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Abstract

N

-

The workshop was a combination presentation of the results

a twenty-five item questionnaire completed by 90 New

Fhi

o
England elementary =nd secondary regular educators and a
> . . BN :

group generated discussion of what can be done to improve

their school's impiementation of the IEP process. The

presentation and discussion centered around regular
educators preferred participation in the referral, planning,

’; _ . > T N T c o
programming, placemenrit Znd eyaluation protedures for

T

. potential and designated special education students. The’

- ' * : N L) CI : - - N '
presentation stressed that; as budgets become tighter and

the responsibilities of regular teachers in regards to the

mainstreaming process of special education Students

increases, the realities,of classroom accommodations and the
d " 3 - .

B
’

expertise of regular educators needs to become an integral

part of the multidisciplinafy team decision making process.

o>



DISCREPANCY BETWEEN THE IDEAL . ND REALITY' AN OVERVIEW
OF REGULAR EDUCATORS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR ROLE
IN THE SPECIAL EDUCATION DECISION MAKING PROCESS

Intncduc;;on

.

.
-7t

Speciai education is defined as "specially designed
instruction to meet the unique needs of'a;baAdicappéd ¢hild"
(Federai~Reguiations,51§77)..Whiié éamétimés csnsidéréd
synonymous with a student's special education placement,.
specially designed ifstruction ﬁuStniﬁclude sequenced

instructional content and inStructional methods which are
résponsivé to éach snudefc's unfqué needs. anque needs and.

spec1ally de31gned 1nstruct10n are I11tiaiiy Idéﬁfifiéa
within the spétial education referral, piéﬁﬁiﬁé and

piacemént'procéss.

Domlnant pollcy themes thhxn this process 1nc1ud e: due

" process - p;ocedural safeguards; protection in the

‘evaluation process (PEP), the individualized education g

'pfbg%éﬁ (IEP) and placement in the least restrictive
Eﬁ%ii&ﬁﬁéﬁt (LRE);‘Dﬁé 5566é§§ requires informed parental
t . .

ﬁEifiééEiéﬁ;

consent to proposed changes in the id

(D\.

evaiuatxon or educational piacement of their Chlld. PEP

&ifééﬁé& toward mInlmlzlng dlscrlmnatory actions.’

N

Collaboratiyiy developed by parents, teachers and
administrators, the IEP orchestrates unique needs, spécially
designed instruction, and service delivery. The LRE is that

individually determined educational setting in which the



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

provided a frequently cifed definition.

‘mainstreaming: {1) temporal, social, and instructional

. . .
. . R s
) -

v »

beneits of both specially designed instruction and

incidental learning through interaction with "normai"

‘,,,,,,,,,,,,',_, _ . o - R .- - Il N

environment has become  retenticn in the regular class --

commonly kpown as mainstreaming. While "mainstreaming" has
«. L v .

many connotations, Kaufman and his colleagues (1975) have

\

Mainstreaming refers to the temporal, instructbonal

- and social integration of eligible exceptional .-

\ [ - - - - - B e .
. children with :normal peers based cn an ongoing;
individually detérmined, educational planning and
: programming process and requires ciéri%?cétion of

S : . , 3 .
responsibility, among regular and special education .
3 o R . . :

i  administrative, instructional, and supportive

¢ ’.

. Vo - - S
personnel (p.4).
This definition ihtiddes Ehrée'réQuisites for

integration;e(2) ongoing educational planninf and

programming; and (3) clarification of responsibility among

. 77777’ = 7' o - 7'77 . o 7.:7 ’777 77'7'” 77; ) o ~ ’
g€ieral and special educators. For Turnbull and -Turnbull
adaptations and instructional strategies tajlored to the

N ~ .

5



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T

AT

needs of exceptional children canm occur in regular
Co - :

ctassrooms:::"

(p: 140):
~ Temporal iﬁféé?éfiéﬁ-ié'éééiiy accomplished through

.

administrative action. Hdowever, educational planning,

Ll L R b __ __ L oLt
programming and clarification.of responsibility among

.
y .

L S Ot
general:.and special educators are also essential to
instructional and social integration. .Johnson and Johnson
(1982} identify the necessity for general and special

educators "to wurk together as a team to facilitate -

cooperative (social) interactions between handicapped and
oo s e L I ,
nonhandicapped®students” (p. 97). Clarification of :

.
Y

.

educational goals and objectives, modification of

instructional practices, and coordinated efforts between

- 1

general and special é&ducators evolfe-ﬁfrom regularly

scheduled meetings in which teachers discuss materials,

.methods that have been appropriate, for the child, and, in

! t

génaral, the lsvel of progress in. the regular classroom"

(joﬁéé;léattiiéb,;éﬁéﬁih; & ?oéhi@;, i??é, p. 594).
 Regiularly scheduled meetings directed toward
educational piéﬂning,_ﬁfcgrémming, ;ﬁa ﬁiarification'of
;éspongibiiity aré:héid‘ﬁichin'thé spéciéi gaugatioﬁ
féferfai, piaﬁﬁihg, and placement process. " In these
aéééiﬁQS; referralsc to épéti;i education are reviawed,
, . . '

and eligibility dééiéi;hé are made, and individnalized

.

education programs are developed: For students new.to

o
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spec’al education, a planning mechanism in which both
general and special educators may- participate is available.
géétingiaéﬁ which a étuaént;é assessment results are
reviewed and méefifgs in which ‘an TEP }s developed provide
unique .opportunities for initial plannifg, programming and
clérifﬁéatiéq of insUructional responsibilities. For
“@aiﬁstééémiﬁg“ to approximate the promise of its
definition, general and special educators must meaningfully
.ﬁéfﬁiéipétéﬂihﬁihésé meetings. This study investigated the
. general educator's role within the special education
referral; planning, and placement pr6c¢SS;

Method : - :

As part of a project to imcrease the utility of the

" individualized educatiopn program, a twenty-five item open

districts. Questions were clustered into five.areas: 1)

personal information, 2) class information, 3) the special

process,-and 5) the individualized edication program. The
questions were designed to eldicit information relSted to

a’ \ ’

current participation and preferred participation in the

Questionnaires were completed and returned by seventy-eight

percent (78Z) of the sampled teachers (70/90); eighty-two
o o » , " , P ,

percent (82%) of the elemeptary teachers (37/45) and

.

7



.

responded (33/45): Responses to questions were listed,
ciassified and tabulated.
'Results .

Personal and Class Information: All responding

teachers were certified for their current positicns;

I B o 't R -
reported graduate work beyond the baccalaurecate degree,; and

averaged eleven years of teaching experience. Twenty-two

‘teachers reported mo course work in special education (E=8,/
S=14); -forty-eight teachers averaged 3.4 course credits in
special education.

Avergge class size was tweﬁty-four students. An average
of six students per teacher (Esé&4.27, ééé;Zéj'weré suspected-
, : ) .

. bfrexperiencing'a.handicapping condition. anthe,éverage;
'éiéméhtiry teachers referred two students and secondary
teachers referred one student for Speéiai education
consideration. ; ’

Special ERdiczticon Refefral Process: Prior ta/referring

a student, elementary teachers most frequently solicited

assistance from the resource ‘teacher (43%Z of the teachers)

frequently solicited assistance from guidancé counsa

[uy

ors

(522) and/6r the resource teacher (21%Z). These teachers used
many criteria in deciding to refer a student. The most  °
frequently employed decision criteria included problems in ¢,

(é) méstefingrinatruétionai content (édi) and/or~(5) deviant

v
.
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behavior (57%). Content mastery criteria were reflected in
éEéEéﬁéﬁEé iike "iﬁésiiiiy'ia keep ap" and "fﬁnCtioning in

the ciassroom"* Deviant behav1or criteria were reflected in

statements li§e 'poor peer relatlons ; uncontrollableA; and

"inappropriate social skills', Elementary teachers (687)

2

referred students fo dev1aut behavior more frequently than
did seCondary teachers (d6%)3 :
Before 1n1t1at1ng a referral for specxal educatlon,

teachers: reported using a varlety of 1ntervent10n

” 1

. strategies. In desgcending order of freqtency, teachers
. reported._a) 1qdiv1dua1121ng lessons (59%),,b) Holding
‘-parent-conferéncés (30Z), c) soliciting assistante of other
staff (272), d) slmpllfylng either the learnlng task or
rr1ter1a fzf success (23%), and é) d1scus91ng the problem
with the studeht (212). Elementary teachers were most l;kely
%to 1ndiV1dua112e 1é§sqns (7§Z)} SeCOndary:teachers were most
likely to solicit assistance;from othe?‘Staff'(Bgi)’and
diSCuss problems with the student (33%). |
When abmpiéring référrai forms, “éaéhé's indicated that

~

b) observed 1nstances of 1nappropr1ate behaV1or (512), and

\
c) 1ncluded work samples whlch represented the student's

performance in class (AIZ) o t

The.Testin§ - Evaluation Process:’ Upon receipt and

* Teview of referrals; a Multidisciplinacy Team (MDT) -

b
ol

e L, S . . . 3 :
entifies the evaluat’?on “focus, evaliuation instrulments,

. . . . 1




— ; .

,ﬁfaééaﬁiég and personnel to be implimented in the initial

assessment process: A student s e11g1b111ty for spec1a1

education; uanue needs and spec1a11y des1gned instruction

~student referred by teachers remain in their classrooms for

most of the school dé?; .Informed participation of generai

educators in decisions of the MDT appears essentlai t%

.classes. . - -
- -

' F1fty percent (50%) of these teachers indicated

P . .

awareness of the MDT s referral rev1ew process. A maJority

ol

of the iementar? tééFHerS reported some knowledge of team

assessment procédures (572) and piaéenent aéeigiaﬁ"gﬂei’)a

fewer seﬂ%ndary teachers 1nd1cated awareness ’%of assessment

-

procedures (242) and placement decigions (18%). The )

responses of both the elementary and secondary teachers

indicated poor aéarénésg of how eligibility decisions (162)
and istructibnal. decisions (iiij‘were‘made; -

For most téécnérs; comﬁiétion_dfftﬁé written referrail
form s1gn1f1ed term1nat10n ofllnzoi;ement in th'e spec1a1

L] v

educatlon referral; plannlng and placoment process.

Attendance at and pas ssive part1c1patlon 'in MDT meetings’ Qas
- I
Eéported by fourteen percent of the teachers. Attendance at

» P

and active participatlon in meetlng was reported by

twenty-one percent of the teachers. Elementary teachers
= o r - .y

‘(462).paitici’ated in MDT méetings with greater frequency

ERIC o
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than the1r secondary counterparts (21%). Fifty-nine percent
2 (592) of the teachers reported that:they do not attend

meetings of the MDT. Four percent (4%) of the teachers did

not respoid to this 'questiod..

Preference for in’qi‘éééé(ﬁﬁértitip’étiﬁﬁ in mé'étingé-of
- *ﬁ%xff;,,;,*'f;,, Mo
the Multidisciplinary Team was express ed by f1fty two
percent of these teachers (E=23, S=13). of this number,
o T S R
'nineteen percent of the teachers want to dlSCUSS the student
- ‘_’\\;
in relation to currlcula demands and/ér course réqulrements -

(E-7, S=6) Sixteen percent of the teachérs e1ther liked

-
-

their current role or were not sure how their role should Be
.changed (E=2; S=7): One third of the teachers indicated a
*/  preference for mo role .in MDT meetings (E=12, S=11)..

Developing the Individualized Education Program:

. Pérénté; teachers and an édﬁiﬁiétféthIére rednifed

student, specially de51gned instructional strategxes, and
T . ;
" delivery of servrces..Despxte the ideal,; the teachers

4
Senén percent of #hese ctassroom teachers reported

ﬁérticipation +n developing :IEPs (E=4,; S=1);-six pertent.of

, N

the teachers repurted regular attendance at IEP meetings
~ (E=4, S=1) Eleven percent of the teachers efther did not
respond to this item or identified it as nét-abpiicable to

- them: (E=1," S=7). Twenty-seven percent of the teachers




reforted minimal participation in developing IEPs (E=5,

S=4). And forty- seven percent of these teachers reported no

"

§articipation in IEE develapmenb (E=13, S=21):

weré indicated by forty«six percent of the Eeécﬁee (EQZO;
S=12). Conetaﬁtiy providing-meﬁbers of the IEP team with —
ewereneéé of students' séecific problems in relation to
curriculum demen;s was the role consistently LaéﬁEierd

Nineteen percent uf'ﬁhe teachers indicated a minimal role in

developlng the IEP (E=S5, S=8); however, eight of these
thlrteen_teechers 4 z) wanted the a331stance of the IEP
~team mémbers in—idéﬁtifyingdeﬁd working toward objectives
related ta-uniﬁha needs of handicappecr students.in ;their
classes. ThiftY—6ﬁe perceﬁt éﬁéizi Snldj of themespondents
pFovided no indicatioh of a preferred role in the IEP

meettngs.

a

;1nstrdctionai responsxbxlxtles. Th;rty percent of the

-
~

usuaiiy-aaeafiéa éE,gEédiﬁg time. Finally, one third of

I

, s
co - e T " Z777'77777
sinstructiopal responsibilities between themselves and

-

T T K -
- apecial educators.
L e . . . :
Description of classroom accommodations ma@we by general -
. . , , 3
; E 5

LY

s

_ 7
;:lz

O . - - Z j
. - ]
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educators roughly parellels the extent to which
1nstruct10nal re Q@onéiﬁiiitiéé are éhéréd. Eleven ﬁértént of

k!

studénts Who réQuiréd classroom accommodations: nineteen

apercenu of these teachers did not respond to this question.

Flfty percent of these teachers reported makxng very few, if

any, classroom accommodations. And twenty percent of these
handicapped students in their classes. In descending order

activities, 2) indxvxduailzxng lessons, 3) , modifying the
lesson and/or Eéﬁéfiéi; 4) building the child's confidence
level and coping skills; 5) moving the éﬁiia'é seat; 6). peer
resource teacher Eéﬁ Eéiﬁ the student, and 8) iowering the

- : ; ]

Integration of mildly handicapped students requires

iﬁEéEEéEiéﬁ éﬁéﬁé ééﬁéréi and speciai educators within an

opportunities to jointly iden:ify studernts’ nééds,
cooperativelj design instruc1ona1 programs and
collaboratively identify educetlonal placements are '

hypothetically available through Mu1t1d13c1p11nary Team and

IEP meetings. Teachers' knowledge of actions taken and
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preference for participation in these meetings greatly
exceed their actual levels of participation. If these

underutilized; retention of mildly handicapped students in /

regular classes may not be placement in their least
) . ’

_— - — — - == — . .

administrative responsibilities and explicit organizational

mechanisms to emable participation.
Parellel administrative structures in special and

t

general education currently exist. These administrative

>

structures contribute to confusion about who should manage

a

school based special education processes aid programs.
Principals report limited special education expertise and
often defer to itinerant MDT members (Dickson & Moore,

1980). Special education administrators are often unable to.

continuously influence instructicin in regular classrooms.

i

'Principais and special education administrators must clarify

responsibilities for school based programs and processes. -
Because of varying levels of expertise, interests, and

orientstisns, ciarification should oecur on an individual

S

<

Explicit administrative mechanisms which enable and
encourage participatory pianning and programming are




o

&

required; In elementary schools, teachers' schedules and
meeting schedules must be coordinated. Multidisciplinary
Team meetings should be scheduled at a designated times

- thotughout the year.. Then teachers' schediules car be flexed

Y

to accommodate participation in as many IEP meetings as
possible (Dickson & Moore, 1980). At theé sécondary level,

teachers who express the greatest comcern and/or those whose
teaching most directly affects student performance can be

scheduled to participate in the IEP process. These teachers

may be designated as disseminators of information to other
teachers. Diassemination of instructionally relevant
infomation can become a major responsibility af76§§é
managers in secondary schools: Reviews of student

performance in relation to goals and objectives may be

teacher r:ieese times at the end of the school day.
Iiﬁé&iﬁeﬁié to active and Eeéﬁingfﬁi teacher

particlpaticn are not atil iogxstlcai. However, failure to

expertxse problems reiated to ma1nstream1ng. Solutions to
"logistical problems must ba séﬁéﬁi by local btofessionais
interested in méiiiiiiﬁé the impact of spec1ally designed

instruction in both general and special educational

-situatlons. " _
B Meyen and Lehr (1981) advance the premlse that mildly

handicapped studénts requireé inténsive instruction.




o - 13
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Moreover, "many of the required conditions (for intensive

-~

8

instruction) are curently not likely to exist in the typical

regular classroom setting and by their omission the regular

class becomes highly restrictive" rather than less
restrictive (p. 2): A fecent meta-analysis of efficacy

studies on self-contained special education classes

concluded that no justification could be found for placement

of low intelligence students in special classes. "Some
justification in the form of positive gain in academic and
soctal variables was found for spécial class placement of

learning disabled and behavior

[=¥%]
=¥
b=4l

isordered children" (Meyen &
Lehr, p. 2). -

Increasingly, opinion and evidence indicates

retention in regular classes through "mainskreaming" may
not be the least fééfiiéfi?é environment for mildly |
haﬁﬁicéﬁﬁé& students. Teachers want to teach more
effectively. They view participation in the MDT and IEP
meetings as cohttibuting to improved edpcatiqgai opportunity
for all their stﬁdéhié; The absence of enabling mechanisms
a;? hindering the realization of effectivé,ﬂ;instréaming; As
a‘resuit; gbad'intending and Qeii irnformed feguiar educators
are'being denied the vehiFies necessary to/succeed.

v.l
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