be functions of effective school

organization. But it may also be that professionalism and lay participation

are antithetical values. Certainly, the insistence on both in 94-142 does

' not reflect an analytic awareness of a possible conflict.

8. New "boundary spanning" roles are emerging i.n schools to foster

cooperation between regulLr and special teachers. These informal roles are

usually filled by special teachers who know how to bring people together.

Mainstreaming appears to take place with greater frequency when such persons

are present.

9. Compliance does not equal implementation. It is one thing to set

procedures in place and it is another to have them incorporated into school

routines so that those routines are altered in the desired direction. The

question of effectiveness is an even more distant matter.

Marian Stearns and her co-authors conclude that the implementation of

the law should move into a new phase in which federal and state agencies put

less emphasis on compliance monitoring and give greater attention to devel-

oping strategies and techniques for enhancing local institutional capacities

for implementation.

What conclusions might one draw from the foregoing, analysis about the

inherent capacities of school districts across the nation to implement

94-142?

1. All the provisions of the law cannot be implemented without more

money than is presently available. If the federal government does not
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provide it, then states and localities will have to divert existing services

to fulfill 94-142. It is unlikely that the latter will happen. In order to

avoid the political backlash from the parents of regular children, school

systems 1411 stop at pro forma compliance with 94-142. Of course, if the

courts are triggered by suits on behalf of special children and reenter the

issue, the budgetary consequences are incalculable.

.2. Federal and state compliance monitoring should be strong. Moral

suasion and technical assistance are not enough to ensure implementation.

But insistence on compliance with all provisions of an under-funded law is

hypocritical. In fact, there will probably be consider,able secret acquies-

cence at the top with practical reality.

3. The variability of implementation is very great according to school

districts and to schools within districts. There is no obvious hierarchical

administrative remedy for this shortcoming.

4. Hopes for genuine parental participation in decision,rocesses

about children were overly optimistic. The law is based on the belief in the

desirability of an ecological approach in which the child's family, home set-

ting and situation are considered in decisions about educational programs.

The staff resources and time to cast such ecological nets'across the worlds

of children are not available and schools and school people have never been

given to such propensities. They like to erect invisible walls between them-

selves and parents.

5. The main procedural provisions of the law can be implemented in

school districts in that:

a. Almost all children can be placed in an educational setting.

b. Processes for referral, staffing and placement can be set in

place.

si()
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c. New educational possibilities
can be created for children

through new kinds of placements and the use of IEFs.

But, there are at least two very great limitations to such a formal

response.- First, many children will still be missed altogether or they will

be dealt with mechanically.
Second, optimal treatment in the spirit of the

law will be very uneven between and within school systems.

Formal compliance with varying qualitative responses is about all that

can expected from an under7funded program in a continental federal system

in which the real power to decide is in grass roots institutions. The ques

tion then becomes how to gradually enhance local institutional capacities and

improve the quality of service over the long haul, with full recognition that

progress will be slow and difficult to achieve.

Before we address that question, it would be useful to ask if 94-142

su fers from serious legal or political limitations which would prevent the

strategy of incremental improvement from working.

First, is the statute written with clarity and specificity so that

implementation agencies know what they are to do? Theodore Lowi calls for

"juridical democracy" which he defines as "the rule of law operating in

institutions.3" He opposes blanket grants of operational authority and

discretion by legislatures to administrators in which a program is defined

through the political and bureaucratic bargaining which accompany implementa

tion. By his rights, if he statute does not or cannot clearly state the

steps necessary to carry out the program, there should not be a program

because it will be impossible to hold anyone accountable for what happens.

If the law is clear and the program fails, then the law can be challenged.

The search for scapegoats is avoided.

r) (4
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P. L. 94-142 is a clear and precise statute which meets Lowi's stan-

dards. The specificity of the statute permitted a high correspondence

between its language and that of the regulations. The specificity of the law

makes it possible to amend its parts in response to experience. There is no

guarantee that a clear statute will express a valid theory about either

treatment or implementation. But the validity of theory can be judged by

matching experience to the language of the law. This is probably how 94-142

will be assessed and revised.

There is a more difficult political question which cannot be resolved

within tM scope of this study. This is the kind of issue raised by Peter

Schuck who regards much social regulation as symbolic in nature.4 A law is

passed because no one opposes The appeal is a non-zero sum, one in which

'a new benefit is conferred without losses to anyone. This strategy serves

the short-term electoral incentives of members of Congress. But, in fact,

someone will lose as others gain because resources are limited and choices

must be made among priorities. Such ambiguities are passed along by

Congress to the implementing agency which, in turn, denies the problem and

passes the buck downward in the intergovernmental chain. The law is never

fully implemented but federal rhetoric disguises the fact. Local discretion

leads to a multiplicity of responses and an absence of coherent implementa-

tion strategies.

It is too soon to say if 94-142 is a policy of this kind. One would

require much more extensive knowledge of federal and state implementing

actions than is now available to make a judgment. There are allegations that

the federal office of special education and mariy df the states are dragging

their feet on implemenation. But we are inclined to believe that 94-142 is

ti
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not a purely symbolic regulatory measure. In fact, there is ample evidence

that new services are being delivered to children in a greater variety of

settings than before. While the law has symbolic trappings, it resembles

Title I of ESEA in that it can be implemented if the formal system of

enforcement is supplemented by several informal systems which grow out of

enforcement activities.5

In the remainder of this chapter, we will assume this to be the case and

return to the question of how to enhanc incremental,improvement of implemen-

tation. We assume that effective implementation is the first necessary step

toward the long-term assessment of the efficacy of treatment. We also assume

that discovery of both new possibilities and problems of implementation will

affect ideas about treatment. For example, the creation of boundary spanning

roles enhances mainstreaming. And on the other side, the experience with

parental participation may limit aspirations. The history of any reform is

never linear.
e Rather, the survival and growth of a program requires continu-

ous, iterative communication between policy and service levels. We have

organized this research project to reflect that principle and see our

research problems as operational and policy problems as well.

The Federal Role

Throughout this volume, we have engaged in an oblique search for the

most fruitful federal role for the implementation of 94-142. The point of

departure has been to discover the bureaucratic routines which are necessary

at the grass roots and then assess present and future federal strategies

which nurture or impede the development of such routines. The following

strategies are suggested as likely to nurture constructive forces in

schools:
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1. Compliance enforcement is a critical activity in the first years of

a program because grass roots actors can invoke formal rules as a device to

create and strengthen the informal norms necessary to sustain implementa-

tion.

It is not that the top of the hierarchy commands and the bottom automat-

ically responds. Paul Hill has pointed out how state and local officials who

are charged with the implementation of Title I of ESEA have invoked regula-

tion as levers to foster new routines. The initiative comes from below and

regulations are not self-enforcing.6 We saw a very nice example of this in

the actions of the chief psychologist who used the legal requirement of stu-

dent reevaluations as a weapon to try to force an increase in his staff. If

the rule had not been there, he could not have invoked it. This is a good

-illustration of Lowi's dictum that rules must be precise. But it was he who

took the initiative, not a federal or state official.

However, after an indeterminate period of time, local routines are

established and compliance recedes as an issue in favor of inquiry about

effective service delivery. The strategies below address that issue.

2. Research and evaluation are singularly appropriate federal roles.

Only the federal government can sponsor research and organize its utiliza-

/
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tion. And a national program must be evaluated from a national perspective./

But there is a cat:h. Both research and evalu tion must take account of the

dynamics of implementation if they are to be ffectively designed and to be

eventually utilized by those in the field.

Robert Mattson and Clarence Townsend re very critical of the preponder-

ance of federal support for research in s ecial education which has empha-

sized intensive work with children in rare led university settings. 7 They

IV, 1
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argue that optimistic findings from such research in carefully controlled

settings were the principal buttresses for the reform movement which led to

94-142. Both courts and legislators were told only.the bright side. It was

not pointed out that these findings were derived from artificial settings and

therefore might not be duplicated in ordinary schools. This stricture

applies primarily to the severely handicapped but his general conclusion is

more broadly applicable. Federally supported research has not fostered

enough experiments conducted in ordinary settings. We have technology but no

contextual knowledge about is application.

Given this perspective, research and evaluation are clearly complemen-

tary because evaluation will show how intervention strategies developed by

research actually work in schools. In an ideal world, such findings would

influence research planning so that treatments in schools would be studied.

In fact, in such a world, it might be difficult to distinguish research on

treatment from evaluation because experiments would be conducted in schools

rather than laboratories.

The federal strategy for the evaluation of 94-142 intelligently assumes

stages in the implementation of the program and calls for a type of evalua-

tion appropriate to each stage. The first questions to be answered are: Who

are the beneficiaries? What services are they receiving in what settings,

and through what administrative mechanisms? How well is the intent of the

law being met? What are the consequences of implementation?

Thomas Glennan and Sue Berryman point out that this schedule of ques-

tions permits federal officials to respond to implementation difficulties as

they arise.8 However, these evaluation plans reflect the world of the

federal administrator who wishes to know what rule:, can be changed and what
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levers pulled-co put a national program in place. This perspective is not

often sensitive to the positive and negative relations of the administrative

procedures for compliance to treatment strategies. Nor is there much concern

about measuring outcomes for those served. The primary task of the federal

manager is to put a program in place and be accountable for its efficient

management.

Far too much federally sponsored evaluation research, is based on the

assumption that programs are organized as experiments and can be studied in

terms of tg,0 relation of input to outcome. This belief, which is the mark of

the social scientist uncontaminated by the confusion of the real world, com-

pletely overlooks the relationship between implementation and the evaluation

of outcomes. Unless a program is actually put to work in a specific place,

evaluation does not get a fair shake. Therefore, evaluation research should

seek to capture both the processes and results of programs in a continually

rolling and iterative fashion so that findings can be incorporated into pro-
,

gram administration.9

This book points the way for the next stage of evaluation and adminis-

tration of 94-142. Current federal evaluation plans deal only with compli-

ance questions. This is the chief concern of federal managers. Once there

-is satisfaction that the mechanisms for compliance are generally in place,

attention should be turned to the relationships between compliance strategies

and actual implementation. The third stage of research would explore results

for children in relation to all of the foregoing institutional forces.

3. Administrative strategies should change in the second stage of

implementation. Compliance becomes less important than understanding how to
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foster organizational forces conducive to implementation at the grass roots.

Federal regulation should be conceived as an instrument to strengthen local

incentives to promote implementation.

Mark Yudoff has applied Richard Elmore's organizational models of pro-

gram implementation to Supreme Court strategies in implementing court deci-

sions on behalf of racial desegregation in schools.° The two models

employed, are systems management, which is the direction of a chain of command

through a hierarchy, and organizational development, which is the creation of

participation within. bureaucracies conducive to the incorporation of mandated

tasks into everyday routines.11 Yudoff argues that the Supreme Court

relied on organizational development in the 1950s for the implementation of

the 1954 Brown v. the Board of Education decision. They assumed that deseg-

regation dould be achieved in the South only through processes of consensus

and accommodation within southern communities and school systems. They were

wrong; very little happened. The federal courts developed a systems manage-

ment strategy in response to the passage of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. Title

VI of that Act permitted the withholding of federal funds from school dis-

tricts which failed to desegregate; and the passage of ESEA in 1965, which

provided sorely needed federal funds for southern schools, gave teeth to

Title VI. The federal courts worked in concert with the Department of

Justice and the Office for Civil Rights to direct the implementation of

desegregation. The strategy worked to a very great extent.

However, Yudoff also argues that such a top-down compliance strategy is

not effective for the "second generation" problems of achool desegregation

such as bilingual education,
tracking, disciplinary policies, compensatory

A, 0 _4.
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education, and teacher transfer and tenure. As soon as one moves beyond a

narrow view of desegregation--as compliance with dictum for racially mixed

student bodies and faculty in the direction cc promoting education in such

settings--the systems management approach is no help. In the Milliken II

decision in 1977, the Supreme Court returned to a strategy of organizatiuoal

development.12 The court affirmed the importance of enlisting the aid of

local school authorities in devising the most efficacious desegregation order

for Detroit in a predominately black system in which rules for compliance

were too blunt an instrument. Yudoff sees a good match between organiza

tional development strategies and the loosely coupled nature of school

systems in which considerable accommodation and con,iensus must be achieved

before anything can be impler "ed.

He concludes that the federal courts must continue along two lines of

implementation. Coercion is appropr,,....e for the physical mixing o: the races

but the most productiN,t path to improved education is to be found in organi

zational development. We have made the,identical argument in regard to

94-142, and the logic is the same because the stages of implementation are

identical. According to this line of reasoning, the question then becomes,

what federal implementation strategies will promote implementation beyond

formal 'compliance? What suggestions can be made on the basis of our study

about federal strategies based upon such "backward mapping?"13

a. If the key to implementation lies in the culture of schools, then

federally, supported "training" for implementation should b2 conducted within

schools and engage all those who work in them. One workshop in each school

on practical problems of implementation will influence school climate more

than a summer workshop for principals and a few teachers on the rules of

compliance.
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b. Since the structure of school districts inhibits the development of

concerted implementation strategies, each school district should be asked to

submit a plan for implementation which does more than repeat the chain of

command and list mechanical steps. For example, if the shared responsibility

between regular and special education breaks down over divided authority,

what specific actions could be set 'out for joint planning and problem

solving? The state agency could then assess an LEA in terms of its progress

in overcoming such difficulties. Such oversight would provide a positive

local incentive for organizational development.

c. Each school district could be required to develop a plan for evalu-

ation of how well 94-142 has been implemented. This is different from

assessing outcomes, which only a national sample of children and districts

can achieve. But it would be most stimulating to school administrators if

they were charged by federal regulations with developing methods of dis-

covering how and why school A is ahead of school B on implementing 94-142.

d. Specific funds could be provided for rewarding teaching modes which

foster implementation. For example, regular teachers who accept special stu-

dents in their classes would receive tutoring help from specl teachers for

I

some of their own students. Reported student loads would b counted accord-

ingly. Of course, one would not promulgate such an incenti e system without

secure knowledge that it would work. For example, would special teachers

have any incentive to send their students to regular classes if they pick up

a new student as a result?

. e. Evaluation research on implementation which is based on national

samples of schools and school districts can produce findings about the

I") r)
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relation of professional and organizational incentives to implementation.

Revision of regulations to appeal to incentives must be firmly grounded in

research rather than anecdote or aspiration. In due course, findings about

outcomes in relation to organizational factors will appear as well from the

study of the achievements of children.

Regulations which appeal to incentives may be a more effective way to

stimulate responsiveness at the grass roots than federal provisions of tech-

nical assistance in educational and organizational strategies. The former

provide a stimulus by means of which local people stir around to find better

ways of doing things. Federal technical assistance, through regional

centers, may then have clear utility to them. But to provide the assistan,

without the goad is to have it ignored.

This is not a comprehensive list of possible federal strategies for the

next stage of carrying out 94-142, but it points out the.direction Which we

think such efforts should take.

The State Role

1. The primary role of the states in laws of this kind is to be the

agents for federal implementation strategies.

By "laws of this kind" we mean statutes which are clear, precise and

detailed about what is to be done. This is not to argue against a special

revenue sharing program in employment and training like CETA which assigns

responsibility to the states for developing good training programs within

very broad federal guidelines. It is only to argue that a detailed law like

94-142 should be administered as a national program. It would be difficult

to transform 94-142 into a special revenue sharing program because without

specific injunctions, there would be no content or meaning, whereas, it is

')', f
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sufficient in CETA to call for training which will prepare the disadvantaged

and the unemployed for job markets.14

2. The state education agency is able to use compliance procedures as

instruments for fostering local organizational development.

Compliance monitoring, which is bureaucratic
and rigid, will elicit a

cotparable response. But rigidity on the part of the states may be less of a

problem than laxness. The failure to follow up problems or even to identify

them can have political
causes, but it can also be the inadvertent result of

focusing solely on compliance. It does no good for a federal or state

inspection team to point out lapses of implementation if local people do not

know how to correct them. But if nothing is done, the critical agency has

little recourse if its only instrument is compliance monitoring. Since it is

very difficult politically to withhold funds as a sanction, the trouble is

often ignored.

Therefore, it is very inriortant that state agencies know how to stimu-

late planning and organizational development at the local level. This can be

done through compliance monitoring of federal regulations which call for

local organizational change. If districts must propose implementation and

eve.uation plans, the states must help. Technical assistance of this kind is

surely more effective than help from regional federal .esearch and develop-
ment centers.

3. It should be the object of federal policy to strengthen the capa-

cities of state agencies to play these catalytic roles with local school

systems.

What is needed for 94-142 is something analogous to Title V of ESEA, in

which cederal funds are directed toward the development of policy planning
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capacities in state agencies. Jerome Murphy correctly points out that such

activity is and should be policy analysis rather than "planning" because the

latter is incompatible with the character of political bureaucracies.15

The organizational norms in schools supportive of Title I appear to be

congenial to 94-142. This suggests that state agencies should pool several

separate responsibilities, like oversight of Title I and 94-142, into one

policy analysis activity which asks about the characteristics of the schools

and districts which are conducive to the implementation of reform measures of

this kind. Limited staff resources could be maximized.

The Local Role

This book has been about the local role. The descriptive chapters have

set out our findings and it is time to place them in a theoretical context.

One use of theory is its potential application to policy questions. The

foregoing propositions about federal and state roles were theoretically

attuned to what appears possible for those levels of government. We now need

to return to the theoretical themes of Chapter 2 and apply them to our

findings. The analytic vehicle will be Richard Elmore's four models of

Social program implementation. The following analysis explores possible

leadership strategies derived from the assumptions of each model about how

organizations work. We will then apply a composite strategy to our findings

about 94-142.16

Systems Management

In this model, organizations are rational in that they efficiently seek

to maximize clear goals. Responsibility for actions is delegated in an inte-

grated fashion and monitored. Implementation is always goal directed and

value maximizing.
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The difficulty with the model is that it describes some types of organi-

zations better than others. A commercial mail-order house fits the model

very well fOi\obvious reasons but a school system does not. Charles Bidwell

amplifies the broad definition of "loose coupling" provided by Karl Weick to

suggest that school systems have a very specific characteristic:

Vertical control relationships form near-decomposable
hierarchies, whereas, horizontal relationships display
exceedingly low levels of interdependence.17

According to Bidwell, schools as instructional units are not strongly

interdependent and therefore make little demand on central coordination or

communicative capacity. Nonprofessional functions like transportation and

finance are more strongly integrated laterally and this is reflected in a

stronger central role. Vertical relations for instruction are so weak that

only a minimal flow of information about teaching up and down the hierarchy

is required.

However, administrators and teachers are responsive to and tightly

coupled with their immediate, and different, external environments. School

system administrators attend to the, politics of school boards and state

demands. Their principal task is to monitor the environment and secure

political and financial resources for the system to do its work. Concern

about instruction necessarily takes a back seat. Principals and teachers are

responsive to the immediate environments of parents and neighborhoods.18

Thus, there is tight vertical coupling within a school system in regard

to the disposition of resources derived from the larger, external political

world and loose coupling as a successful adaptation to the'need to be respon-

sive to numerous small, local communities. This suggests that top school

administrators and the people who actually work in schools live and
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work in very different worlds. The possibilities for systems management

through a tightly coupled, vertical hierarchy are very limited on instruc-

tional matters a''hough this is the norm and reality in regard to logistics.

Therefore, if central leaders are to exercise authority over instruc-

tional matters, they must do it from full awareness of weak, vertical links

and the strong ties of schools to local settings. In short, they must learn

how to influence grass roots administrators and teachers in terms of their

perspectives and incentives rather than those presented by a "rational"

management system.

We have ample evidence from Chapters 3, 4 and 5 that central school

administrators delegated more than they managed. But there is also evidence

that the middle managers worked through indirection to influence principals

and teachers. They had to achieve goals by influencing others in terms of

their perspectives.

Bureaucratic Process19

According to this model, the keys to the functioning of an organization

are routine and discretion. Operating routines guide the organization but

they are not uniform. Rather, different units develop different sets of rou-

tines and these are used as protective devices to resist coordination. Dis-

cretioncretion exists because no routines can anticipate everything. But again,

discretion is so decentralized and diffused that it is difficult to control.

Organizational decisions tend to be incremental because changes in routines

are resisted as threats to position. Change is secured when leaders persuade

those below to replace old routines with new ones. Discretion is exercised

within new guidelines. Such changes are most easily achieved when the new
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routines do not challenge those who must change and can be incorporated with-

in their fundamental objectives. For example, one can persuade a regular

teacher that her professional commitment includes the education of mildly

handicapped children. But a special education teacher will very probably

object to performing medical functions like putting a catheter in a severely

ha90.capped child. Successful administrative leaders understand the toler-

ance of a system for change and the limits to that tolerance."

Organizational Development21

This model is inspired by the "participation hypothesis" discussed in

' Chapter 2. Those who participate in decisions are more likely to implement

them. Effective implementation depends upon the creation of constructive

task-oriented groups in which the practical problems of implementation are

worked out.

If the culture of schools could be changed so that principals 'exercised

authoritative democratic leadership and teachers responded by assuming

greater responsibility for cooperation with each other, the school system

would have created the'norms by which measures like 94-142, which require a

great deal of cooperation, can be "implemented. A mild strategy for moving in

this direction is the introduction of workshops into individual schools for

the discussion of innovation. It is possible that, at the very least,

teachers would become more sensitive to and less afraid of new ideas and that

discussion would foster cooperation. A more drastic strategy would be to

create a new system of accountability in school systems in which individual

schools, composed of principals and teachers together, would have explicit

responsibility for Instruction according to their own philosophies. Each

school would be held accountable by central administrators for demonstrating

the educational effectiveness of their approach.

da
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This is appealing but if principals and teachers truly assumed responsi-

bility for instruction and its results, they would probably be less respon-

sive to a hierarchy,and more responsive to their separate communities. This

conclusion follows from Bidwell's notion of loose coupling within and tight

coupling without. A coherent program could not be carried out in a school

system under such conditions.

Besides, principals and teachers are very unlikely to wish to assume

such responsibilities. No profession likes to be judged by outcomes. A doc-

tor thinks no less of himself if the pati.mt dies, or a lawyer if a case is

lost. Prinicipals and teachers are much nore vulnerable than these free-

standing professionals. They seek the protective cover of school system

bureaucracy and enjoy the exercise of discretion within the maze of

unexamined routines. .

Conflict and Bargaining22

According to this view, organizations are arenas for bureaucratic poli-

tics in which individuals and units clash over competing stakes and the dis-

tribution of influence is continually in flux. The task for central leaders

is to build coalitions of support for their policies through bargaining.

Bargains are struck in terms of mutual interests rather than any agreed con-

ception of the general interest. The skills required are similar to those

required for changing processes of bureaucratic routine. One must first dis-

cern how others in positions of independent influence perceive their stakes

and then devise strategies to appeal to such interests. Internal conflicts

within school systems are most often manifestations of more public politics

encompassing school boards, elected officials, teachers' unions, and advocate

groups.
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Strategies cf Leadership at the Local Level

It is apparent from the foregoing analyses chat none of the four strat-

egies or models of organizations is sufficient to the task of implementing a

major policy like P. L. 94-142. A combination of approaches is required. The

following analysis suggests how the different perspectives might be combined

in unified strategies of leadership. We will weave a mosaic out of the posi-

tive aspects of each of the four models.

Organizational leaders must think in terms of systems management and

exercise a central overview of instruction rather than delegating educational

matters to the lowest level. There will be increasing demands for tighter

control of educational performance by the public who are concerned with

impending decline in the achievement of students. If anything, the trend

favors greater emphasis on the three Rs rather than the kind of individuation

described as necessary for 94-142.

The question is whether hierarchical
systems management techniques will

work to engender the kinds of school performance necessary for 94-142. Such

techniques might work for performance accountability. For example, supe:in-

tendents might hold schools responsible if test scores are low and a central

team could be deployed to shake up and shape up the school.

If this is,the trend of the future, it does not bode well for 94-142

because popular priorities are likely to favor general achievement as

measured by tests rather than human development goals. Any effort to imple-

ment 94-142 by such ramrod methods would lead to bureaucratic responses for

compliance with the letter rather than the spirit of the law. For example,

if our 5.2% figure of the normal referral rate for handicapped children were

to be used by school admi''istrators as a quota to induce uniform compliance
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in all schools, children would become victims in a numbers game. Or, chil-

dren could be mainstreamed, whether it is appropriate or not, for fear of

administrative sanction on the LRE requirement.

We see here a real conflict within schools in the immediate future. The

back-to-basics movement implies hierarchical management, and emphasis upon

individual development implies decentralized management. Both sets of goals

are legitimate and are likely to be given different priorities in different

political eras.

We conclude that systems management, as it has been defined, is an inap-

propriate method for implementation of 94-142. This is not to suggest that

an overview of the school system should13e abandoned by top leaders. Rather,

they require more subtle tools of leadership and should .think in terms of

steering rather than commanding.

The first rule of leadership in a complex pubic bureaucracy is that

people must be persuaded to act in terms of an understanding of their own

organizational incentives. If top leaders are to introduce new ideas, they

must appeal to existing incentives if they are to be heeded. This is not to

suggest that incentives cannot be restructured and therefore changed. One

does not lead solely by following, but positive leadership muse have as its

point of departure knowledge of the incentives throughout the organization.

Therefore, we think steering is a better term than command to charac-

terize the leadership of public bureaucracies. We recommended a type of

steering which might be appropriate for 94-142, such as cross departmental

teams of administrators, qualitative and quantitative comparative assessments

of school performance and a general effort to Look at the performance of

schools in terms of performance in the system as a whole. This approach
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requires working with school staffs to allay fear, satisfy incentives and

support change agents within the schools to bring about mutual adaptation in

which new norms replace the old but with continuity in terms of the culture

of the school. It is easier to get people in organizations to change their

routines if the changes are congruent with the basic mission of the organiza-

tion as they understand it.

In the case of 94-142, this is tricky since schools are so different,

even in the same system. There could be many, forms of mutual adaptation.

How does one escape the twin dilemmas of uniform compliance with the letter

or mutual adaptation in terms of many different spirits? It is at this point

that the idea of comparative evaluation as a tool for steering is useful as a

means to mutual adaptation within broad, acceptable guidelines.

William Boyd and Glenn Immegart believe that the best way to understand

and lead organization is through "policy anaylsis" which continually seeks to

join knowledge of organizational characteristics, implementation processes

and outcomes.23 We agree, but add the qualification that policy analysis

only succeeds if it is an instrument in the hands of skillful leaders who

understand bureaucratic processes. Implementation and evaluation planning

can work if they are guided by knowledge of possibilities for organizational

change and the limits to those possibilities.

There ii-an absence of concerted strategies for 94-142 implementation in

the system which we have studied. Central administrators are concerned with

overwhelming problems, especially the implementation of a new desegregation

plan under the eye of the federal court. District leaders appear to seek

administrative order and regularity and, within that, ad hoc and incremental

improvement in the quality of schools. Special educators have the
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responsibility to implement 94-142 but lack the authority. Three different

sets of routines make for a stable pattern of defensive bureaucratic politics

in which there is minimal poaching across these invisible jurisdictions.

However, 94-142 cannot be effectively implemented without greater con-

certed planning and coordination by all three groups of administrators.

unless this happens, principals will be left to their own discretion and

school routines will not be challenged.

It should be possible for the district superintendents and their staff

and the central special education staff to develop a coherent implementation

strategy. The chief ingredient would be regular conversations in which all

schools in each district are considered as whole entities. The task would be

to identify strengths and deficiencies in performance on 94-142 and develop

ways to strengthen school capacities. Such an implementation plan would

require agreement on criteria and measures of performance and discussion

about alternative way to interpret the intent of the law. The achievement of

such performance goals could be assessed by the development of a system of

evaluation which would track each school in terms of 94-142 achievement of

implementation. This comparative assessment of schools would guide decisions

about the most rational allocation of limited resources, such as additional

teachers or a new principal, to improve specific situations when the time is

ripe for improvement:

However, this kind of rational planning is not systems management

because it is carried out within a system of decentralized bureaucratic pro-

cesses. Middle-level administrators work in ad hoc, indirect ways with prin-

cipals and teachers to get them to accept new perspectives and change rou-

tines. But these managers have difficulties in cooperating with each other

because they too are separated by differing bureaucratic stakes.

I 1 4 1
4., 1
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Furthermore, it is not easy for administrators to think about organiza-

tion in terms of relating processes to outcomes. As we have seen, they think

in terms of personalities, specific fires to be fought and conflict manage-

ment and do not see administration as a research activity. The suggestion of

developing an implementation plan, which can itself be evaluated by its

authors, must be qualified by the degree to which administrators are consumed

by particulars.

,,Organizational development is a useful strategy for gaining support for

change within a larger strategy of administrative leadership. For example, a

great deal could be done to create more receptive climates within schools for

94-142 if principals and teachers, who are informal leaders, were to conduct

regular workshops in the school in which teachers cot.;Id discuss the program

and come to terms with it and each other.

However, if this strategy is to have any. force, workshops only be

the beginning. Specifically, is it possible for us to prescribe concrete

actions which might be taken to create the school climates which we have dis-

covered to be conducive to implementation? What are the specific things

which principals can do to be better principals? What are the precise forms

of teacher interaction which are valued and how can these be fostered? And,

what particular varieties of program structures complement such leadership

and interactions?

An analysis of our exemplary principals, the authoritative democrats,

uncovers several common characteristics:

I. They make their intentions clear.

2. They consult with teachers about those intentions.

3. They simplify the administrative tasks of teachers.
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4. They are instructional leaders.

5. They instill pride in teachers about the educational purposes and

achievements of the school.

School departments could train principals in techniques of leadership of

this kind. But leadership style is an extension of basic personality and is

therefore more intuitive than calculated. Good managers cannot be made cre-

ative through training. But the deficiencies of poor managers might be

eased.

The following positive relationships among teachers within schools were

found:

1. A shared sense of mission for the scho,_.

Good collaborative relationships among teachers, usually because of

the existence of a key bridging person such as the resource room teachers or

a lead special education teacher.

3. The organization of teachers in ways that promote exchange of views

such as shared curriculum planning.

Principals may foster such a climate by their actions but if a principal

is simply an efficient manager rather than a creative leader, can a scluol

district work around that person? They can and do place bey lead teachers in

schools with weak principals so that there is an instructional leader. And,

of c',urse, collegial forms of organization can be considered although this is

Less likely in small schools and no guarantee of a good atmosphere in any

school.

Diverse program structures cannot and should not be standardized across

schools because they will often be adopted but not implemented. Mutual adap

tation and local ia-ention are to be encouraged. For example, one school may

/)
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find it desirable to have regular children tutor the handicapped and another

may prefer to permit regular and special teachers to informally share stu

dents. All the standard methods, such as team teaching, ability grouping and

open classrooms sound good but these techniques only work in the hands of

skillful teachers who understand he relationship of technique to educational

purpose. Leaders create such possibilities.

We conclude that techniques and organizational development are useful

but that they must serve systems with strategies of steering based on aware

nes.; of bureaucratic stakes and incentives.

Bureaucratic politics about 94-142 was not highly developed in this

school system. The few attempts to play this game were on the part of the

weak. Special education was able to extract more teachers to reduce the

waiting list by threatening embarrassing and expensive due process hearings.

The chief psychologise attempted to invoke state monitoring of compliance

against his own chiefs in a demand for increased staff. But the weak had so

little bargaining leverage in the system that the general picture presented

is one of a frozen dominance in which central and district administrators

engaged in nondecisions, a failure to act in any way but through the most

incremental change.

There will always be bureaucratic politics in any school system and

school administrators must understand its particular characteristics as they

also understand the more stable and routinized organizational incentives to

which they must appeal. Bureaucratic politics are constantly shifting and

cannot be explained by external forces alone. However, they are often tied

to the demands of external groups such as boards of education, city councils,

unions, parents and advocates, all of whom reinforce internal bureaucratic
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divisions. We have nothing novel to say here except that these horses must

be ridden.

An interesting question for the future is whether or not the politics of

94-142 will become more intense. We may find analogies with the politics of

school desegregation. In the future, the parents of children who are neither

minorities nor handicapped may file state grievances against the school

system for neglecting their children in efforts at compensatory education.

However, the proponents of school desegregation and of 94-142 have argued

that the implementation of civil rights laws will improve the education of

all children.

Willis Hawley and his associates suggest that desegregation may be a

catalyst for the improvement of schools.24 The requirements for school

desegregation may require substantial changes in the services schools offer

and the ways they perform them which can revitalize schools so that all prac-

tices are questioned and new methods tried in a way that benefits all chil-

dren. Forces for change can be strengthened, better trained staffs may be

developed, and there may be a new search for answers to problems about educa-

ting children which go beyond desegregation. The very same claims could be

made for 94-142 and we have seen evidence in this book that schools which

appear to be of higher quality have taken 94-142 in stride. Whether the edu-

cation of children who are not handicapped has been enhanced to degree

beyond what the schools were already doing is an unanswered question.

It is also suggested in the desegregation literature that racia\l deseg-

regation improves the behavior and performance of teachers.25 Classes

are more heterogeneous and teachers are able to stereotype less. They also

,
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may demand h,.gher student performance and self-discipline. Teachers and

administrators in predominantly minority schools expect less of students than

those in desegregated schools. It follows that integration might enhance

expectations and levels of performance across the board. The same argument

has been made in regard to the integration of handicapped children in regular

schools.26

Assumptions about the benefits for minority and handicapped children

which follow from these such propositions are beside the point here. If all

children were to benefit from the implementation of 94-142 because schools

change in positive directions, then there may be a minimal politics of oppo-

sition. However, it will take considerable organizational skill at the local

level to create such schools and educate parents to the fact. If school

administrators attempt to play zero-sum games in which they publicly deplore

the lack of funds to carry out 94-142, and then find themselves in difficulty

because state education agencies and courts say they must implement the law,

we will have a zero-sum politics in which handicapped children will suffer.

Hawley and his associates find this to be a negative factor in desegre-

. gation.27 Potential benefits of desegregation are not realized when the

diversity which it produces overloads the capacity of schools to cope. It is

not just a question of money but of organizational adaptation to the psycho-

Logical stresses.

Synthesis

What do we conclude from these insights about the appropriate strategies

for the heads of school districts who would carry out 94-142? The following

propostions appear to us to be realistic:
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1 Central administrators must keep an instructional overview.

2. Steering strategies and mechanisms must be developed and made to

work in terms of incentives throughout the organization,

i

3. School autonomy and accountability mustlbe balanced.

4. Success on the foregoing points is likely to reduce political back-

lash.

5. Federal and state regulations should be invoked as sticks and

carrots in the form of rules to be obeyed'and resources to be targeted on

change agents and points of change.

Finally, it is not realistic to expect any school system to develop such

elaborate strategies to implement only one among several high priority

measures. It is better to conceive of all of them as flourishing with a

general style of authority in which autonomy and accountability are balanced

and the individuality of children is prized.

Conclusion

We have written a theoretically attuned case study to illuminate a

generic set of problems. This is not a study of a single school but of

several schools and it has the advantages of case studies in that the insti-

tutional "black box" is thoroughly explored. A comparative study of a large

number of school systems which used aggregate data would have surely produced

interesting correlations. Our work may have been necessary to discover the

important variables to guide research on a larger scale. Survey research

cannot reveal the dynamic interactions of levels of government which we have

shown or the horizontal and vertical relationships within and across one

school system. Research on implementation badly needs ethnographic studies

because statutes and regulations should be based on knowledge of the
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grass roots. This is not to argue against large survey studies and aggregate

data but to suggest that they should be combined with the kinds of case

studies presented here.

Cur research problems were the administrative problems of the implemen-

tors of 94-142 at all levels. For example, just as We struggled to find cri-

teria and measures for implementation, so must they. We are in advance of

the actual implementation of the law by virtue of having gone beyond compli-

ance to ask about the development of effective service strategies. We do not

reach far enough in the sense that subsequent research should incorporate

treatment and outcome variables.

This book began with the statement that it would be a contribution to

the union of theories of compliance with regulatory mandates and theories of

organizational innovation. Our attention has been directed to practical,

prescriptive questions about how government could better develop regulatory

strategies which will tap forces for organizational innovation. We think

that "theory" in this sense guides the following propositions:

1. Compliance strategies are a necessary but insufficient part of the

federal armory. Ways must be found to change grass roots routines.

2. Such routines are best understood after a period of initial experi-

ence of implementation. They are not likely to be sufficiently understood in

advance to be made part of implementation estimates. These are not the kinds

of questions raised during the period of discussion of regulations before

they are put into effect. Routines at the grass roots are also best dis-

covered through systematic research which can provide solid'and empirical

foundations for revised, targeted regulations.

'I..
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3. Informal implementation strategies depend on formal rules but

extend them. Perhaps in time, we will be able to understand which informal

strategies are necessary to the implementation of given classes of programs
o

and work at the beginning of programs to develop such strategies.

4. Complete federal delegation of responsibility for implementation of

measures like 94-142 to state agencies would be an abdiCation of federal

responsibility.

Insofar as possible, the federal role should be monitoring, devising

Agulations based on backward mapping, and research and development and tech-

nical assistance.

5. The capacities of state agencies to assume the responsibilities for

implementation of complex, federal statutes of this kind is very questionable

and is an important area for future research.

As a final word, we must admit that implementation, as we have used the

term, may be only indirectly, ii at all, related to favorable outcomes for

children. It may be necessary but not sufficient. Other factors may be much

more important for the effective treatment of children. Therefore, implemen-

tation and evaluation research-should be joined.

We do not know whether 94-142 is good for children. The evidence in

advance was mixed and limited. On balance, we conclude that it probably is

beneficial. Therefore, the real question is how good it is for children.

Qne must then ask if the results justify the expense in the face of all the

other demands on education and public budgets. These questions are particu-

larly difficult in regard to the treatment of the severely retarded. But

what if evaluation research suggests that mildly retarded 'students are no

better off than they were in special schools or are even worse off, not only
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academically but in terms of self-esteem? What if the gains are very lim-

ited? How will democracy come to grips with such questions?

In our current political climate, these questions are not likely to be

raised directly and openly. Rather, policies will be muted through partial

and selective implementation. This is unfortunate because it breeds cynicism

among those who had high expectations and fosters a manipulative way of

working among school people. It would be much better to come to grips with

reality and emphasize limited, manageable targets. But it is not clear

whether symbolic politics will permit such realism. On the (Scher hand,

94-142 may reveal great progress but show it to be uneven across the country.

If so, then the strategies suggested in this book are appropriate for the

long term.

4.4
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Regular Education Teachers ( elementary)

For rack: question, please circle the number of the choice that comes closestto describing your response or fill in the blanks that are provided, asappropriate.

We appreciate your cooperation in completing this questionnaire. Thank you.

1. How many years have you been teaching elementary school?
YaJragrotifm...al.

2. How many years have you been teaching in the this public school system?

3. How many years have you been teaching in your present school?

4. How much course work in education at the college or university level

have you taken since you completed your Bachelor's degree?

1) None

2) some course work but no other- degree

3) Masters degree

4) some coursework beyond Masters

5) Doctorate

5. In any of your training, have you ever had specific instruction in

working with handicapped children?

1) yes

2) no

6) Do you have a child identified as handicapped in your classroom this

voar?

) yes

2) no
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7. Do you have any children in your classroom who go to special educa-

tion classes?

1) yes

2) no

8. Do you take special education pupils into your classes for special

projects?

1) yes

2) no

9. How well acquainted do you feel that you are with the provisions of

the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142)?

1) well acquainted

2) familiar with some of its provisions

3) have very little information about its provisions

4) have no information at all

10. How much effect do you think the law (94-142) will have on the

average classroom teacher in your school?

1) a large effect
4) no effect

2) a moderate effect
5) undecided

3) very little effect

11. Do you think that handicapped children ought to be educated in a

regular classroom setting?

1) yes

2) no

3) undecided
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12. How easy do you think.it will be for your school to meet the

requirements of the law?

1) very easy 4) very difficult

2) moderately easy 5) impossible

3) moderately difficult

13. During the last five years, have you had a child in your classroom

whom you felt was handicapped in some way but who was not receiv-

ing special education help?

1) yes

2) no

If yes, did you refer this child for evaluation?

1) yes

2) no

14. How many children do you feel are now in regular classrooms in your

school and are receiving no special education help but who, probably

ought to be receiving special education help?

1) many

2) a few

3) none

15. Have you ever participated in the writing of an Individualized Edu-

cation Program (IEP) for a child?

1) yes

2) no

If yes, did you find the preparation of the IEP to be

1) very easy, 3) reasonably dif-
2) reasonably easy ficult

4) very difficult

.).



253

If no, do you feel that the preparation of the IMP would be

)) very easy
3) reasonably

difficult

reasonably easy
4) very difficult

16. How well do you feel that your teacher training or experience as

a teacher prepared you to work with handicapped children in a

regular classroom settilg?

1) not at all
3) adequately

2) poorly
4) extremely well

17. How often have you personally worked with teachers or staff from

the special education program?

1) frequently
3) seldom

2) occasionally
4) never

If you have worked with special education staff before, have you

generally found them to be

1) easier to work with than regular teachers.

2) more difficult to work with than regular teachers.

3) no different from regular teachers to work with.

18. Do you thini that, in general, parents

1) make too many demands of teachers.

2) make reasonable demands of teachers.

3) make too few demands of tea :hers.

19. Do you think most parents understand their children's educational

neods

1) well

2) adequately

3) poorly

4) not at all
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20. Do you think hour principal does the best he/she can to make your
.

job as easy as possible?

1) yes

2) no

21. Does your principal respond to suggestions from teachers about

school policies?

1) often

2) sometimes

3) never

22. Does your principal seek suggestions from teachers about school

policies?

1) often

2) sometimes

3) never

23. Do you think your principal

1) should take more advice from teachers about school matters.

2) should take less advice from teachers.

3) takes about the right amount of advice from teachers.

24. Do you think that your principal

1) knows a great deal about what goes on in individual classrooms

2) knows something of what goes on in individual classrooms

3) knows very little about what goes on in individual classrooms

25. Do you feel that your district superintendent

1) knows a great (Val about what goes on in individual schools in

his district.

2) knows something about what goes on in individual schools in

his district.
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3) knows very little about what goes on in individual schools in

his district.

26. For the most part, do you feel that the school system's central

administrators

1) know g great deal about what goes on in individual schools.

2) know something about what goes on in individual schools.

3) know very little about what goes on in individual schools.

17. Do you think your principal influences what goes on in individual

classrooms

1) too much

2) about the right amount

3) not enough

28. Do you think that the central administrators influence what is

going on in individual schools

1) too much.

2) about the right amount.

3) not enough.

25. Do you think that your district superintendent influences what is

going on in the individual schools in your district

1) too much.

2) about the right amount.

3) not enough.

30. Do you think that the state government influences what goes on in

public schools

1) too much.

2) about the right amount.

3) not enough.
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31. Do you think that the federal government influences what goes on in

public schools

1) too much.

2) about the right amount.

3) not enough.

32. Do you feel that the federal government should provide more funds

for the public schools?

1) yes

2) no

33. Is P.L. 94-142 a good thing for public education in this city? If

yes, why? if.no, why? (Use space which follows.)

1) yes

2) no

34. Sex

1) male

2) female

35. Age

a (1 a
'Si a
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Special Education Teachers (Elementary)

For each question, please circle tne number of the choice that comes closestto describing your response or fill in the blanks that am provided, asApplopilate.

We appteciate your cooperation in completing this questionnaire. Thank you.

1. How many years have you belin teaching elementary school?

2. How many years have you been teaching in the public school system?

3. How many years have you been teaching in your present school?

4 How much course work in education at the college or university

level have you taken since you completed your Bachelor's degree?

1) none

2) some course work but no other degree

3) Master's degree

4), course work beyond Masters

5) Doctorate

5. In your present position, which of the following disability cate-

gories do you work with? (Circle more than one category, if appli-

cable.)

1) CD I (TMR) 4) PH 7) VE (Resource Rm)

2) CD II (EMR) 5) HI 6) Other

3) CD III (LD) 6) VI (Specify)
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6. How well acquainted do you think regular education teachers in your

school are with the requirements of the Education for All Handi-

capped Children Law (94-142)?

1) well acquainted

2) familiar with some of its provisions

3) have very little information about its provisions

4) have no information at all

7. How much effect do you think the law (94 -142) will have on the

average classroom teacher in your school?

1)

2)

3)

a large effect

a moderate effect

very little effect

4

4)

5)

no effect

undecided

8. How much effect do you think the law (94-142) will have on your

work?

1) a large effect 4) no effect

2) a moderate effect
5) undecided

3) very little effect

9. Do you think that handicapped children ought to be educated in a

regular classroom setting to the fullest possible extent?

1) yes

2) no

3) undecided

10. How easy do you think it will be for your school to meet the

requirements of the law?

lY very easy 4) very difficult

2) moderately easy 5) impossible

3) moderately difficult

()C. '1
J
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11. From your observations, how well do regular teachers in your school

detect children with special education needs?

1) extremely well

2) moderately well

3) poorly

12. How well do most regular teachers in your school perform in refer-

ring these children for evaluation?

1) extremely well

2) moderately well

3) poorly

13. How many children do you feel are now in regular classrooms in your

school and are receiving no special education help but who probably

ought to be receiving special education help?

1) many

2) a few

3) none

14. How well prepared are regular classroom teachers in your school to

participate in the writing of IEPs?

1) well prepared

2) adequately prepared

3) poorly prepared

15. In your opinion, how well prepared are regular education teachers

in your school to work with handicapped children in a regular

classroom setting?
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1) well prepared

2) adequately prepar_u

3) poorly prepared

16.. Do you think that regular education teachers in your school find

working with special education staff to be

1) easy

2) somewhat difficult

3) extremely difficult

17. Do you think that, in general, parents of exceptional children

1) make too many demands of teachers.

2) make reasonable demands of teachers.

3) make too few demands of teachers.

18. Do you think most parents of exceptional children understand their

children's educational needs

1) well. 3) poorly.

2) adequately. 4) not at all.

19. Do you think your principal does the best he/she can to make your

job as easy as possible?

1) yes

2) no

20. Does your principal listen as readily to special education teachers

as to regular teachers?

1) yes

2) no

f

4. Z.
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21. Does your principal respond to suggestions from teachers about

school policies?

1) often

2) sometimes

3) never

22. Does your principal seek suggestions from teachers about school

policies?

1) often

2) sometimes

3) never

23. Do you think your principal

1) should take more advice from teachers about school matters.

2) should take less advice from teachers.

3) takes about the right amount of advice from teachers.

24. Do you think that your principal

1) knows a great deal about what goes on in individual class-

rooms.

2) knows something of what goes on in individual classrooms.

3) knows very little about what goes on in individual classrooms.

25. Do you think that your principal

1) knows a great deal about special education programs in the

school.

2) knows something about special education programs in the school.

3) knows very little about special, education programs in the

school.



262

26. Do you feel that your district superintendent

1) knows a great deal about what goes on in individual schools in

his district.

2) knows something about what goes on in individual schools in his

district.

3) knows very little about what goes on in individual schools in

his district.

27. For the most parl, do you feel that the school system's central

administrators

1) know a great deal about what goes on in individual schools.

2) know something about what goes on in individual schools.

3) know very little about what goes on in individual schools.

28. Do you think that your principal influences what goes on in indi-

vidual classrooms

1) too much.

2) about the right amount.

3) not enough.

29. Do you think that the central administrators influence what is

going on in individual schools

1) too much

2) about the right amount.

3) riot enough.

30. Do you think that your district superintendent ,influences what ks

going on in the individual schools in your district

1) too much.

2) about the right amount,

3) not enough.

(h. ,
,,...4.. i .
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31. Do you think that the state government influences what goes on ln

public schools

1) too much.

2) about the right amount.

3) not enough.

32. Do you think that the federal government influences what goes on irl

public schools

1) too much.

2) about the right amount.

3) not enough.

33. Do you feel that the federal government should provide more funds

for the public schools?

1) yes

2) no

34. Is P.L. 94-142 a good thing for public education in this city? If

no, why? (Use space which follows.)

1) yes

2) no

35. Does 94-142 lead special education in the best possible direction

from the standpoint of the wellbeing of exceptional children?

1) yes

2) no

If no, why not? (Use space which follows.)

36. Sex

I) male

2) female

4., 4 4,.
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Central and District Administrators

What does 94-142 require this school system to that the system,gas not already been doing?

2. 'What specific goals do you expect to be realiiee during :he first yearof implementation of 94-142? (Which objectives do you feel have ;.lreadybeen met?)

3. How would you assess the capacities of this school system to implementthe law?

4. Will adaptations be required in the schools for the law to be implemen-ted? If Sot what?

5. What obstacles are likely to arise to such adaptations?

6. What strategies and resources exist within the system for implementingthe law?

7. What incentives does tht school system have at its disposal for encour-aging the kinds of adaptations which are required of individuals by94-142?

8. What sanctions, if any, exist for overcoming resistance to ti-e immle-entation of the law from within the school system?

9. How will the school system monitor its own progress in implementing94-142?

10. Have you had any surprises thus far with regard to the implementationof 94-142 in the schools or have things gone pretty much as youinitially anticipated?

11. Who are the people in the system who are particularly crucial for thesuccessful implementation of the law?

12. How has this school system been mobilized for innovation in the past?e.g., by command from the top, by participatory
planning, by a mix ofcommand and participation?

(Seek examples.)

approach do you feel is generally most effective forachieving desired changes? Ray?

Does the decentralized
organizational structure of the school systemfacilitate, complicate, or rave no real effect upon me implementationof system-wide policies such as 94-142? Xy?
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14. is pressure being applied from outside the school system as a result ofthe law? (If no, do you anticipate such pressure arising either for oragainst implementation of 94-142?)

15. How have rel .tionships between the school system and other agenciesConcerned with services for the handicapped changed as a result of thelaw?

16. Are there policies unrelated to 94-142 being implemented within theschoo system at this time which could complicate or facilitate theimplementation of 94-142 t.

.What are the attitudes in the school system regarding 94-142? Is thereany opposition to the requirements of the law?

18. Do you think that the objectives of 94-142 are entirely commendable orare there implications of the law that are open to criticism?

19. Is 94-142 areasonable law? Are its requirements realistic?
20. Will the problems of implementing the law be any different in the highschools than in the elementary schools?

Central Administrators Onl

21. Compare the three school districts by your estimate of the relativeease or difficulty of implementation within each district. Do the dif-ferences, if any, derive from attributes of the major actors in eachdistrict, from demograpnic characteristics of the districts or what?
22. What are your personal

responsibilities for the implementation of thelaw?

a. How will you carry them out?

b. Who are you relying on to help you?
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Special Education Consultants

1. How many referrals in school X during the past year?

2. What were the sources of the referrals?
(Estimate proportion from each source - parents, teachers, other school
personnel.)

3. Do reasons for referrals (academic, emotional, behavioral, etc.) vary
according to the source of referral?

4. Describe the referral-evaluatioh-staffing-placement process as you see
it.

a. At what point(s) can the process be stopped (child retained in
regular classroom?) How often does this happen? (Probe: If sel-
dom, why not?)

b. How much time elapses from 1 point in the process to the next?

c. What proportion of children staffed are placed in:

1. Special ed. setting other than home school.

2. Special ed. setting in home school.

3. Regular ed. setting with special ed. services.

4. Regular ed. setting without special ed. services.

5. What people do you consult with about the child before the staffing?
(teachers, principals, parents, others?)

a. Do you meet with these people individually or in a group?

b. How often do you meet with each of these people?

c. What propc:"..on of the time is spent with:

the child

teachers

parents

principals and other school personnel
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6. Who is involved in the staffing meeting?

a. How are these people decided upon?

7. Where are the staffing meetings held? Why?

8. What steps are taken to include parents?
(Extent to which time and place are made convenient for parents? Pro-
portion of parents accompanied by advocate or other represencative.)

a. Percentage of parents who attend.

b.. Characteristics (nature of handicap) of the children in relation
to attendance of parents.

c. Characteristics (SES Race) of parents who attend and who do not
attend.

9. What information is presented at the staffing? By whom?

10. What is considered in the placement decision? (Ideally? Actually?
Probe for both.) Problems presented, services available, service loca-
tion, transportation, etc.

11. DO professionals often disagree about the outcomes of staffing meetings?

a. Are you generally satisfied that the outcome is in the child's
best interest?

12. Do you think that the current classification categories are meaningful
and useful? Why or why not? (Probe for EMR-LD differences.)

13. What percentage of parents object to decision reached?

What is the nature of the objections in relation to the characteristics
of the parents? (Probe)

How are These resolved? (Ask for an example.)

14. How would you characterize the implementation of 94-142 in this school?
Probe particularly for principal's role.

15. Do you find it more comfortable to work in some of your schools than in
others?

Which ones?

Why?
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16. How do you feel about your working relations with each of the princi-
pals? (Probe for differences and reasons why.)

17. Does the possibility of a request of a due process hearing from parents
influence the decision-making process? If so, how?

How are actual requests for due process hearings handled?

How would you characterize the kinds of parents who push for hearings?

18. What is the principal objective you keep in mind during the referral,
evaluation, staffing, placement process?

19. Are there variations among the school psychologists that go beyond per-
sonality? Can you categorize the variations?

20. Do these differences affect outcomes for children?

21. How would you sort out these particular psychologists accprding to these
categories? S
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1. What does 94-142 require your school to do that you have not done
before?

2. What specific goals do you expect to realize during the first year of
full implementation of 94-142?

3. How would you assess the capacities of this -school system to implement
the law?

How would, you assess the capacities of this school to implement the law?

4. What are the attitudes in the school system regarding 94-142?

Is there any opposition to the requirements of the law?

5. What attitudes exist in this school regarding the law?

Is there opposition?

6. Will people in this school have to make personal adjustments in order
for this law to be implemented?

What sorts of adjustments?

Are these adjustments likely to be made easily?

7. how have you approached the implementation of policy changes in your
sch9o1 before?

By directive, by participatory planning, or by a mix of directive and
participation?

)

Which approach do you feel is generally most effective for achieving
desired changes?

Why?

8. How ell do you think the average teacher in your school understands
the requirements of 94-142?

,

9. Do you think your regular education teachers feel competent to teach
handicapped children in a regular classroom setting?

10. How do you select the regular classroom teachers who will receive handi-
capped children in their classes?

11. "ow easy is it for regular 'classroom teachers and special education
teachers to work together more closely in 'accord with the. requirements
of 94-142?
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12. How do you keep yourself informed about what goes on in your school?

How do you keep yourself informed about what goes on with regard to

94-142?

13. How do you find out what your teachers are thinking?

_14. Are teachers quick to complain if they disagree with a policy or direc-

tive from you?

15. Are there people in your school whom you talk to more than other people

about school matters?

16. Do you feel responsible for knowing what goes on in individual class-

rooms?

17. Raw do you convey your ideas to your teachers abolit changes and improve-

ments that you would like to see made in your. school?

18. How do you go about dealing with conflicts and disagreements among mem-

bers of your staff?

What kinds of conflicts emerge?

19. What do you think your teachers expect of you as their principal?

20. How do you divide your time?

What sorts of activities take most of your time?

21. How often do your teachers meet as a faculty?

22. Do you think that the objectives of 94-142 are entirely commendable or

are there implications of the law that are open to criticism?

23. Is 94-142 a reasonable law?

Are its requirements realistic?

24. What do you see as your personal obligations in the implementation of

94-142 in your school?

How will you carry them out?

25. How long have you been a principal?

How long have you been a principal in this school?

26. How long were you a teacher before you became a principal?
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27. Did you participate in the SAGE worl(shops for principals?

If yes, did you' find them useful?

?art II

1. 'What sorts of handicaps or disabilities are represented among the :ail-dren in this school?

2. In recent years, have many children from your school been leferred andevaluated for special education placement?

3. Have you participated in the writing of IEPs'for any of the children inyour school?

If yes, how difficult a process was it?

4. What strategies and resources do you have at your disposal for seeingthat 94-142 is implemented in your school?

5. What incentives can you offer for encouraging the kinds of adaptationswhich are required of individuals by 94-142?

6. What sanctions can you employ for overcoming resistance to the imple-mentation of the law from within your school?

7. How do you monitor progress in implementing 94-142 in your school?

8. Have you had any surprises thus far with regard to the implementation
of 94-142 in your school, or have things gone pretty much as youinitially anticipated?

9. How much latitude do you feel that you have regarding the specifics ofimplementing this law in your school?

As a principal, what decisions are left to you to make?

10. Does the decentralized organizationat_ structure of the school systeL,facilitate, complicate, or have no real effect upon the implib- mPnvAr';,,,
of system-wide policies such as 94-142?

11. Of district-level personnel, whom do you work with most closely con-cerni.ng the implementation of 94-142?

12. Is the district special education consultant an important resource for
you in implementing the law in your school?

Why or why not?

4)J



273

13. How much attention do you think the cen')al administration pays to whatgoes on in individual schools?

14. How much attention do you think the district superintendent
pays to whatgoes on in individual schools?

15. How much effect do you think the opinions of: principals has on district-
level policies?

System-level policies?

16. If you feel that a policy or ditective from the district office or thecentral office would be bad for your school, whom do you talk to aboutit?

17. Task Force MOVE has suggested that the central authority in the metro-politan school system !;hould be more focused and more ac6ve.

Do you think that recommendation is valid?

Why?

18. Is there sufficient autonomy for the individual school in this systemor would greater autonomy be beneficial for the operation of theschools?

19. Is pressure being applied on your school from outside the school systemas a result of the law?

If no, do you anticipate such pressure arising, either for or againstimplementation?

20. How do you deal with complaints from parents?

21. Hui.; well do you think most parents understand the educational needs oftheir children?

22. Do parents ask too much of the public schools, too little of the publicschools, or are most parents realistic in their expectations of theschool?

p
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Regular Education Teachers (Elementary)

'ow many students do you teach?

2. Do you nave children in your classroom who receive special educationservices?

a. If so, how many?

b. What are their disabilities?

3. Have children been mainstreamed into your class from a special educationclass this year? Last year?

a. If so, how many?

b. What programs did they come from?

4. Have you referred children fro. your class for evaluation and specialeducation placement?

a. How many resource room?

b. How many other special ed.?

c. Were they given those services?

5. Has there been a push for implementing P.L. 94-142 in the metropolitanschools?

a. If so, where did it come from? What form did it take?

b. Has there been a push for implementatiOn in this school?

c. If so, where did it come from? What form did it take?

d. What has the principal done with regard to this law?

6. Have you noticed any changes in the relationship
between special ed. andregular ed. since P.L. 94-142 has beet; in effect?

a. If so, what sorts of changes have you noticed?

7. Do you th.nk there is a difference between the educational concepts usedby special ed. and those of general education?

In what ways?
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8. Do you think that handicapped children should be educated in a regular
classroom setting?

Why or why not?

Do you see differences according to handicapping conditions?

9. How often do you have occasion to work with other teachers in this
school?

a. Whom do you work with most often in this school?

b. On what sorts of activities or problems do you usually work with
other teachers?

10. As you see it, what is the role of a school principal? (Probe, if
necessary: What functions do you think teachers can reasonably expect
their principals to,perform?)

a. Assuming that all of us have strengths and weaknesses, how would
you assess the strengths and weaknesses of your principal, in terms
of your own criteria?

11. What do you think the principal's role in implementing P.L. 94-142
should be?

a. Assuming we all have strengths and weaknesses, how would you
assess the strengthi and weaknesses of your principal in performing
this role?

12. How long have you worked with your current principal?

a. Have you worked with other .,:rincipals?

(If yes) How does your current principal compare with the others you
have worked with in terms of your own criteria?

(If no) Prom what you might have heard from other teachers, how do you
think your principal would compare with other ones, in terms of your own
criteria?

13. Everyone who is responsible for managing a group of employees has his
or her own way of filling this role and seeing that things get done;
they develop their own style as a leader. While this is no doubt a
highly individual process, people probably fall into certain patterns
of doing things that can be grouped together. I will describe for you
three general types of leadership and ask you which type you think fits
your principal best:
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a) This person believes that it takes a strong authority to get people
to do their jobs -ion. He likes to make decisions himself and
closely supervises employees to see that decisions and plans are

k

carried out. .

b) This person believes that people basically like to work and will do
their best job if they are involved in making decisions and then
Left pretty much on their own to carry them out.

c) This person believes that people do not need strong personal
authority or supervision once they know the rules and guidelines.

d) ° If none of these seem applicable, could you describe your princi-
pal's style of leadership as you see it?

14. What do you like best about teaching in this school?

a. What would you most like to see changed about this school?

4-15. What do you see as the biggest problems confronting you in your job?

a. What sorts of changes would be required to alieviate these prob-
lems?

16. Whom do you see informally during the school day?

1
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Special education Teachers (Elementary)

1. How many difeIent students do you .each"

a. How often do you see them?

b. 'That kinds of disabilities or handicaps do they have?

c. How many of your students are partially
mainstreamed?

d. ,'"or what activities do they go to other classrooms?

2. How often do you have occasion to work with other teachers in thisschool?

a. Whom do you work with most often in this school?

b. On what sorts of activities or problems do you usually work withother teachers?

3. How many of your students have moved into regular classrooms this year?
4. How many of your students do you anticipate moving into regular class-rooms next year?

5. Has there been a push for implementing
P.L. 94-142 in the metropolitanschools?

a. Ii so, where (or whom) did it come from? What form did it take?
b. Has there been a push for implementation in this school?

c. If so, where (or whom) did it come from? What form did it take?

d. What has the principal been doing with regard to this law?

6. How much contact do you have with the district special ed. consultant?

a. How much contact do you have with the special ed. staff in the cen-tral office?

b. Do you find them helpful? If so, in what ways?

Have you ever taught regular education?

a. If so, for how long?

b. How long ago was this?

S. wave you noticed any changes :n the relationships between special ed.and regular ed. teachers since P.L. 9=-1-2 has been in effect?

0)Q....
uv
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a, If so, what sorts of changes have you noticed?

b. Have you noticed any changes since the enactment of the State law?

c. If so, what sorts of changes have you noticed?

9. How easy do you think it is for geneeal educators without formal
training in special ed. to grasp the major concepts of special educa-tion?

a. How easily do you think they grasp the methods and techniques used
to teach children in special ed.?

10. As you see it, what is the role of a school principal? (Probe, ifnecessary: What functions do you think teachers can reasonably expecttheir principals to perform?)

a. Assuming that all of us have strengths and weaknesses, how would
you assess the strengths and weaknesses of your principal, in termsof your own criteria?

11. What do you think the principal's role in implementing P.L. 94-142should be?

a. Assuming we all have strengths and weaknesses, how would you assess
the strengths and weaknesses of your principal in performing thisrole?

12. Haw long have you worked with your current principal?

a. Have you worked with other principals?

(If yes) How does your current principal compare with the others youhave worked with in terms of your own criteria?

(If no) From what you might have heard from other teachers, how do youthink your principal would compare with other ones, in terms of yourown criteria?

13. Everyone who is responsible for managing a group of employess has his
or her own way of filling this role and seeing that things get done;they develop their own style as a leader. While this is no doubt ahighly individual process, people probably fall 4 certain patternsof doing things that can be grouped together. I I describe for youthree general types of leadership and ask you whit type you think fitsyour principal best:
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This person believes that, it takes strong authority to get people
to do their jobs well. He likes to make decisions himself and
closely superv.ces employees to see that decisions and plans are
carried out.

b) This person believes that people basically like to work and will do
their best job if they are involved in making decisions and then
left pretty much on their own to carry them out.

c) This person believes that people do not need strong personal
authority or supervision once they know the rule,s and guidelines.

d) If none of these seem applicable, could you describe your princi-
pal's style of leadership as you, see it?

14. Wha:- do you like best about teaching in this school?

a. What would you most like to see changed about this school?

15. What do you see as the biggest problems confronting you in your job?

a. What sor2--qf changes would be required to alleviate these prob-
lems?

16. Whom do you spend time with of the other teachers? (When and how? --
lunch time, breaks, etc.)

17. Do you feel you have enough interaction with other teachers?

18. Suppose we wanted to interview the regular teachers in this school who
are the most receptive and the least receptive to the aims and'objec-
tives of this law. Of the regular teachers here, whom would you sug-
gest?
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Resource Room Teachers

1. What is your role in referrals made by classroom teachers?

2. Do you think some teachers are too quick to refer children for evalua-
tion?

a. If yes, how extensive is it in this school?

b. Why do you think this happens?

3. Do you automatically refer children who come to your resource class for
psychological evaluation?

4. How does the principal affect the referral process in this school?

5. Show refer-staffing figures for the school; point out that they are for
last year (1978-79).

Question: How many of thekids who were referred but not staffed were
enrolled in the resource program?'

How many were sent back to the classroom without additional
services because the psychologist recommended that special
ed. services were not necessary?

a. Do you know of any cases last year in which a parent refused to
allow a staffing when it was recommended by the psychologist?

6. In this school, who informs parents about staffings and encourages them
to participate in the staffing?

7. Do you have knowledge of how many parents participated in these staf-
fings last year?

a. If yes, is this a fairly typical rate of participation?

8. Do_you have any way of knowing where children who go to a staffing are
finally placed?

a. If yes, can you tell me about the placements of children staffed
last year?

9. In your opinion, do placements for most children correspond closely to
staffing recommendations?

10. How are parents involved in the writing of IEPs in this school?

a. If parents can be involved, how often do they participate?
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Psychologists (Elementary)

1. How many referrals in school X during the past year?

2. What were the sources of the referrals? (Parents, teachers, other
school personnel.) (Estimate proportion from each source - parents,
teacherS, other school personnel.)

3. Do reasons for referrals (academic, emotional, behavioral, etc.) vary
according to the-,source of referral?

4. Describe the referral-evaluation-staffing-placement process as you see
it.

Probes:

a. At what point(s) can the process be stopped (child retained in
regular classroom?) How often does this happen? (Probe: If sel-
dom, why not?)

b. How much time elapses from 1 point in the process to the next?

c. What proportion of children staffed are placed:

1. Special ed. 'setting other than home school.

2. Special ed. setting in home school.

3. Regular ed. setting with special ed. services.

4. Regular ed. setting without special ed. services.

5. What do you do when you first enter a case?
(What do you do first: see child; review records, etc.?)

6. How many times do you see the child?

7. In what. settings do you see the child?

8. What instruments are used in evaluating the child?
(I.Q. tests, achievement tests, etc.)*

9. Do you observe the child? If so, where?

10. What people do you consult with about the child before the staffing?
(teachers, principals, parents, others?)

a. Do you meet with these people individually or in a group?

b. How often do you meet with each of these people?

1)0
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c. What proportiori of the time is spent with:

the child

teachers

parents

principals and other school personnel

11. What steps are taken to include parents?
(Extent to which time and place are made convenient for parents? Pro
portion of parents accompanied by advocate or other representative.)

a. Percentage of parents who attend.

b. Characteristics (nature of the handicap) of the children in rela
tion to attendance of parents.

c. Characteristics (SES Race) of parents who attend and who do not
attend,

12. What information is presented? By whom?

13. What is considered in the placement decision? (Ideally? Actually?
Probe for both.) Problems presented, 'services available, service loca
tion, transportation, etc.

14. Do professionals often disagree about the outcomes of staffing meetings?

a. Are you generally satisfied that the outcome is in the child's best
interest?

15 Do you think that the current classification categories are meaningful
and useful? Why or why not?

16. What percentage of parents object to decision reached?

What is the nature of the objections in relation to the characteristics
of the parents? (Probe)

How are these resolved? (Ask for an example.)

17. How would you characterize the implementation of 94-142 in this school?
Probe particularly for principals' role.

18 Do you find it more comfortable to work in some of your schools than in
others?

Which ones?

Why?

r-tj
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19. How do you feel about your working relations with each of the princi-pals? Probe for differences and reasons why.

20. Does the possibility of a request of a due process hearing from parents
influence the decision-making process? If so, how?

,How are actual requests for due process hearings handled?

How would you characterize the kinds of parents who push for hearings?

21. What is the principal objective you keep in mind duling the referral,
evaluation, staffing, placement process?

i
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Principals (Elementary): Referral-Staffing Process

1. How much involvement does the referral-staffing process require of you?
How?

2. Are you ever asked to approve referrals that you think are unwarranted?

a. If yes, how do you proceed on them?

3. Do you think teachers in your school are referring children for good
reasons?

4. Do parents often push for evaluations?

5. Do you think your school psychologist does a good job of screening chil-
dren for special ed. services?

a. What services can be given to a child in this school without going
to a staffing?

6. From your experience, does it ever happen that the psychologist recom-
mends a child for staffing, but the staffing never takes place?

a. If yes, for what reasons might this occur?

b. Are you generally satisfied with the results of staffings?

7. We understand that central office makels placement decisions. How often
is a child who goes to a staffing from thi's school placed in a program
at this school?

8. How likely are parents in this school to participate in staffings and
other aspects of the referral-staffing process?

9. Do yOu think that there is anything the school system could do to
improve the referral-staffing process?
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Principals (Secondary)

1. What does 94-142 require your school to do that was not done before?
(Probe for historical changes.)

2. Describe the population of "handicapped" students in your school.
(Cover all possible categories.)

How many in each category?

3." Describe the educational plans and structures for them. (According to
category.)

4. What criteria and signs db you use to judge whether the law is being
properly implemented in this school?

How do you learn what is happening?

5. Whom do you rely on for the implementation of the law?

6. 'What are the attitudes of teachers in this school toward the law?

Is there opposition? Among which groups? Who supports?

7. What sorts of adjustments have to be made by teachers for the law to be
implemented?

Has this caused problems?

How dealt with?

8. How would you characterize the relations of regular and special ed.
teachers in this school? Do they work together on 94-142? If so, how?

9. Do some regular teachers teach handicapped students?

If so, in what modes?

Which teachers? Why them and not others?

10. What is your view about the categorization of handicapped students, e.g.

Traditional categories - EMR, LD?

General CD categories?

CD4, behavior problem?

. What is the categorization system in this.school? (Actual? Implicit?)
4

1,1

How is it reflected in your programs for the handicapped?

(,) ')J
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11. Do some handicapped children drop out of school after age 16?

What percent of the total?

Is this a good or bad thing?'

246

How many students stay in school beyond the usual graduation age?

What proportion of them are handicapped?

12. Do you have any special problems in regard to 94-142 which concern you?

13. What is the racial composition of your handicapped students population?

Why this mix?

14. Describe these processes in your school in regard to 94142.

Referrals?

Staffings?

The writing of IEPs?

Do you play a role in these processes? If so, what?

Who are the key people in these processes?

What do parents do? How would you characterize the degree and serious-
ness of parental participation?

15. How many new referrals did your school have in 1979-80?

So far this year?

How many staffings?

If the first number is larger, why and what happened to the stu-
dents?

Where were the staffed students placed? (e.g., in this building?)

Are any students sent elsewhere? If so, what kinds of students and
how many?

16. Who does your school work with in the district and central office in
regard to 94-142?

Describe the relationships and relative responsibilities?



17. Who is primarily responsible for implementing 94-142 in this school
system?

What is your -'sponsibility?

18. Do you think that 94-142 is a good policy?

A realistic one?

19. How long have you been a principal?

How long in this school?

How long were you a teacher?

20. How do you allocate your time as principal?

Why?

Is this a good distribution or would you like to alter it?
(Explain.)

What are the most important things a principal does?

21. Whom do you rely on to help you administer the school?

What do (they) do?

22. What do you think your teachers expect of you as their principal?

Why?

How do you act to meet these expectations?

23. How do you approach the implementation of policy changes in this school?
(Probe after the question is answered as to directive or consultative,
style or a combination.)

Why do you proceed this way?

24. How do yon know what your teachers are thinking and know what goes on in
the schoc

25. Is this faculty influential as a faculty in school policies?

If so, how so? Examples?

How are faculty views represented? (Probe. Through department
chairmen; faculty meetings, other.)

r)
)
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26. How do you lead' the faculty in the face of disagreements?

27. Have you had to provide leadership in regard to the implementation of
94-142?

If so, how so?

Which groups had to be convinced of what?

Are there other leaders within the school on 94-142?

28. How much or how little latitude to run their own schools are secondary
principals given in this system?

On what range of issues?

29. Who has a stronger influence on the programs of individual schools --
district offices or the Central Office? Explain with examples.

Which are the key positions of authority as far as you are con-
cerned?

At)
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Regular Education Teachers (Secoadary)

I. What is your typical class size? How many classerigo you teach?

2. Do ou have children in your classroom who receive special education
services?

a. Which classes?

b. If so, how many?

c. What are their disabilities?

3. Have you referred children from your class for evaluation and special
ed. placement?

a. If yes, were they given those services?

4. Who has taken leadership in this school with regard to this law?

a. What has the principal done with regard to this law?

5. Have you noticed any changes in the relationship between special ed.
and regular ed. since P.L. 94-142 has been in effect?

a. If so, what sorts of changes have you noticed/

6. Do you think there is a difference between your educational concepts
and those used by special ed.?

In what ways?

7. Do you think that handicapped children should be educated.in a-regular
classroom setting?

Why or why not?

Do you see differences according to handicapping conditions?

8. As you see it, what is the role of a school principal? (Probe if
necessary: What functions do you think teachers can reasonably expect
their principals to perform?)

a. Assuming that all of us have strengths and weaknesses, how would

you .assess the strengths and weaknesses of your principal, in terms

of your own criteria?
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9. What do you think the principal's role in implementing P.L. 94-142
should be?

a. Assuming we all have strengths and weaknesses, how would you assess
the strengths and weaknesses of your principal in performing this
role?

10. How long have you worked with your current principal?

a. Have you worked with other principals?

(If yes) How does your current principal compare with the others you
have worked with in terms of your own criteria?

(If no) From what you might have heard from other teachers, how do you
think your principal would compare with other ones, in terms of your own
criteria?

11. How is this school administered?

Who does the principal use as his key assistants to administer this
school?

12. What do you like best about teaching in this school?

a. What would you most like to see changed about this school?
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Special Education Teachers (Secondary)

1. How many different students do you teach?

a. How :often ao you see them?

b. What kinds of disabilities or handicaps do they have?

(Questions c and'd should not be asked of resource teachers)

c. How many of your students are partially mainstreamed?

d. For what Activities do they go to other classrooms?

' 2. How Often do you have occasion to work with other teachers in this
school?

a. Whom do you work with most often in :his school?

b. On what sorts of activities or problem's do you usually work with
other teachers?

(Questions 3 and 4 should not be asked of retdprce teachers.)

3. How many of your students have moved into regular classroOns this year?

4. How many of your students do you anticipate moving into regular class
roois next year?

5. Has there been a push for implementing P.L. 94-142 in this school?

a. If so, where (or whom) did it come from? What forms did it take?

b. What has the principal been doing with regard to this law?

6. How much contact do you have with, the district special ed. consultants?

a. How much contact do you have with the special ed. staff in the cen
tral office?

b. Do you find them helpful? If so, in what ways?

7. Have you ever taught regular education?

a. If so, for how long?

b. How long ago was this?

8. Have you noticed any changes in the relationships between special ed.
and regular ed. teachers. since P.L. 94-142 has been in effect?

If so, what sorts of changes have you noticed?

0
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9. How easy do you think it is for general educators without formal
training in special ed. to grasp the methods and techniques used to
teach students in special ed.?

10. As you see it, what is the role of a school principal? (Probe if
necessary: What functions do you think teachers can reasonably expect
their principals to perform?)

Assuming that all of us have strengths and weaknesses, how would you
assess the strengths and weaknesses of your principal, in terms of your
own criteria?

11. What do you think the principal's role in implementing P.L. 94-142
should be?

Assuming.we all have strengths and weaknesses, how would you assess the
strengths and weaknesses of your principal in performing this role?

12. How is this school administered?

Whom does the principal use as his key assistants o administer the
school? How?

With whom do you work on policy/administrative matters?

13. What do you like best about teaching in this school?

a. What would you most like to see changed about this school?
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Psychologists (Secondary)

1. What were the sources of the referrals in these schools in 1978-79 and
this year? (Parents, teachers, other school cersonnel.) (Estimate pro-
portion from each source -- parents, teachers, other school personnel.)

2. Do reasons for referrals (academic, emotional, behavioral, etc.) vary
according to the source of referral?

3. Describe the referral-evaluation-staffing-placement process as you see
it, in these schools.

How much time elapses from 1 point in the process to the next?

4. What do you do when you first enter a case?
(What do you do first: see child, review records, etc.?) (To be asked
only of psychologists who have not been interviewed.)

5. How many times do you see the child?

6. In what settings do you see the child?

7. What instruments are used in evaluating the child?
(I.Q. tests, achievement tests, etc.)

8. Do you observe the child? If so, where?

9. What people do you consult with about the child before the staffing?
(teachers, principals, parents, others?)

a. Do you meet with these people individually or in a group?

b. How often do you meet with each of these people?

c. What proportion of the time is spent with:

the child

the teachers

parents

principals and other school personLel

10. What steps are taken to include parents?
(Extent to which time and place are made convenient for parents? Pro-
portion of parents accompanied by advocate or other representative.)

J 4



1

294

a: Percentage of parents who attend.

b. Characteristics (nature of the handicap) of the children in rela-,
tion to attendance of parents.

c. Characteristics (SES - Race) of parents who attend and who do not
attend.

11. What information is presented? By whom?

12. What is considered in the placement decision? (Ideally? Actually?
Probe for both.) (Problems presented, services available, service loca-
tion, transportation, etc.)

13. Do professionals often disagree about the outcomes of staffing
meetings?

a. Are you generally satisfied that the outcome is in the child's
best interest?

,
14. Do you think that the current classification categories are meaningful

and useful? Why or why not?

15. How would you characterize the implementation of 94-142 in the schools
we are studying? (Probe particularly for principal's role.)

16. Do you find it more comfortable to work in some of your schools than in
others?

Which ones?

Why?

17. How do you feel about your working relations with each of the princi-
pals? Probe for differences and reasons why.
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Guidance Counselors

1. What is your involvement with the special ed. population in this
school?
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2. Describe the referral and evaluation process in this school and your
role in that process.

What kinds of kids get referred?

What are the likely outcomes of a referral?

3.

4.

Is there a general pattern of referral among all teacher.; or is a par-
ticillar group of teachers more likely to refer kids?

What is the principal's role in the referral and evaluation process?

What is the psychologist's role?

What efforts are made to involve parents?

How likely are they to participate in the process?

In the elementary schools, a sizeable portion of the special ed. popu-
lation is classified as Learning Disabled. There is a much smaller LD
program at the junior high level and no such program at all in the
senior highs. What happens to those children who were in the LD pro -
grams in elementary schools?,

In your estimation, how many kids are in the secondary schools who would
qualify for and benefit from special ed. programs if more were avail-
able? How about this school? (a large number, a few, virtually none?)

5. How is the resource program used in this school?

6. Are there Title I or reading and math resource programs in this school?

How are they used?

How is it decided who will receive these services?

7. How are schedules developed for special ed. children?

Who is involved?

What kinds of classes do they go to?

8. How are IEPs written?

9. What is being done in this school to implement 94-142?
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10. Have you perceived any real emphasis on implementing the education of
the handicapped law (94-142) in this school?

If so, where did it come from?

Have there been any program changes or other sorts of changes in this
school in the last couple of years "which you think might have resulted
from this law?

11. What are the attitudes among teachers in this school toward special ed.
students?

How receptive are they to having these students in regular programs?

12. Which regular teachers would you suggest that we talk to about special
ed. children in the regular programs? We would be particularly inter-
ested in talking to any teachers who seem unusually favorable or unusu-
ally'opposed to serving special ed. children in regular programs.


