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; - : ABSTRACT

| \ -
The educational administration 1mplicat\ons of a study of regular Cl§§3
. teacher s role in 1mplement1ng indiv1dualized ndacation programs (IEPs)
are discussed. The study, based on role theory, 1ncluded three phases (a
. : Y [

. student records review, a teacher survey and a follow up 1nterview), nd

2 -
xamined the stat1st1cal 1ndependence of ratings ‘according to six mutually

fexoluS1ve categor1es (program type [geography/population, grade level skill

. [

__level, experience, and training) Results 1ndicated that regplar class teachers |

- . 3

" were 1mp§ement1ng a variety of modifications of their regular programs to ‘accom-

modate-the special needs but-a m;nﬁrity of the modifications were actually

.r

written into the records ra1S1ng serious policy issues related to.serV1ng special +

. ' : r
'education students. The regular class teachers in tpis study Weritclearly R

/_’,_,

struggling to cope. w1th increased demands related to serving special'education
zstudents, "had substantlal d1scretion as to how they actually qgrked w1th students ~;jf

and specialists, and relied heavily on,informal rather than formal processes o,

4 .
7 o A

2

to achieve progress. As such, the teacher can-be viewed as a policy maker,

" fulfilling the demands of federal and state legislation within the constraints
. ‘ . . . a4 )

'
'

of limited expertise, lack of time, and increased work loads.

) . >
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JAFuiext provided by ERIC . . - . . . v . N . \



N

' . . LR

W%
The obJective of the study was to analyze the role of the regular

-~ a0
M )

elementary classroom teacher in implementing individualized education : 7‘5.
programs (IEPs) for s‘ésial education students pkaced in regular classrooms.

The use of the Iﬁ?’document by regular classroom teachers was,considered a

s
-

critical issue given the higmhdegree of involvement, time, costs, and ;

u’\ .
expertise involved in developing IEPs. In the face of deregulation movements,

P . °
v

‘\\_ the’ mandate to. prov1de appropriate educational programs in least restrictive

7

a
~

.environments (i.e., regular ClaSSfOOmS)'ti:; \}chieved onlY if regular class—,g?
room teachers ar

capable of implementing uch programs. Because this study

[

exceptional children in regular classrooms.

The analytical scheme»used in examining the implemcntation of the IEP

’

by the regular classroom teacher\yas >ased on role theory Three aspects of

-

role were adapted for-this study' presc ibed -or mandated role' subjective or

»

perceived'(idealized) role; and actual (enacted or observed) role., The .

"prescribed role for the regul“r teacher was defined;phrough a reView of state
and federal special educational legislation.- The perceived and.enacted roles
of the regular teacliers in the IEP process were defined through a thorough
reView of - the literature. " This - study delineated the enacted. and idealized ; @
role§¥ and analyzed EXlStlng relationships with variables identified hrough_
the literature reView.' A- full description of this. review is containe}\inithe

. : fimal report (Nevin, Semmel and McCann, 1981).

METHOD ‘ A B
- .- o . o o / o : ,.‘ . L
As shown_in Figure 1, the study was’conducted in three phases: a student.
o . ] e ,

.A - ) \' g

Y

._-._.._.__._._.._.._...—.—-._._._-

. . ‘ ) . . -« W . .
IEP records.review, a -teacher survey,'and follow-up, teacher interviews. The -
] . . . i
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\ (3 : . . N . : '
student IEP review phase followed procedures of a regularly scheduled triennial

revieW‘of,programs. One hundred IEPs were randomly selected from elementary
H ' ‘ [] '
school Sites of aaspecial education service region'in its fifth year of M

implementing state and federal special education legislation. This enabled :

3 drawing an unbiased sample from rural and urban schools, from primary (K—B) and:

intermediate (4~ 6) grades, and from 1ess restrictive (resource) programs and

more restrictlve (special class) programs. For eacPfIEP information wasr/

~ "

collected regarding regular class teacher 1nvolvement in referral, planning,.

4

.o rev1ew1ng, and 1mplementing IEPs; exment of student particlpation in and

t - . » "
mod1f1catipns of regular programs- prov1s1ons for phys1ca1 educatiJL\ types

of goals and obJectives, placement changes and review actions; service ' -
coord1nation, and d1str1bution of copies of the IEP:

1
’

The second phase of the study.rn//lved written responses to a comprehenslve

~

(’survey of the regular classroom teachers ident1fied in the IEPs rev1ewed ‘who J
were serving one or more special educatlon students in the1r classrooms. As
. i
ghown in Figure 2.the concéptual schqme for thegdevelopment .of the teachers"

Nt

[
v

4 »
survey focused on 4 levels of involvement: awareness level, attltudeé level,
R ‘ direct 1nstrﬁctlonal T®vel and, the support services level. ,TheAsurvey included
" . Rl
demographic data such as class s1ze, number of students w1th IEPs, experlence

[}

‘and skill LEVEl related- to Special education competencies required for certlfi—'

A i ' ¢
. . ) . .
fod

cation as an elementary teacher. In add1tion, teachers noted the frequency and’
nature.of 1nterac;ions with support serv1ée personnel w0rk effort. frequencv
and nature of activities in*teaching special education studentS' satisfaction

'w1th ‘the progreus%of special education studentS' and frequency ‘and satisfaction
' With time involved in diagnostic/prescriptive teaching activ1t1es and specidl

i
" education inservice training.

— . .
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o THe third phase of "the study involved personal interviewa with a randomly

.

;lselected subsample of the.survey respondents in,order to obtain a measure of the

LY

reliability and validity of written Survey responSes ‘and .to obtain additional
™~ 3 B ¢ - )\ . o . .. L}

information 'about teacher‘activi;ies Yn rgplementing IEPs. Interviews also
- ” & hd ] .‘ . . .
‘surfaced perceived.barriers to effective IEP. implementation in regular classrooms
. g = : .

e ' . . .

" and recommended changes.. Vo N . : : .

.lhds;‘there were three SOurces of data: rinformat'on collected frbm written_
. _‘ IEPs' written LESPOhSES td'a comprehengive survey of teachers identified’ as . |
». serv*ng Special education students in their regular class; .and pcrsonal interviews
with a Tandomly selected subsample %f survey respo‘dﬁnts. As.shown in.figure 3,
the literature review yielded major findings related to the regular class
teachet s: role in implementing IEPs. Specific descr ptive and,correlational

B research questions were generated to address and iden ify the variables associated

.~
-

. with (1) role specifications for regular classroom te; hers, (2) 1EP document _
. « o L
- Y \

characteristics, (3) implementer characteristics, (4" nVironmental characteristics,

N .
-~ and (5) IEP student characteristics.

0

The statistical 1ndependence ot respondents ratings was tested_by : .

A

» grouping responS°s into mutuall‘ exclusive’ categories for the following key

'fvariables (identifled through the literature review): Program Aype (least,

.

restrictive vs. more restrictive); Geography/pbpulation'(urban vs.'runal);'

&

a

Skill evel (low, medium, high

Grade Ievel (primary K-3, Qj. intefmediate, 4-6);
. ratings on 11 spec1al education competencies required for certification ag an

o

elemgntary teache;) Experience (reported years of experience in 5 of the 11

Tt

S ‘,.

\ - special education compftenCies vs. 6 or more);,and Training (low, those teachers o

-

who res onded " es" to receivin training in. 5 or fewer spdcial education
p y g

1~ 'y 3 )

competencies required for certification as an elementary teacher; vs. high, those
v ° " : o . . : .. .
who responded "yes'" to jreceiving training in 6 or more).
- who _ ) LS 311
SO

a o .\\ ’ '

B N - T

\,




in regular programs ranging from recess with ‘the highest percentage of participatiop :
. ‘ N . . ' , .

e e =y — —_——

53

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE . : ..

.t

5 . il S S |
' (81?) to math and language with the lowest participation (49%). Thus nearly ’
- 7

\

50/ of Lhe sample rece1ved 1nstruction in the regulaj.classroom in academic '\' :
C b
subJects such as reading and math. As .shown in Table 2, this matched the most. S

_frequently named goals and obJectives for special education students as noted

. 1 - ' ‘
.

on the lEPs. “Thas it is clgar’ that regular teachers appear to have spme-
2 2 . . ' . TN .

direct role in the pursuit of IEP goals. ﬁh ’ 7? R \ oo

] . e — e e — — ——— - . . . .

t o . 4. i
'.'% ‘ ! ’ ’ . r

- ._.___.._._..—__,_.._..—__.._.._. .

A majority4$f IEP records (61%) indicated that regular class“teachers were
implementing a w1de variety ;V{modific%tions of their regular programs to o 3

- -

t ‘
accommodate the special education needs of the special edu ji ion students

. » e

assigned to their classes. However, only 245;of these m cations were actually ;'

' . A ¢

\writtenrinto the’ IEP, raiang serious policy issues rel%tad to ser%ing Special

,education students. Table 3 shows the gypes of modifichggou% implemented '\&

0
.

by regular classroom teachers categoriaed“as consequential modification,
: B e o

N L. d
. curriculum‘quification, or: process modification. However, many of theseMare

T A : 3

—_———————— — = S

3 b ¢

S . INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE ¥ .

mg’ommon teaching techniques used with all students. This is consistent with

2

teachers' Statements that they do "nothing’ special" in educating their

L
¢

handicapped students. Thus it may be debdtable whether tnese nodificatlons

N ,
belong on the IEP siéze most are part of regular programs. Furthermore, trose

. IEPs which listed modifications of the regular programs suggest additiomal
7 R / ‘ #

Ty
act1v1t1es for regular teachers related to IEP 1mplementation.

3 . ' /

o o




Despite these responsibilities, regular teachers were NOT highly ihv61Ved
i r <
in the formal IEP prqcess, Ws shown in Table 4 the teacher survey findings
T . V2 S
0

— . — - —— v —— —

confirmed that regular class teacher involvement in the IEP process ranged
' \

°

from- low involvement in some aspects of\the formal processe

such as having B
‘a copy of the IEP, attending IEP planning meetings) to high involvement in®

K.
‘f{
RN

s
‘ other aspects represent g the informal process (such as modifying the regular

other students -for testing

-~
Fs

program, interactipg wit special education -and support personnel, referring
d S0 on).

, I
Rowever,'although 74? of the survey
respohdents indicated they weTe assigned one or moxe special education students,
’only'23% indicated they had a copy of the IEP.

\

\

A

This is especially critical in
MNthat, teachers who had a copy”of the IEP were mofe likely to refer to the IEP

\
N (pé.GS) compared to those who only had access to a/coby Furthermore, teachers \
with greater experience with special education competencies were also more - . ; ]
,.likely to reter”to the document (pf 05) vMost teache{s'usid the IEP document ‘\
]infrequently.— once or twice per year - whereas a few ‘
once or, twice a month ; l

(reported using the IEP
The most'common uses were to rev

P
{ew student progress, ‘

.
to discuss student progress with special educators and P

e

Trents while the mosu
y < )
uncommon use was to prepare lesson plans.

refér to

.
[y

'4/ ~
Teachers who were more likely ‘to
9
the IEP included l) those who integrated students ‘from resource
program,

personal
- ¢

2) those with more special educaoion experience, 3) those’ who had a .
teachers

copy of the..IEl, 4) those who attended IEP meeting
said the

~

Teachers

However,;mos{ :
IEP was somewhat helpful but 20? said not -at all helpful
who were

B
more likely to report the 1EP was helpful were l§‘those who
had a copy of the

.-/' )
IEP 2) those .who literally used the IEP, and / 3) those who
‘reported they could teacH special education skills.
e 4
w

/ . 1’
R A
o

,I

Teachers reported interacting most frequently with s Jc1al ‘education teachers

(90/ r cted l 2 days per week) Special education re

‘0

urce specialistsc} o

}."
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(75/ interucted 1- 2. days per week) ; othgr regular class teachers (edgg, and

‘spec al education aides (57?) The . least frequentﬁipteractions were reported‘\\\

oo

for special educdtion administrators,,principals, pxogram specialists, and

- . . rd

regional special education*instructional personnel. The nature of stpdtt .
. ot \
) was also reported. Providing specilal materials and ideas for teaching special
. ' education students wds most frequently cited for program specialists‘ resource

¢ - ? »
specialists were most frequently cited for providing direct instruction ‘time; _°
‘ . ., '
emotional support or stbess reduction and inservicé training in special
education techniques. A measure -of satisfaction with the support received

\
'

~was also ohtained. of those who reported their satisfacticn, . the highest degree -
of.satisfaction';;s rep6rted'for the services provided by resource.specialists»
and spgc%gl rlass-teacher. ';; ., . )
| Although regular teachers in this samp e were not highly involved in .
formal IEP process, it is c1ear that they were actively—involyed in the education
A . e
. of handica%ped students. Table 5 shows the types of activities’in which they

/
most frequently engaged,'based on their ratings of 26'activities which.ﬁere
] - ' o : .
.o o : . o ‘ .
categorized as 8 diagnostic/prescriptive functions. Monitoring progress of
special education students in regularlclasses was nost frequently cited. Direct

*
t

Instruction, Assessment, Planning'and-Coordinating, Referring,~Supervising

v i

were cited by 84% to. 66& of’ the respondents. Due Process and Inservice Functi;ng'.‘

were cited by 29% and 21% of ‘the respondents.' Comparisons w1th ratings bf ideal |

.

! ¥
| times- to engage in each function 1ndicated that most respondents -were quite

V- » N

> satisfied’ w1th the levels of activity for each dﬂagnostic/prescriptive functioz..

o
A maJority felt they shqpld spend more time observ1ng special educators
" ¢
implement spec1al education techniques to learn an educational practice‘which
- ,/'\" ‘ E Q. )
helps special education students in .thelr regular classes. Thi finding was

-fqrther suppot;ed by respondents ratings of inservice training events: ﬂ§72fof

o~ . ) Lo o o .
o -‘}\’ ..'. xS ) S ...0 v o_" . . .

B N,C .{ ' ' : ' ) - . ‘ | - ; . . 9 ' ‘ ( o
- . " - . . . Bl N .. B .
E I . . . . T R > T B

— _'&y("
v




‘ eichpaced . "
regpondents partidipate in at-least one special educatdon .,inservdce event with

consultation from the special educator.cited by 62% of the respondents. Thise¢
was, rated by. 99% as "somewhat to‘ektdemely" useful’ Discussion with other

regular class teachers who also had special education students was the next .

L) ¢

most frequentLy'cited event: 53% reported they received it and 64/ perceived
it to bqf_somewhat to’ extremely useful Visitation to, exemplary programs
N \ )

j_ _ was cited by ,.86% as "most ugeful" although only 9% repor;ed they\had engaged

[
4

in this type of inservice activity ngbhers made several recommendatlons for'
L] '
. < 2 ~ . ‘

' change. The most common suggestions included 1) giving teachers more time or
\/

o

N opportunities to meet with special educators =0 discuss studént program X

instructional technique, 2) receiv1ng inservice trainiﬁg which allewed

A opportun1ties to obsdrve exemplary programs and spécial education techniques

as well as consul}ation4w1th special educators, 3) receiving-trainlng in

v .‘ v . . . ' . o L . ) e ad , . . ' ~

behavior management,’d agnosis of learning problems, instructiona prodedufesy
L D ( / .
and consdltatlon/plann ng, 4) being more informed about special services-
' available in school ‘an d1strict, and 5) being more involved.in thd\IEP process.
’ e . g )

In summary, chi square an;zyses y1elded significant 'relationships between

{ . teacher survey items and program type; geography/population, grade'level,.special
\ Co. . '_\- . e .
education training, skill level,,experience, and having.a copy of the IEP.
Teachers"in more densely populated areas were more likely-to report.high levels

' . ' . - o

of. satisfaction with su@port. Teacher's knowledge'ofyIEP Students enrollment

- .
1n their classes was associated w1th program type and skill level of t e -

LY

5
. teacher.‘ Teachers who reported that’ the IEP was helpfhl were Lbre likely to

s

K v . Ve \
certiflcatl n ‘as an elementary teacher. Special educatlon training in these
’

L 4 D -~ o 4
;”.gcompetedéies was" correlated with accuracy in.reporting mod1fications of reguﬂar
! . ) ./AV‘ ’ P
S Coln
: progf ms. On. the JOb experlence related'to special educatlon competencies Ll

!

1gn1ficantly correlated WiLh teacher s referring to the IEP, knowledge ;/2

Attendance at IEP




R : , . o , : RN

,“meetingé:was aignificnntly associatcd with program tvpe, grade chcl, and- '

. v

special educationleﬁili level and training. Finally hnving a.copy of the TEP

" . )

was significantly associatcd with referring to the IEP.
' . v » " ' ..\. . . ' .

S - | DISCUSSION . - =~ ,

. u

m

\ It iS)dlear that the regular’class teachers in this st y Were struggling
. ,/’ s
“to cope with increased demands related to’ serving special qducation 7tudents.
{

They‘had substantial discretdon as to how(}hey actually worked with the students

L . . - \ Lo
» .and specialists and they relied on informal rather than formql processes. to
] 0_;;-\‘ ’ ” » . . »
achieve educational progress. , _ o . ) a
" : ¢ - . %, . <

Furthermore, the intent of the legislation in encouraging 1nstructional
opportunities for h ndicapped °tudents with their nonhandteapped classmates
- % LY
met. The majority of regular class teachers in this study

PO . T,

'espons1blity for the education of the special education

v appears te have bee

appearaed to alsume
v .
students assigned to their claSses. They appeared to be willing .and able to
! . "
Y v ’

quify the traditiona curriculum to accommodite the unique needs and abildities

) N T . — : wees .
‘.of tHe students with IEPS. o ) v C
. - N . ! - \

/These results may\Pe 1nterpreted in rela ion to the pbservations of Weatherley
aﬁﬁ/LipsE% (1979) regarding the influence of " treet level bureaucrats" on

\

o translating pubiic policy into practice. In t is stiidyy the regular classroom

ot

.\\\ teachers had'substantial discretion in how they ctually worked with the studEnt“.

’

as well as with the specia ists 1¢éolved with|the student. Their daily neutines

included procedures for coeping with the extra demands and pressures imposed hy
\
-~ federal and 'state special education legislation. These routines were primérily‘

.

. outside the formal processes which special edgcation profess1onals follow, relying

T&I;w . ® S . . e / ' ;’/
v more on/informal relationships\and prdcesses., ' . . . > v/

The regular teachers lack of 1nvolvement in the- more formal aspects of

:;:;éheglEP process may be interpret d in several ways. Ei%:t’ theneﬁnay be an
. . . . ‘ h . e Y : ¢ ) )

] . u .

/} . ’ T ' I i o " . . -
‘L . - Val . . >
) o . ) - - . ) . , - .

. . N . Co k . - - ’ N - . e




.

+ 1iTPNgal division of labor wherein such responsibility for educating hnndicnppcd

studenks ®s perceived to lie with the apOhiullcducntora. ‘Sccond, there may be
- ‘ [I. ‘ ' J ,
é\‘ a lack of knowledge of the intept and provisions-of the federal and statce lows

regarding.thc raigon d'etre for the formul ILP provcss. 'Third, regylar [

\ “

teachers may be excludcd from the formul process by thc damands of thetr

. S . .

teuching assignment. Fieully, ndmiﬁistrutive arrungements may cxdludc regular

teachers from the proccss. Most likely, each of thcse conditions, contrlbutes L
wto theLobserved pattern of lov involvement in the formal IER/pr;cess.‘

. d[ The public policies related to serving special education studﬂnts(;hioh -
) ’were reflected in the teachers voperationalized daily routines included provision

; for iﬁstruction in’ the least restrictive environment (i‘p., the regulur clussrobm)

\f -

and\implementation of the IEP These teachers voluntarily includuz :;Eﬁgrtion

of special\education students who either did not need modificatio
. - &

\ regular educatio% programs or for wh7m the teachers had a curricu um modiffcation

N ° L

Or special procedure which wms effective for. the student. In vie of these

y 2

F] ‘/reshlts, the regular classroom teacher can be viewed as a policy maker, fulfilling'
- ‘ the demands of the federal and ‘state legislation within the constraints of j(
limited ‘expertise, lack of time, and Ifcreased Work.lqad£’$ e ?. o
- - i ' , “" L a
Limitations of:the‘Findings \ I ) . ﬁ‘ .

’, ’

v
The. study focused on the rdle of regular elementary teachers in a system
{
"which has been, for. the paStafive\years, implementing the requirements of/state ‘

R - and federal special eQucation legislatioh which\encfuragzs integration of special
,- education students in the: regular clavsroom;' Systems vhich‘have mofe recently

. begun to address legislative mandates may differ significantly._N I | ) \ﬁ
L . One admini?trative di£ferqpce\between primary (K-3) and}:ntexmediate (4 -6) -
'fj ‘ teachers is the departmental approach often found aththe iztermediate level.
v/“ ) 6 however,_few correlations were found for grade level’ gTherefore \ grade level

may,not be a variable which signifrcantly affects the teacher s role. prever,'

. .
~ . ] ~ . .

..

. ) o . o . ) ) .
S ) . © ) ) R . r o . .
- _ : T . vt : )
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?there may be other diffefénces between regular elemenLary and secondary i
} . Lo .o , e

"V teachers roles; Thus,.only cautious generalization cf the findings of this s

< -
a . v PRI
N s

“study to thP role of secondary regular class teachers who implement IEPs e -~
A . . / . . Lol R o A v,.-, ) . N .. ) {\
' may be warranted-~-~-~i«—;¥w@D ’;;”":x—irxrwr-ﬂ~~¢’;_~3;']f{'--7;:“ : SR

.»_;' S The random sampling process of this study yielded a distribttion oil*f :

for students with mild to severe handicaps. This particular random sample S

v “ =
o, . . . t~ -

.J‘identified'no regular class teachers inirolved in'implementing-IEPs for .

B
s

.students'with Seyere'handicaps.. Thus, it'is not'possible'to'determine to -

: what extent teacher behaVior§ are similar or different when integrating
) " B |
_students With severe handicaps.
\ - S e R S l

The study focused on the perceptions and self report of elementary teachers

' behaViors, activities, and interactions on behalf of Special education studan”s.

.The validity_of these_perceptions and self—reported behaViors was establishedx_/

O t
A2 ) . .

"through a content analysis of their studénts' rEPs and follow—up.oral_interviews.
N T
- T
No attempt was made ‘to obtain perceptions oﬂ the regular class teacher s role .

4

from administrators, special educators, par§nts oﬁ7?dvocates of handicapped T

students, or the handicapped students thems 1ves.- Furthermore, the study

' S

essentially focused on process variables (such as instructional activities) and -~

presage variables (such as training or,experience). The study did not.evaluate

the effectiveness of the teacher's role in accomplishing student achievement._
\

\ .
The maJor\findings of the study are described according to . percent of t‘\b

respondents for\each teacher survey item and each student IEP records review

el -

"item. This informati\\ proVided a s1mple descriptive analysis. It shéuld be - . =

noted that approximat€Iy25% of the chi square analyses yielded associations at

AN

p&%.05 criterion level. However, the relatively large number of independent

~-

. \
tests used increases .the. probability\bf\Type I errors in the study 'Hence,i

\\ : : -~

: Significance of any Single test must be interEEEte w1th the utmost caution
- 5
_pending replication in Subsequent research : - ' 3 - .

-
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Finally, the findings of .the study must be considered "in the context of

o .
a? .~ - b

.-rapidly changing sociallpolicies concerﬁiﬁg'the‘education of'h;ndicapped' : g:f?;.
. children._ Although the mandates and regulat1o/§Jof P.L. 94 142 have been in fé%f

effect since 'the m1d 1970 s, many school districts across the state and country

-~ L

are Stlll strugg 1ng to br1ng their school services-into compliance. Especfally

\

© for school systems meeting challenges for. accountability in the fdce. of declining

e

/ .
enrollments, in- reased staff profess1ona11zat10n and unionizatlon, and shrinking

' / * Y

resources the/gmdec1s1on whlch ar1ses from a movement ‘to decrease gu%ding
. // ; o - . N
for P. L./94 -142 ‘initiatives adds still another(;hil;enge. Therefore, 15’1s
important that_the research which documents:the attudl involvement of the
o - - . . /

regular class teachers' role;in the da§2to—day delivery of educational: programs

.fér handicapped students be'interpreted“accordingly.
\ ' . . —_— .

R
5

Impllcations :

o
¢ . A
| . \

~“The follow1ng management and supecv1sor 1mplications of the study's
o

f1nd1ngs are .offered with tﬁe above caveatsgiﬁ\mind. e
3

In light of the findings; regular-and special education administrators
/ ’ —d T ’

- should critically review their respective and collective superv1sion procedures
to enSure adequate recognition of the. role of the regular classroom teacher Ain.

implementing individualized-educational programs. Several results of this study
indicate that a) some regular teachers are involved in both the formal and ;

' 1nformal aspects of 1mplement1ng 1IEPs, and many more are involved in only.the
nformal aspects; b) some régular teachers are receiving satisfactory levels of

/ . L

-resource support in order/to implement IEPs, and c) most regular teachers are

o )
-

}}///y/modifying their programs‘to-accommodate the spectfal needs and abilities of

+

students w1th IEPs. o . o . : .

g @

There appear to be several key variables Whlch are under the control of

adm1n1strators and whlch are correlated with -the regular teacher s role in




: B — ) . ,", ,;ljf. . ..
. . . A P LT e e o 7
. . L . _ S a
E implementing IEPs. Teachersvmust be .made aware inthe presenc% and'characteristics .
& ..- . . R ) , o 1 "- . ~.‘ . . _.. N , ’ .‘..'.\ ) -

] of the special educationﬁstudents placed in their regular including these . ,7 Y
. - e \ a2y oo .

I

teachers in IEP’ meetings and/or providing them With a personal copy of the IEP'

+P .

for each child aSSigned -to their classroom. While the logistics of haVing

regular class teachers attend IEP meetings may present some difficulties,

LIS

there is a\value of having these teachers attend the meetings, given the /
', - observed relationship between attendance and increased awareness that special

education students were placed “in class, as well as implementation of IEPs,_

N

\ should override °uch difficulties._ IEP meetings could be scheduled in the

o . o

late.afternoon, pr substitute teachers or ‘aides- be utilized to allow regular

- I—

.class teachers to attend these meetings. Further, according to recent policy

/

B guidelines, regdaar teachers who do not attend IEP meetings for their spec‘al//////[
- / / .
education students, should either meet with special educator;/to”be informed \

Y . W " B /

about\those students, or receive ‘a_copy of the LEP.

- — _”—,’—’-‘

Q

L

Similarly, logistical problems may surface in the prov1s10n of personal

copies of IEPs to all regular teachers serVing.special children. Howeverg the '
> \

empirical data clearly suggest that teachers who have a personal copy of the

i .
* IEP refer to it to discuss the program with the special- educators and view it

I
S . R s . . o o .- - e g e .,.,,,,A,., - e e g e 4"7:,. PRI A .., v e
as helpful in prov1ding educational services to the student.L.PrOVision‘of‘a””“";"“:
‘ copy to special educators or other'personnel to which the regular teacher can
. - £
refer was not found to be an adequate alternative.

Communication and coordination between regular and special educators is

'// another area in which administrative changes might have a positive effect. The -

—

“'importance”of“the“resource support-and coordinative functions of special

/ educators for effective 1mplementation of IEPs was eVident in all sources of
data in this study, as well as in. other studies (Safer, et al., 1979 Craig,

| ’ "
et al., 1980). Administrators can t%ge steps to facilitate communication and

3 . . '/(,

. ‘ ~ )
H

Q ‘ S . - - .
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coordination between regulaf and - special educators . such as scheduling opportunities
\ N )

_' to discuss student programming and progress, prov1ding regular and special

)

\_-. 7

B i o
St ,° v'

4
ucators opportunities to observe their studenms in other cla5srooms (1 e., e

. ,,;/
¥ . ~

in special and regular classes respectively) and des1gnat1ng someone ‘who'

\

consults with and trains regular class teachers who integrate special education_. -
. . ) 2 B . . -
students. y o ' . ‘ S e o I
/ . . . T -
Teachers knowledge of releVdnt legislation was found to bé generally

>

1im1ted More than half. were aware of state special education leg1slation,

« but less than half were)familiar with the special education competencies, and ‘.'“

P ..

& even fewer knew . about/federal special education leglslatlon. However, knowledge

» [} .
of the laws was associated w1th knowledge of the state special education

- -
. N v
N

competencies, and knowledge of these competenc1es was related to participation .

~

- in inservice training“ Thus, inservice training for regular educators should

address federal special education leg1slation as we.' -, state laws in competeney\\\\

N . . e
e
—

requirements. : - o . : T .

’ Teachers knowledge of the special education services available at their

. -~ schoolzsites also emerged as a s1gn1f1cant factor in 1mplementation. Generally,
" l' ' 4
- regular class.teachers were nét highly aware of the available special education
. L . . * . . e . ¢
- -~ gervices' in their rdspective schools. They achieVed an‘average accuracy of

56% in aming the special education .services as to the spec1fic academic or

nonacad mic act1v1t1es which- were provided. This is. 1mpqrtant 1n view of the

fact that regular class teachers appeared to rfly on special education personnel

/ 7

for the direction and substantive content related to thé education of their
- N : ) . ) I . R .
special education students. ) / .. i
. R . .

It is recommended that administrators help identify the .adri¥aistrative’ and
educational practices which enhance the 1nvolvement Jf regular class teachers

in 1mplementxhg~IEPs and the effectiveness of such implementation. A large

- E B / S " [

-
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proportlon of the teachers in this study noted "the use of several "best

“ ° _15— A R ’ . ! ° ’ “ ) L
. - . : ’ . . .
~ S 7 ~ " o

e - :
: <« . .

B ,

e .

(e g Johnson and Ubhnson, 1978 Cooperatlve Learnlng TEchnlque)
. PN e

.0

. pra@tlces

2

many students w1th IEPs m1ght not have been accommodated\ln t

in ntegratlng the1r spec1al educatlon students. However, many of the

regular cla§s teachers in th1s study dld not perce1ve the1r mod1f1catlons«of
cat ons, ., . -

the regular program as speclal education. Yet, w1thout those modif

These regular educatlon pract1ces should be 1dent1f1ed to determ1ne the1r value

' for: mainstream1ng spec1al educatlon students as well 'ds for normal progress
. . . 5

he regular classrogm.

\

B
\

.\‘ .

. o .

I

o
. .o

NER
students for education in general.
The pollcy 1mp11catlons for administrators may be understood in relatlon

. -
i

to Weatherly and Llpsky s observatlons noted above regardlng the pract1ces of
Reported pract1ces were clearly 1ncons1stent W1th

-

street'level~bureacrats

certa1n legal requlrements.\ Mosgjnotablegwas the dlsparlty between IEP contents

‘and the actual 1nd1v1duallzed educatlon program, Many IEPs lacked spec1f1c§tlon
A1l o

-4
t
i

)

v

.

of the mod1f1cat10ns of the® regular classroom actually be1ng 1mplemented
o .
Assumlng that correspondence between pollcy a}égbéj
rev1sed or related

|
{

such spec1al educatlon and related services must be included .in the IEP by
nd pr ct1ce should she max1m12ed

———

,.\.
y o

law..
either the regulartlons regardlng IEP contents shou
Rev1s1on of regulatlons to correspond to these
N B // .
ations
] .

practises should be mod1f1ed
practlces would 1nvolve remov1ng the requlrements for spec1f1cat10n of mod1f1
However, removal of thenmandate might ult1mately ]
. e &

of the_regular‘classroom.
reduce the 1mplementatlon'of"effective modifications currently specified in

some IEPs.
/ .
However,

' Practice changes would 1nvolve e1ther revising the IEP to match 1mplementatlon\
‘activities or adJustlng educatlonal pract1ces to conform with IEP spec1f1cat10ns.
/

2

Rev1s1ng the IEP’ to include actual modifications may be approprlate.
1t.would be extremely d1ff1cult and/ljngthy to spec;fy these modif1cat10ns in
much detail. Slmllarly.lt m1ght be counter—productive to 11m1t needed// | A;_,/
| : ’ | a .. v

Q . '
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educational services to thos:ééiitzd in the IEP.quhus, cerggln d1screpanc1e§

¢

' between policy and ﬁractice5 be functional 1f not deS1rable 1n terms of

\/ . .

y fulfilling the 1ntent of the modifications not included’in the 1EP meets tﬁﬂ

LaN
4

¥ - - . -
’ .lprimary purpose of current special education lggislation, i e., providing an. b
o~ ~:,appropriate individualized educational program 1n the regular education program '
!to the maximum'extent‘P%fgible.'; - * \. -
L 0ther practices ‘and reported deviations from‘policy are not as equivocal )
,in terms of_fulfilling.special education.and IE% goa .. While the IEP meet1ng
&\;‘ 'may facilitate communication between.parents and Somc school personnel such as\x\ML
’the special‘education teacher or resourCe spec1alist ‘as suggested by the 0ff1ce
E{ ' hof Special Education (FR 1981), this effect largely precludes regular claés
\\ ' -teachers'given-their low. frequency attendance at IEP meetings.' The 1mplication

\  for policy is to mandate the inclusion of regular class teachers in IEPA ,

N e

meetings. However, cons1dering the reported time gggitralnts of regular teachers,

G ! ‘f !
this polic) woul be difficult to. 1mplement. An alternative pollcy would be to’
. -

N ’ -~
;' require periodic meetings between regular and special educators for teachers who

¢ S

. cannot attend formal IEP meetings. This is highly cons1stent w1th practices
reported in this study. Recent recommendations follow1ng this direction have
been made by’ the Federal Office of Spec1al Education (FR 1981).

| The management »moniforing, and compliance functions of the IEP suggested

7

3 by the 0ff1ce of Spec1al Education seem to apply to a relat1vely small proportion;“

" of regular teachers, since few teachers. actua}ly received coples of the IEP for

o

their handicapped students and even fewer .used the IEP as a,guide for provision
of a copy of the IEP to all personnel respons1ble for implement1ng any part of

the IEP Yemains a cr1t1cal 1ssues for-policy makers.- If modifications of the

regular.program are spec1f1ed in the IEP, the regular teacher seems to-have’ \
. _ Ny » -
a clear role in implementation. However, if no such modifications are included

LA

in the document; the regular teacher's fole in implementation is amorphous.

AT
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;o Perhaps the most cr1t1cal f1nd1ng of th1s study for’ speclal educatlon_

= v

'>§?/ pollcy is’ the determlnation that regular: teach;;? play a,large part in the * A\</~

/{ Feducatlon of most handicapped childreﬁ Currerfft legislation’ deflnes ‘the role
S of ﬂhe regular educator pr1marily by omission. That 1s, spec1al education

Y

policies say: little regard1ng the activities of the regular educator 1n the

- - B 0
. \ ¥ P \ -

/Ey
IEP/process.- Whlle thls affords the regular teacher some valuable d1scretion in

) _‘educatiné ihelr hand1capped students, it also results in h1ghly var1able ¥

. ) treatment of these students, w1th unknown effects. Unless the role of the

teﬁcher is. formally addressed in special and regular educatlon pollcies,
. ! .

\'\
! ||

/ hand1capped child in the. reguf§¥ classroom W1ll remain unsp;c1f1ed and therefore

, u

. ) )
//// particularly IEP/regulations, the goals ‘and educational pﬁogram for the .

continue to

d1ff1cult to- evaluate. _Further, regular teachers will have %

/ B - f

\ educate the hand1capped studentﬂﬁi; their classrooms Wrthout opt1mal support,

recognltlon, and involvement until their role 1s.addressed.1n educational pollcy
. ¢

One area worthy of further exploration grom adminlstratwrs 1s based on

&he apparen rec1procal nature of the regular and special. educatlon systems.

Regular cl ssroom teachers reported send1ng nonhand1capped students to spec1al
/' .
classes f r reasons rang1ng from being tested as a possible IEP cand1date, to
1
rece1ving spec1al educatlon instruction, to being a tutor of handicapped

students. This act1v1ty level was d1fferent1ally related to the type of spec1al
\ classroom. = ' ",

0 ! . -

{ - Finally, the policy implicat ons. of the finding that‘regula; teachers sent

. . ; - @ . 3
non-handicapped studenggﬂto special reducation classes deserves particular .

attention. The various reasons#for| this "reverse mainstreaming" trend have
i
d1fferent implications for spec1al ‘education pollcy. ﬁnformal'referral of ' \\

"

regular education students to the special class for testing and/or instruction

4

. P .
clearly contradlcts current legislation. However, this practice‘jftests to the'

daily exigencles of dealing with students in need of immediate ass1stance beyond

o .
Qo = !
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that which the regular teacher~can pro&ide eiLher due to limited skills orif,

environmental constiaints. Further, the practice reflects a need to. circumvent

[y
-

. ,the formal special educarion prooess fﬂreferral,»assessment,iand IEP planning..

o
LY . s - w

.. This, trend including sen ng - regular education students to special classes for~-=37

o ev. .

I‘g.on—acadpmic activities, ay alSO reflect an inﬁormal exchange system through

which special and regular educators achieve optimal class compOSitions and SlZe

- for particular actiVities. Reverse mainstreaming for, participation in non-

academic actiVities and for peer tutoring appear to fulfill the goat of
, . . N , :
maximizing the education of handicapped/students with non-handicapped students.j

, g

as Well as meeting the daily needs of regular anu speciai euurator _ C}early,

a more flex ie legislative policy, Whl”h more closeJy addre 55%es, CL9 da\ to

’day needs and . prdttices of regular and special educators ar the sch001 s1te

level may better fulfill the objectives of special and regular educators.

2
s

" Thé’discussion and implications of this study are made in the spirit of

5t

. adding tovthe‘growing knowledge and data base which hac documented the

Ieffectiveness'of implementing IEPs. It is clear that neither litigation nor
, . L,

legislation epsures that educational practices will change as directed.' lndeedg.

it has taken over 25 years of court action and for some school ‘sysStem

;contingent withdrawal of federal funds, to- implement the 1954 Brown . Board‘off

\

' Education desegregation decree. It is anticipated that it will not take such '

..

: time or contingencies to implement P.L. 94 142. The’ degree .of complianqe to

a law or regulation must be balanced with the extent of commitment to- the intent
' g3
- of. the law. Clearly P L 94— 1&2 and corresponding state legislation haVe
commanded the attention of public school personnel. Because an underlving intent
< ’

-of P. L 94 142 is to ensure that handicapped andlnon-handicapped students have
L

Q& increased opportunities to learn together, the/Zole of the regular class s
: . f : .

-teacher in implementing IEPs has a special place in: assuring the achievement‘of

. . . . .Cﬁ‘@,_ ' -._-- ;: . M
that intent. - ‘ : s S
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RANK SUBJECT ' . . - PERCENT OF IEPS (n=100)
1 ’  Recess ‘ _ ' 81.
. -~ A . :
2 Nutrition (Lunch) _ 77
3 " Physical Educaticn 63
N art o s
5 Music b . - 57
v " S . v '
6 ' Science and arz . ., - 55 .
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RANK ORDER OF MOST TO LEAST FREQUENTLY CITED !
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) v . ) .
Rank Order Goal/ObJective ~ pe¥EBhe 1EPS (n=100) .-
T 'Reading (decoding) T . 77 ’
\ . X ' .
. 2 : Math . ) _ . .55
N I '
' 3 Oral Language (syntax, expressive .33
’ & : .language artlculatlon, phonlcs)
4 Spelling (encodlng, word analysis, 31
. : grammar) _
' £Lrg/g . ompreu:u Ton ) . .26
] ) : hrltlng (wrltten language) 26
, 6 o ‘Auditory Memory ' 19
: (perceptual skills)
' Kl . T . L4 . :
-7 ' Study Habits (On task behavior, 11 .
o . if@ependent work skills, follow1ng
d1rectlons)
8 {belf concept . - | 10 _
9 r | Motor coordination, tactlle stlmulatlon 10

(adaptive P.E., fine motor)

10 f | Academic'readinoss ' | : : R AR
11 . fHandWrixing‘ < L 'i” .6 .
'.\ 12 ;;LSeLf.heip, . | . S
' ’ Basic competencies - I ; o
~ 13 ‘ ','Coopérative behagior Pelem E _ M4;;/
- 14 . ' Imitatioﬁ 0 . _ ’ , ;' 3
15 . Signing e ' o . | o -:-2
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TYPES AND NUMBERS OF MODIFICAT QNS OF THE REGULAR PROGRAM

P

I N0 MODIFIC.-\TI"ONS' o . : o L3

CPNSEQUENCE MODIFIEATIONS . - . . 9
Daiiy‘Prpgress Reports ( 4.)
Positive Reinforcémeqt (5)

» f Se ‘
CURRICULUM MODIFICATIONS N L3l
’. ”, e ’ : N

Adapt Assignments
Assign to Lowed\ Grade
Special Reading \System
_.Science and Art furriculum, 'f

PN SN TN TN :
.

=10

N N
s

TROCESS MODIFICATIONS 55

SNy !
Cross Age Tutoriné ‘

- Flashcard Training
Extra Time to Complete
Stay .after Schodl for Help
'Special‘Educator“Team41eaches

with Regular Class Tedcher

Appropriate Leveling/Grouping
Cooperative Learning . _
Precision Teaching a

PN TN SN SN N
(6.0 e I
NN NN N NN

www

NLf.\mbR OF MODIFICATIONS

None - . ¢ * 39
, Between 1 and 2 : o ‘ ‘ - 51
Between 3 and 5 . . , ) 10
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TABLE 4

REGULAR TEACHER INVOLVEMENT IN IEP PROCESS .

y \ . : o &grcent {(n=100)
AN . - ,

. \ ‘. . . ! ]

Student with IEP @ssigned to a 4 ' 74.
‘Regular’ Teacher* B _ N

Regular Teacher Modified . ‘ 0 61
Regular Program o .

Student with IEP Referred by ] 45

a Regular Teacher . : /):9' o -
'n':) . , »

» Regular Teacher Attended
IEP Plapning Meeting

B}

Regular Teacher Attended : . oo
IEP Review Meeting '

Regular Teacher Had Copy of IEP : : o 17

e
e

Y} ) e . . l
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(*Note: Some teachers had more than one student whose IEPs were reviewed)
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TABLE 5

RA\K ORDER (HIGHESI TO LOWEST) OF PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=51)
ENGAGING IN DIAGNOSTIC/PRESCRIPTIVE ACTIVITIES
‘RELATED IO'SPECIAﬁ EDUCATION FUNCTIONS

i
o

RANK . .  FUNCTION \ . PERCENTAGE
1 . Monitor/Evaluate Progress 94 .
B ' ' % > . v ' bt
2 Direct Instruction - 84
3 N Assessnent o . ' 80 °*
4 - Planninz/Cecotdinating , ‘ 72
Referral ' - o 72
. s

Super- sa » ‘ 66

(o)
N
.

Due Process E ol 29

) Inservice ' v R 21




