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Background Legislation:

· Chapter 766 – 1972      

· Section 504 of 1973 Rehabilitation Act


· Education for All Handicapped Children (1990: IDEA)
· Americans with Disabilities Act

· No Child Left Behind

· IDEA2004

Massachusetts:
June, 1993:


Education Reform Act

June, 1997:


IDEA Reauthorization

March, 1999:


IDEA ‘97 Regulations

March, 2000:


MA Board moves to Federal Regulations

April-August, 2000:

Changes to Massachusetts law 






attached to FY2000 budget

January, 2001:


New Massachusetts Special Education Regs
 July 1, 2005:


IDEA2004 changes in effect
Conceptual Impacts:


“Regular Education Initiative”:


merger of regular and special education/funding for 


special education students (USDOE).


“Mainstreaming”: 


selection of specific general education classes in which 

to place children with disabilities.

“Inclusion”:




commitment to educate every child, to the maximum 


extent appropriate, in the classroom or school  s/he 


would attend if not disabled.

Impact of Chapter 766, 1974:

· Red  manual arrives August, 1974 with regulations

· Fiscal issues, underestimated, impact services

· Untrained staff grapple with sharing decision-making

· Parents are encouraged to refer, encouraged to join team

· Districts usually access attorneys for contract disputes

Impact of CMR 603, 2005:

· New regulations pit competing constituencies and stakeholders
· Fiscal issues, underestimated, impact services

· Untrained staff grapple with changing practices 

· Parents more knowledgeable of entitlement and rights

· OSEP continues to help us understand errors of our ways

· Districts usually have attorneys on retainer to assist with special education issues


Legislatures/Congress
=
legislation 


Agencies (DOE)


=
regulation


School Districts


=
implementation


Parents



=
enforcement

Team pressures result from:

· Organizational history ( We always do it this way! )
· Fiscal impacts (  There is no money. Anywhere. Ever. )
· Programmatic restraints ( Not enough staff. Ever. )
· Practice vs. policy ( Our district doesn’t do summer school. )
· Professional growth opportunities (Another day, another hat. )
· Backloading vs. frontloading ( 2 hours today vs. magic stapler )
· Peers directing peers ( Lonely Lunches in the Teacher’s Room )
· Knowledgeable parents ( I’m a professional and you’re not! )
· Data-driven decisions ( Accountability vs. teaching )
· High stakes MCAS tests ( Who gets the blame? )
Legislative expectation of teams:
collaboration
District expectation of teams: collaborative, directed decisions
·  Collaboration:  a direct interaction between at least 2 coequal parties voluntarily engaged in a shared decision making as they work toward a common goal.


Characteristics:

·  Voluntary
·  Parity among participants

·  Mutual goals

·  Shared responsibility for participation and decision-making

·  Shared resources

·  Shared accountability

·  Belief in the value of the process
Lack of joint goals and enforced collaboration too often results in poor team outcomes.  

Good parents: show up, agree, and sign the IEP  

Bad parents:  ask questions and expect answers or worse, know

                        regulations and school staff don’t
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We should celebrate that the process works as well as it does!

Before changing direction the issues have to be identified.


Common stress related complaints:

· lack of control

undefined responsibilities

· lack of incentives
perception of criticism/lack of recognition

· uncertainty

conflicting messages, unexplained changes



Common responses to stress:

· resist

· avoid

· confront/adapt

To create a systemic change requires thoughtful planning and individual buy-in to the process:  PQA helps us see the errors of our ways

Training is only effective when it addresses the underlying individual issues that lead to the stress reactions and confrontations. Good training reflects good theory.
Change within districts requires understanding of why stakeholders would hold on to ineffective, inappropriate or unproductive processes.
Two theories might explain this phenomena:



1. Locus of control



2. Fundamental attribution error

Locus of Control: Who controls your destiny?
[image: image4.wmf]
“A locus of control orientation is a belief about whether the outcomes of our actions are contingent on what we do (internal control) or on events outside our personal control (external control). “ (Zimbardo, 1985)

Humans attempt to explain everything that occurs within their environment.  These explanations become frames of reference used during stressful times, such as IEP meetings.  The locus of control construct assumes how strongly individuals think they can control events that affect them. 
Individuals with strong internal locus of control may feel that they have control over events that impact them. Results of activities in which they are involved result for the most part from their own actions and behaviors.  They are in control of what happens to them.
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Individuals with strong external locus of control may feel that fate, more dominant, or those they see as more powerful will decide what happens to them.

Those with strong internal locus of control will tend to attempt to influence others. 

Those with strong external locus of control will tend to feel their own efforts ineffective.
What does this mean to an IEP Team? 


Score one point for each of the following:
2 a

6 a

11 b

16 a

21 a

26 b

3 b

7 a

12 b

17 a

22 b

28 b

4 b

9 a

13 b

18 a

23 a

29 a

5 b
      10 b

15 b

20 a

25 a

High Score:

External Locus of Control

Low Score:

Internal Locus of Control
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1. J.B. Rotter (1966) Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control of reinforcement, 
Psychological Monographs, 80, (1, Whole No. 609).
2. www.ballarat.edu.au/ard/bssh/psych
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· Overestimate the role of the person in producing the behavior; 
· Underestimate the role of the situation in producing the person’s behavior
When we look at the actions of other people, that person is the primary reference point. 
When we look at our own actions, we know there are forces acting upon us.  
We attribute the rationale for others’ behavior to the person we see and tend to ignore any situational forces acting on them. 
Attribution theory: people can change their beliefs or attitudes depending on the explanations they believe.
Fundamental attribution error: people are usually unaware of judgments they are making that influence their decisions about people.

Bottom line for IEP Teams: 
I/we are the rationale, hardworking and thoughtful put upon by the irrational expectations and/or haphazard demands of others. 
Locus of control + fundamental attribution error 



= conflict
Revisit Team pressures with what we now know:
Team pressures result from:

· Organizational history ( We always do it this way! )
· Fiscal impacts (  There is no money. Anywhere. Ever. )
· Programmatic restraints ( Not enough staff. Ever. )
· Practice vs. policy ( Our district doesn’t do summer school. )
· Professional growth opportunities (Another day, another hat. )
· Backloading vs. frontloading ( 2 hours today vs. magic stapler )
· Peers directing peers ( Lonely Lunches in the Teacher’s Room )
· Knowledgeable parents ( I’m a professional and you’re not! )
· Data-driven decisions ( Accountability vs. teaching )
· High stakes MCAS tests ( Who gets the blame? )
Discovering the basis of how we view others and why is the first step.

The second is addressing conflict and understanding our response.
[image: image8.wmf]Conflict Resolution Styles: no one style is positive or negative – each style has both merits & drawbacks.

Competitive Style:  Most usually associated with use of power; possible attempts to overpower others. Those with a competitive style want to win and can ignore any potentially negative repercussions. This style might be appropriate when the issue is ethical or there is a righteous certainty. If used too frequently others may avoid you or stop working with the team. People who often use a competitive style can be seen as rigid and arrogant. 
[image: image9.wmf]Avoidance Style: Dealing with conflict by turning away or ignoring it. If you have ever participated in a meeting in which an issue needed to be brought to the surface but everyone appeared to have tacitly agreed not to discuss it, you were experiencing avoidance. The issue underlying the conflict won’t be resolved and will continue to impact the team.  Avoidance does not work in a collaborative relationship because not addressing an issue will only exacerbate it in the end. Most individuals would like to avoid conflict and this style gives the appearance all is well when the reality is that things may be getting worse.  
Accommodative Style: set [image: image10.wmf]aside personal needs in order to ensure that others’ needs are met. Their characteristic response to conflict is to give in. It is a beneficial style because it brings conflict to a fast close. It is not beneficial if individuals feel taken advantage of or devaluated.    It is inappropriate for those who feel powerless in their role 
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Compromising Style: Everyone gives up something and gets something. The outcome may not exactly meet everyone’s needs, but it is acceptable to all.  Because compromising is a style whose strength is expedience, it is often appropriate when limited time is available to manage a conflict. It is also useful when the issue at hand is not especially problematic & when two competitive individuals have a conflict. Compromise can have its drawbacks when individuals feel they have “lost” and are dissatisfied so conflict may happen later. 
[image: image12.wmf]Collaborative Style: A collaborative style requires commitment and often includes developing a completely new alternative to resolve the conflict situation.  There are many positive aspects to this style but in conflict situations it is not always the preferred approach.  It is time-consuming and assumes that individuals come to trust each other.  

Helping school staff members to identify and  monitor the style preferred to use to respond to conflict in  professional interactions, helps manage difficult interactions. 

 IEP facilitation assumes the facilitator has developed a style of interaction that enables team members to understand the three components of individual approaches:


1. Locus of control



2. Attribution error



3. Conflict management style

Another tool to help individuals develop as team members and facilitators:  



Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument (TKI)

This assessment tool can assist in helping individuals understand their own responses to situations in terms of their identified style for managing conflict.

The 5 styles correspond to the 5 conflict resolution styles described above.  The TKI identifies the following 5 styles:

·   Competing 

 (forcing)

· Collaborating 

( problem solving)

· Compromising 

(sharing)

· Avoiding 


(withdrawal)

· Accommodating 
(smoothing)
Understanding personal styles can get Teams talking. But for the collaboration of IEP Team members to be effective, members need to feel comfortable being assertive rather than passive or aggressive. 
[image: image13.wmf]What would you rather be considered:
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Nice ?



Confrontational ?
Confrontation is the first step to assertive communication. 
When people fear confrontation, defense mechanisms kick in and you get: 

1.  Avoidance.  Turning away from the threatening situation. 

2.  Repression.  Pushing away unpleasant thoughts or memories.  

3.  Regression.  Defend by becoming a child again.  

4.  Blocking.  Shut down emotionally and tune out. [image: image15.wmf]
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