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Implementing the intent of PL 94-142 calls for insightful leadership and govern-
ance on an integrated and expanded basis involving the total school system. In
many instances, current social demands on and subsequent shifts in general edu-
cational governance undergird the mainstays of public laws. Implementation of
PL 94-142 and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 can have — and in
many Local Education Agencies (LEAs) is having — positive and supportive
impact on general education administrators facing social, political, and educational
demands.

Administrators’ activities in today’s schools encompass more than the neutral
tasks often associated with administration. Governance — which perhaps better
describes a major portion of these activities than does “administration” — involves
carrying out policy decisions. In several areas of implementation, PL 94-142
provides an impetus for and coincides with such activities. Even though many
school systems have made strides, implementation remains a highly complex,
problematic process. Currently, far more questions, concerns, and unresolved
issues exist than dlternative courses of implementation based on assertive, con-
fident actions.

Implementation of federal and state regulations mandating a free and appro-
priate education for all students deemed to need special services cannot always
be separated from other pressing social and political-based issues like desegrega-
tion, minimum performance standards, declining enrollments, school finance re-
form, and various special interest groups, in addition to the equity demands of
minority and handicapped individuals. These issues are further compounded as
current educational governance takes place in a post-affluent society with no
prospects for any economic changes reflecting the affluent days of the 1950s and
1960s.

In short, the general education administrator is responsible for implementing a
mandate that yields a multitude of interpretations and ambiguities while governing
a “declining industry” in a country facing social, economic, and political unrest.
This feat is to be accomplished in collaboration with special (or exceptional) educa-
tion administrators, many of whom are holding onto long-time “turfs” and estab-
lished empires and at the same time struggling to come to terms with the new
“faces” of exceptional education.

Dr. Herda is Associate Director of the University Council for Educational Administration (UCEA) and
Adjunct Professor in the Department of Educational Administration, Ohio State University. She also
was Project Coordinator for the BEH-funded SAGE Project (see footnote on page 3 for a description
of that project).
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The leadership training needed to understand this
complex situation and to execute the legal mandates
places heavy demands on administrative in-service edu-
cation. But in-service programs cannot be responsive
without addressing the context in which general educa-
tional governance takes place.

In the integration of exceptional and general educa-
tion, exceptional education personnel have a two-fold
charge. They first have to be aware that the shifting of
major cornerstones in general education has had a pro-
found impact on schools and their governance. The
monopolistic control of education by a social and eco-
nomic middle class has been challenged, and the result
has been the development of new sets of priorities,
policies, powers, and forms of governance. Second,
special educators must develop some common under-
standings about the nature of education given the
implementation of PL 94-142. These understandings
have to emerge along with an awareness of current
demands on general educational governance.

The movement within special education is part of a
total picture of the last 25 years that reflects ongoing
critical examination of America’s educational institu-
tions and leadership. Schools must operate in a radically
different context today than they did a few decades ago.
Watson (1977) identified the most significant aspects
of this new context as

. the demythologizing of education — putting to rest the
fiction that education is apolitical — the unprecedented in-
volvement in education by the courts and the federal govern-
ment, the balkanization of school personnel, and the mobiliza-
tion of client (student and community) interest power (p. 73).
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Perhaps no federal involvements in the school reflect
the underlying timbre of emerging national trends as
much as do the problems and potential benefits of PL
94-142 implementation. The legal mandates on federal,
state, and local levels are in response to demands for
social and political forms of equity in the name of the
“least restrictive environment” in education. This con-
cept has widespread implications for both exceptional
and general education. Implementing PL 94-142 in most
cases demands a close examination of general education
conditions by both general and exceptional educators.

Implementing legal mandates cannot take place apart
from the general education classroom, students, teach-
ers, administrators, and community. Gilhool (1976) has
indicated that “. . . if the directions taken by the special
education [court] cases are to be fully realized, general
education, to which special students shall be integrated,
must itself take on characteristics of individualization”
(p- 13). But educators are currently in no position to pro-
vide individualized education to each student. To do so,
as Lortie (1976) pointed out, would require a complete
overhauling of current schooling practices. It would be
naive to expect any major changes to “occur rapidly
or easily as the outcome of legal pressure” (p. 18).

Somewhere on a continuum with individualization
at one end and cellular group process learning at the
other will come negotiated forms of education that meet
students’ needs more appropriately than they are being
met today. The expectations placed upon administrators
to provide some guidelines through this process demand
an examination of the nature of the challenges and force
individuals to draw upon forms of governance and
leadership, at all levels of education, that can accommo-
date societal fragmentation, disunity among educators,
and the decline of institutional authority. An increas-
ingly popular position among many educators is that
legislation in the name of exceptional education can
provide some bases for those guidelines.

Educational administrators in local education agencies
hold major responsibility for implementing PL 94-142
and Section 504. But the majority of administrators in
the field, including both exceptional and general educa-
tion administrators, did not receive pre-service training
designed to meet such responsibility. In fact, the affluent
era during which most current administrators received
their training relied on a self-containing bureaucratic
and hierarchical model of administration that placed
heavy emphasis upon maintenance functions.

Credentialing is changing at the state level, and several
institutions of higher education are revising administra-
tive pre-service education curricula and integrating ex-
ceptional and general administrative training. Several
years, however, will elapse before there are enough



administrators in the field to carry out (or, by that time,
carry on) implementation. For this reason, administra-
tors in local education agencies must assume responsi-
bility for professional growth and development through
in-service education.

The professional growth and development of excep-
tional and general education personnel are integral to
implementation of PL 94-142 and Section 504. Staff
development experiences will not automatically ensure
handicapped individuals appropriate educational rights
and opportunities, although these experiences are im-
portant steps toward achieving integration and coordi-
nation of efforts among general and exceptional educa-
tors. In turn, these efforts cannot operate in a separatist
fashion apart from the total school system nor in isola-
tion from an awareness of the larger socio-political
context of educational governance — for it is in this
larger context that implementation of P1.94-142 actually
takes place.

To aid in achieving the intent of that law, Section
121a, 380 of PL 94-142 requires that all personnel en-
gaged in education of the handicapped receive appro-
priate training. The Bureau of Education for the Handi-
capped (BEH) has placed high priority on in-service
education and has funded numerous staff development
projects. A BEH-funded project,! Special and General
Education Leadership, provided several education agen-
cies with funds specifically targeted for administrative
staff development. Based upon information obtained
from needs assessment instruments and information
gained by informal means, administrative in-service edu-
cation programs were developed in each education
agency participating in the project. Planning and im-
plementation of the administrative staff development
programs in each of the participating agencies reflected
the specific context and needs of the agency. The national
level effort, however, did indicate several global issues
and concerns that arise in implementing PL 94-142.

The remainder of this article focuses on the following
three issues and concludes with a discussion of some
implications for administrative in-service staff develop-
ment:

1'The Special and General Education Leadership Project (1976-1979)

was sponsored by the University Council for Educational Adminis-
tration and funded by the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped.
The participating education agencies and local coordinators included
Dade County Schools, Miami, Florida — Wylamerle Marshall;
Mesa Public Schools, Mesa, Arizona — Carolyn Raymond; Metro-
politan School System, Nashville, Tennessee — Phyllis Shutt; Mil-
waukee Public Schools — William Malloy; North Carolina State
Department — Lowell Harris and Fred Baars; and Tacoma Schools
— Henry Bertness. Staff development efforts and the interchanges
and exchanges between education agencies and institutions of higher
education involving professors of both exceptional and general
educational administration were major components of the project.

1) A total system approach toward implementation
of PL 94-142;

2) Integrated and expanded forms of administration;
and

3) Governance, policy, and implementation at the
building level.

A TOTAL SYSTEM APPROACH
TOWARD PL 94-142 IMPLEMENTATION

In efforts to implement PL 94-142 and Section 504,
administrators of both general and exceptional educa-
tion face several challenges including the re-examination
of administrative and organizational structures, cur-
riculum and pupil personnel services, and administrator
and teacher staff development programs. Traditionally,
general and exceptional education administrative and
teaching responsibilities were carried out in separatist
fashion. Where dual administrative systems between
general and exceptional education still exist, PL 94-142
implementation necessitates an eventual breaking down,
to some degree, of that dualistic system. One must
recognize that not just exceptional educators are re-
sponsible for implementing PL 94-142 and Section 504
but that implementation rests upon the responsible acts
of all educators.

General education administrators have difficulty act-
ing on the belief that they are suddenly able (and re-
quired) to respond to exceptional education concerns.
This may be better understood in remembering that
for years special education students relied on personnel
with specific training and were taught in facilities sep-
arate from the general education student population.
In other words, special education turf was “protected”
from general education by specialized training and iso-
lated housing. This turf was not always held in awe by
general educators. In fact, acknowledging the type of
classrooms often assigned to special education personnel
and students, special education could be thought of as
general education’s stepchild. At the same time, though,
it was thought of as specialized education — if for no
other reason than that special education language and
vocabulary differed from that of general educators.

Todays, it is assumed at times that if rooms containing
handicapped students are located within regular school
facilities, the least restrictive environment concept has
been achieved. This may be a step up from teaching stu-
dents in church basements, but for many children it does
not fulfill the intent of the law.

A number of problems currently facing school ad-
ministrators are further aggravated by a separatist ap-
proach toward exceptional and general education. Areas
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of concern that must be approached on a system-wide
basis include desegregation, minimum competency stan-
dards, and unionism (Malloy, 1979). Some special edu-
cation classes, such as for the mentally retarded and
emotionally disturbed, contain an over-representation
of minority groups. Many of these children really belong
in general education classes. Questions arise about the
legality and morality of applying the same minimum
competency standards to handicapped and nonhandi-
capped students. And unions, for example, are encour-
aging teachers to refer “problem” students to special
education classes to lighten the burden on the regular
classroom teacher. These problems have no simple solu-
tions and are highly emotional subjects for teachers,
administrators, and parents.

The total school system approach can provide a good
avenue for action concerning these problems — as op-
posed to the dualist approach, which perpetuates the
attempts of exceptional and general education adminis-
trators to solve such problems independently. The total
system approach does not necessarily mean the complete
unification of exceptional and general education pro-
grams. Rather, it refers to collaboration between and
among exceptional and general educators to generate
alternative solutions to problems that are better solved
together than separately. This requires that administra-
tors first identify the problems and then assume re-
sponsibility to work on alternative solutions on a par-
ticipatory and collective basis, recognizing when and
what kinds of changes in general and exceptional educa-
tion are needed. It also demands trust and respect among
the various operating divisions within a school system,
which derive from open and working communication
lines among superintendent, assistant superintendent,
and their administrative teams.

For a variety of reasons (e.g., new mandates, union
encouragement, inappropriate curriculum and instruc-
tion programs, program experimentation) movement of
students among various learning situations is inherent.
This involves students’ going to and from exceptional
and general education classes, as well as intermediate
settings including resource rooms and general and/or
exceptional classes on a part-time basis. This fluidity
is integral to carrying out the intent of PL 94-142, but
it represents one of the most complex problems related
to implementation, touching virtually all of the com-
ponents and personnel within a school system. Referrals,
evaluations, conferences, and re-referrals, re-evalua-
tions, and more conferences take up enormous amounts
of personnel time and involve voluminous amounts of
paperwork. The whole process often bogs down and
perpetuates the backlog of students needing evaluation
as well as the noncompliance status of many LEAs.

Student backlog is often identified only in terms of
the numbers of students needing evaluation. These data
may give an indication of the problem but do not begin
to provide the kind of information needed to propose
guidelines for reducing the numbers of these students.
Further examination reflects the nature of the problem
as it affects both general and exceptional education
personnel and students on the following issues: the use
of grades as indicators for needed exceptional education
services; over-burdened diagnosticians at certain times
of the school year; inappropriate referrals; and in-service
education content.

During spring quarter the number of referrals in a
school system often increases drastically as teachers
realize that certain students are “failing” or receiving
low grades. This pattern can indicate that grades are
being used for identification of students needing excep-
tional education services, rather than identification rely-
ing on classroom observation, intermittent teacher as-
sessment of students’ learning, and so forth. Emphasis
on grades earned instead of intervention and preventive
measures can also indicate the inappropriate use of or
lack of classroom teacher skills.

Since many of these referrals come at the end of the
school year, diagnostic personnel and evaluation teams
are subject to unrealistic expectations. If a State Educa-
tion Agency (SEA) had mandated a timeline to follow
in evaluating referrals, the chance of meeting that time-
line is slim. And it automatically ensures that the LEA

“will be out of compliance.

Building level referrals by teachers using inaccurate
measures result in many inappropriate referrals and
thus contribute to excess paperwork and wasted person-
hours. A system-wide perspective on problems of student
identification procedures, student referral processes,
and diagnostic services is essential for initial remedia-
tion steps and subsequent preventive steps.

The system-wide, or total system, approach entails
“ownership” of these responsibilities by both exceptional
and general education. SEAs can enhance this type of
ownership by defining compliance as it relates to a total
system instead of just the Division of Exceptional or
Special Education in an LEA. Compliance should be
defined in terms of initial identification procedures by
general and exceptional education personnel and on-
going diagnostic and evaluation processes. Anything less
places unrealistic expectations on the Division of Excep-
tional Education. Compliance, commonly thought of as
the responsibility of the Director of Exceptional Educa-
tion, involves both exceptional and general education
personnel. Also, compliance has system-wide implica-
tions for the least restrictive environment for all stu-
dents. More appropriate and accurate referrals on the



part of regular classroom teachers, for example, would
be a reflection of higher quality teacher preparation
(via pre-service or in-service education).

The planning, development, implementation, and im-
pact of teacher in-service education can foster a total
system approach. The implications for such in-service
education are many. The tradition of patchwork-type
workshops and one-shot in-service meetings, coupled
with an inadequate amount of research on in-service
education, offers scant basis to rely upon, especially
considering the magnitude of the task at hand. In recent
years, though, the federal government has funded pro-
grams to aid SEAs and LEAs with their in-service needs;
and the current flurry of in-service activities throughout
the nation indicates some available monies along with
an awareness of the need for staff development programs.

Current emphasis on developmental in-service models
rather than deficit models reflects a reliance on the
strengths of education personnel and attempts at further
development of those strengths. But this process needs
to be complemented with appropriate content that will
make a difference to teachers, administrators, and stu-
dents at the building level. Deciding specific content
(based on the needs of the particular LEA) is the respon-
sibility of both exceptional and general education per-
sonnel.

In times of scarcity of resources, mistakes show up
more easily. In-service educators now have less time and
fewer resources with which to work than during any
recent period in educational history. And demands to
make available quality in-service education are inti-
mately connected with legal mandates. The above dis-
cussion demonstrates this connection — by indicating
the need for classroom teachers to become skilled in
appropriate and accurate assessment and evaluation of
students. Meeting this need does not entail educating
all teachers to use highly specialized evaluation tools;
rather, it places an emphasis on observation skills and
analyses of individual students’ actions and attitudes,
on intervention and preventive forms of teaching, and
on appropriate use of support personnel and services.

Packets distributed during in-service meetings often
contain massive amounts of required reading for teachers
(and in some cases administrators) with role playing and
simulation activities attached to provide a “feel” for
what the IEP and the Safeguard Procedures (due pro-
cess) involve. This kind of information and activities
helps the recipients understand some aspects of imple-
mentation, but in-service education must go beyond
information-giving and role-playing levels. It should be
based on careful assessment, both formal and informal,
of the needs of a particular education agency and also
on a conceptualization of what education might be like

given implementation of PL 94-142. The various facets
of implementation also must be considered in view of
the larger context of education and society.

To illustrate this larger context — in-service teacher
education that would include attention to assessment,
intervention, and prevention is highly appropriate to
child find and preventive care movements in other service
agencies, many of which are now combining their efforts
with exceptional children divisions in local and state
education agencies. One indication that these have not
been primary emphases in either pre-service or in-service
education is the necessarily heavy emphasis on remedial
education.

By focusing on assessment, intervention, and preven-
tion of educational problems, the IEP concept can be
part of an overall approach toward education instead
of an aspect of exceptional education services alone.
This would provide some basis for ownership of the idea
behind the IEP process. Assessment would result in
placing a particular child on a continuum of handi-
capping and nonhandicapping conditions; and the indi-
vidual learning program for the child based on that
assessment would indicate the nature of his or her pro-
gram. The IEP, or some variation of it, then would be
an important element of an appropriate education for
all children.

Within this framework, the IEP process is not taught
to teachers as something extra attached to handicapped
students, but as part of an approach toward providing
the least restrictive environment to all students. The
kinds of resources and activities devoted to developing
a child’s individual learning program, IEP or otherwise,
and the follow through, would be relative to the com-
plexity of the student’s learning procedures and his or
her place on an educational continuum of emotional,
social, and physical conditions. The emphasis would be
on the development of individual students and less on
moving students through grades. By following a devel-
opmental rather than a deficit process, instruction and
learning for educators and students alike eventually can
go beyond remediation and assume a preventive stance
toward socio-educational problems.

When problems initially appear to be related to a cer-
tain division in an education agency but upon closer
examination turn out to reflect needed changes on a
system-wide basis, resolutions require joint ownership
of responsibility and support among and between excep-
tional and general education personnel. The above dis-
cussion points out the need for administrators and per-
sonnel in various divisions within an LEA (curriculum
and instruction, health services, etc.) to work closely
together. In working out potential and alternative solu-
tions, administrators have to rely upon leadership styles
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that respond to the nature of the demands. Problems
can no longer be treated as if the bureaucratic and
hierarchical system, by virtue of its design, designates
what is a problem and how it is resolved.

INTEGRATED AND EXPANDED FORMS
OF ADMINISTRATION

In an attempt to provide the least restrictive environ-
ment for handicapped individuals, general and excep-
tional education personnel face certain problems (as
mentioned above) that cannot be easily separated. These
problems would appear to be approachable through
collaborative and participatory recourse over a period
of time. Implementation of PL 94-142 not only promotes
the integration of exceptional and general education,
but also places schools in partnership with other sectors
of society (e.g., vocational rehabilitation centers, child
find agencies) and in specific partnerships with com-
munity members (e.g., parents of handicapped children).
Integrated and expanded forms of administrations are
not unique to education but are also viable options in
business, unions, and government. They have a sound
and broad basis in practice.

Various captions are used to express integrated and
expanded forms of leadership in education. The team
concept abounds at all levels in a school system —
Management Teams, Administrative Resource Teams,
Multidisciplinary Teams, School-based Resource Teams,
and other such teams. The art of participatory team
leadership calls for the leader to stand back and let
others share the role while he or she still assumes major
responsibility to justify the actions of the team, if neces-
sary, to advocates of various interest groups, clients
(teachers, students, parents, etc.), school boards, and
other teams. The leader has to establish a code that
appeals to the members and meets needs for participa-
tion, individualism, and equity. Members of teams who
assume some leadership functions and requisite re-
sponsibility make the task of leadership easier. The
combination of increased competition, demands for
cost reduction and new programs, changes in govern-
ment regulations, and continuing increases in client
militancy requires a higher quality of leadership than
ever before.

Assembling a team can be accomplished in a relatively
short period, but a certain amount of time is needed
to establish principles that allow for trust, cooperation,
and negotiation to become integral parts of a working
team. Michael Maccoby (1979), Director of the Harvard
Project on Technology, Work and Character, suggested
that during this era of social and character changes in
America, “the primary tasks of leaders are to understand

both motives and resistance to change, and to establish
operating principles that build trust, facilitate coopera-
tion, and explain the significance of the individual’s role
in the common purpose” (p. 20). The significance of
individuals in a team or an organization cannot be over-
estimated.

Public education agencies are traditionally thought
of as service organizations. The emphasis is on the client.
While this is an important tenet to hold, working con-
ditions of teachers, administrators, support staff, para-
professionals, volunteers, etc. are taking on more sig-
nificance in light of a “declining industry” that is offering
fewer opportunities for advancement. Advancement up
a career ladder is no longer automatic. A decline in
student population and public sector retrenchment are
reasons for this switch in the nature of mobility. Patterns
of lateral and upward mobility are increasingly becoming
qualitative concerns. As Gappert (1979) pointed out:

Job satisfaction is likely to be a major issue as the work force
becomes “tenured up” and opportunities for even lateral mobil-
ity are reduced. It should also be noted that, in the 1980’s, the
Bulge Generation will be maturing onto their late 30’s and the
associated life style changes can be significant” (p. 2-3).

The focus for the near future will be on improving
one’s performance of, and satisfaction in, a current
position. This focus is on individuals rather than on
groups. Negotiation of individuals’ rights and responsi-
bilities in an organization will include reference to less
restricting conditions for personal development rather
than to those conditions found in more traditional
bureaucratic and hierarchical modes of organization.

New attitudes exist today on the part of workers in
most organizations, stemming from the movement for
individual rights, demand for equity, and interest in
self-development and self-determination. Many workers,
or “subordinates,” will no longer accept directives merely
because they come from a “superior.” The state of will-
ingness of individuals to participate fully in their own
position or as a team member is a serious issue for edu-
cational, corporate, and business leaders alike. In
schools, as in most places of work, unwilling or unhappy
employees can pose serious problems to the administra-
tor who is responsible for changes mandated by laws.

These changing values, evidenced currently by the
numerous advocacy groups, play an important role in
determining attitudes at work. “Unless leaders under-
stand [these shifts in values],” wrote Maccoby (1979),
“they may bring out the worst rather than the best in
the [nation’s] emerging social character” (p. 19). In
his research with leaders who are developing new modes
of organizations in education, business, industry, and
unions, Maccoby reported two personal characteristics
that these leaders have in common — characteristics



that may be essential for a new “model” of leadership
to bring out the best in individuals working in organiza-
tions. These leaders:

1. have developed or are developing a philosophy of manage-
ment which is rooted in a concern for their workers and
resentment of wasted human potential. This rooted con-
viction, in contrast to a rigid ideology, provides a basis
for pragmatic experimentation and satisfaction in step-
by-step gains. Although most of these leaders share the
gamesmen’s respect for strategy and tactics, they do not
share the need for perpetual adventure and drama.

2. are students of the organizations they lead and are willing
and able to “problematize” both the mission (definition
of the product or service) and the control systems. They
take time from the tiring managerial tasks of responding
to crises to question whether the mission serves society
and individuals. They are not willing to gain power or
money by appealing to the worst in people. They are
engaged by the task of analyzing and reconstructing the
organization (p. 22).

Maccoby concluded that time spent in participatory
decision making is well spent if decisions are made and
if the commitment to results is based upon analyses of
problems and willingness to give up control and power.

The notion of participatory management, leadership,
and decision making is conceptually vague. With the
present emphasis on the team or participatory approach
toward administration, one must exercise care so that
the words “team” and “participatory” do not become
merely catchwords — popular usages masking disagree-
ment over substance with apparent agreement over
form. A genuine commitment must be made to expand-
ing the bases for decision making and problem identi-
fication. The results of expanding these bases, however,
ramify themselves in a way that create further situations
requiring attention.

A case in point is the battle for the public’s or the.

client’s “right to know,” which has resulted in informa-
tion being available to people who did not previously
possess such information. But gaining access to informa-
tion without concurrently gaining understanding of its
potential uses can perpetuate the “information-rich,
knowledge-poor” syndrome. For example, parents who
now have more information than before also have to
come to understand the implications of identification,
evaluation, and educational placement of their child.
In short, information is a necessary but insufficient
condition for participation in an IEP development
process or any other participatory type of activity.
In the case of the parent, the challenges include a
search for realistic and satisfactory balance between the
role of the school and the role of the parent. These
challenges extend to other forms of participation and
have implications for policy issues as well.

These challenges will probably be met through nego-
tiations that could lead to less restricting environments

for team members, other staff members, students, par-
ents, and anyone else who participates. In negotiations,
the balance between individual rights and least restric-
tive environment is precarious, dependent upon shifting
values, sources of information, and interpretations.
But the concept of least restrictive environment is an
important tool and can be applied to many situations
in which negotiations are the main resource in making
decisions. We must exercise care that this concept
does not outlive its usefulness before we have moved
beyond our present problems to new ones!

The concept of least restrictive environment, as
pointed out, need not focus solely on exceptional chil-
dren. Each child and adult is faced with continually
learning to assume personal and social responsibility
for sustaining a quality life in the face of the social
and political limits to growth in Western society. The
least restrictive environment is a right mandated by a
law applying to handicapped individuals, but before
the intent of this law can move beyond technical com-
pliance issues, the concept of least restrictive environ-
ments has to be understood in terms of reaching beyond
the mechanical elements of implementation. It must
be understood as a responsibility assumed by indi-
viduals before it can be a right for anyone.

In the pressing need to survive in a society beset
with ambiguities, complexities, and stresses, our efforts
should focus on ways in which satisfaction can be
gained by quality living and working rather than solely
on competitive advance Hirsch (1978) has suggested
that the mismatch between current expectations and re-
sources in our society is qualitative rather than quantita-
tive. He cautioned that we must not “set up expectations
that cannot be fulfilled, ever” (p. 9). This statement is
not contradictory to the concept of least restrictive envi-
ronments for exceptional individuals. It addresses the
issue of recognizing the nature of individuals’ environ-
ments and providing the least restrictive alternative for
all persons. Handicapped individuals and, for example,
professionals in non-mobile positions all have the right
and responsibility to design quality lives for themselves.

Speaking to a more specific issue, which is at the
same time related to a larger context, Skrag (1979)
suggested that “special education administrators will
provide leadership for needed curricular changes. In
the years ahead, millions of Americans may move
beyond materialistic values and choose an outwardly
more specific and inwardly more rich life style” (p. 9).
When these changes occur, they must be accompanied
by organizational changes and must also coincide with
an awareness that the least restrictive environment
connotes realistic expectations in socially and politically
equitable forms.
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Facing the issues of appropriate forms of administra-
tion, individuals’ rights and responsibilities, and the
least restricting environment for staff and students
is an ongoing and unending task for administrators.
This task will not be automatically undertaken syste-
matically or rigorously. It requires a vehicle to pro-
vide the impetus for looking closely at the nature of
changes and the consequences of such changes. A law
as pervasive as 94-142 can serve as that vehicle. It
reaches out to virtually every division in an education
agency and expands into the community. It can be used
to examine and change many aspects of schooling,
governance, curricular content, staff development, and
school and community settings. A law, however, can
only motivate (strongly, at times) people to follow
legislative guidelines. In the end, providing individuals
with least restrictive environments for work and learn-
ing relies on individual commitment to quality adminis-
tration, teaching, and lifelong learning, and on dis-
covery of ingenious ways to finance appropriate pro-
grams and services.

Implementing PL 94-142 to provide each handi-
capped child a free and appropriate education entails
massive changes in our education system. If our present
education system had already provided least restrictive
environments for the nonhandicapped and now it were
only a matter of appropriately identifying the handi-
capped who belong in the mainstream of education,
the task would still be arduous and difficult enough.
But educators are faced with the larger task of finding
human, material, and financial resources to create least
restrictive environments for handicapped and, in many
cases, nonhandicapped students as well. Who gives up
what in order to accomplish this task will rely on
long-term negotiations among educators, members of
the community, the courts, and federal and state govern-
ments. Within this context, negotiating and interpret-
ing policy are well-entrenched activities at all levels
of schooling.

GOVERNANCE, POLICY, :
AND IMPLEMENTATION AT THE
BUILDING LEVEL

Schools were for some time (and in many cases still
are) considered to be institutions in which effective
management is based on apolitical activities. The gover-
nance structure was traditionally built upon separation
of politics and administration. Neutral competence and
avoidance of conflict were held at a premium. Several
conditions have made this position no longer (if it ever
was) credible in describing educational governance at
any level within an education agency. The change has

been perpetuated by various factors including increas-
ing court intervention and governmental control de-
manding changes that often carry highly emotional
and political overtones; an increasingly vocal consti-
tuency and supportive client group; and a fragmenta-
tion of educators through unionism and special interest
groups. The school district, including building level
entities within a district, can no longer operate under
the assumption that decision making can be separated
simply into administrative decisions and policy decisions.

For many of their everyday decisions, principals
and teachers need several kinds of information, along
with an understanding of potential political and legal
consequences of those decisions. This is particularly
true of issues related to due process procedures. The
distinction between politics and administration is far
less clear today than during the era when schools were
believed to operate autonomously, independent of the
larger socio-political context. Now, the scope of poten-
tial and real conflict clearly extends beyond the build-
ing level administrator.

Because of the variety of social and political changes
(such as citizen dissatisfaction at the local level, which
in turn created national level attention, pluralism, the
proliferation of narrow interest advocacy groups, in-
creased state level funding, collective bargaining, and a
loss of local monetary discretion), the administrator
has to rely on different forms of governance than the
hierarchical and bureaucratic structures of past recent
decades. The overall political and social unrest today
threatens the claims to expertise and the power bases
at all levels, and at the same time places additional
demands upon administrators’ participatory and coor-
dinative skills.

Laws and the implications of their impact have
rapidly moved to the foreground in governance con-
cerns today. Awareness of this larger picture is not
to be reserved for only the top management of local
education agencies. Schooling and its governance have
for some time been the business of far more people
than solely the superintendents. Local level building
administrators, division directors, teachers, and com-
munity members (in addition to board members) are
becoming important players in the process of school-
ing governance.

The governance process at all levels is highly com-
plex and demands more responsibility and assertive,
yet participatory, administrative styles. Principals, in
their attempts to follow mandates and administer pro-
grams, rely on policy actions. And policy is becoming
less oriented toward what should be done and more
directed at everyday problems in building level units.
Local building level policy is subject to standards and



values that are constantly shifting, depending upon the
group giving input and the particular situation. Prin-
cipals’ actions in following a policy are part of a
political process that includes expanding and interpret-
ing the policy. As Everhart (1979) has suggested, policy
has to be able to fit a variety of circumstances. Fur-
ther, even if policy does fit a variety of circumstances,
decisive leadership is necessary at all levels of an edu-
cation agency. But administrators, particularly at the
building level, often are caught in a frustrating position
between emerging participatory governance demands
and fragmentation of total school programs.

The principal’s role, of course, is of primary im-
portance in implementing innovations, but it is com-
plicated by the fragmentation resulting from a multi-
tude of simultaneously ongoing building level programs
like Title I, bilingual/bicultural, vocational develop-
ment, exceptional education, and special services per-
sonnel programs. Many of these programs receive
directives from personnel other than at the building
level. This situation places the principal in a position
that demands strong coordinative skills — offset by
administrative formats of the various programs that
often prohibit decision-making powers, participatory
and otherwise, from resting with the principal. Roles
can be played in appropriate fashion but the strength
of, and current demands for, participatory administra-
tive styles is lessened by acute fragmentation among
various building level programs.

Traditionally, the principal had a significantly stronger

power base in the more hierarchical and bureaucratic '

administrative framework of the past. Decisions made
at the school level were often concerned purely with
management activities, while policy decisions were made

“downtown.” This situation is changing somewhat be-

cause of “grassroots” involvement at the building level
and also because of participatory activities mandated
by laws. In any case, more power has to be extended
to the principal if he or she is to be successful in
participatory forms of governance. Personnel in indi-
vidual buildings in a local education agency reflect
needs that in turn require automony and a certain
amount of independence in order to meet the demanded
changes. Principals’ obligations have shifted from being
solely managerial to providing leadership in coordinat-
ing individuals from a myriad of sectors, along with
their respective programs. Least restrictive environ-
ments can be created more easily if policy decisions
are integral to everyday activities coordinated by an
administrator who has autonomy and support from the
central office to establish the most appropriate overall
building level program.

Exceptional education personnel can play a signifi-

cant role in providing support and knowledge to build-
ing level administrators in their attempts in participatory
forms of governance. But advocates among general
education administration are often thwarted in their
efforts in this behalf, by having to assume passive
roles in developing least restrictive environments for
handicapped students. Exceptional education personnel
are assumed to have (and in fact do have) certain
kinds of expertise, but the changes needed in a given
school involve more than just exceptional education
personnel. The knowledge and experiences of general
educators are equally important in contributing toward
the least restrictive environment for handicapped and
nonhandicapped students. Appropriate governance
structure and willingness to cooperate, along with the
autonomy to decide upon appropriate actions, are requi-
site for PL 94-142 implementation at the building level.

IMPLICATIONS FOR IN-SERVICE EDUCATION

In-service for administrators is not appropriate with-
out integrative efforts that include the members of
teams for which they provide leadership. In-service
focusing entirely on one group at a time, whether
principals, vice principals, or guidance personnel, leaves
important facets of in-service education unattended.
Activities involving implementation do not divide them-
selves neatly among the various groups of educators.
Categorization of in-service education according to
different groups, though, can be appropriate in initial
stages of the overall in-service education program. For
example, general information and broadly-based inter-
pretations of the innovations sometimes merit presen-
tation to groups comprised of one division of personnel.
And certain kinds of technical information and under-
standings are more directly related to principals, for
example, than to other groups of personnel.

In-service programs, however, must also address
mixed groups including general and exceptional ad-
ministrators and teachers and support personnel. This
composite more closely reflects the configuration of
individuals facing implementation. Ultimately, in-service
programs must respond to needs of the specific schools.
These individual schools represent highly appropriate
in-service sites for such in-service activities because
they involve the people who carry on everyday affairs
of schooling in a particular building. This approach
requires a certain automony from the rest of the educa-
tion agency in developing in-service education programs.

Central office staff, area and building level admin-
istrators, classroom and support personnel, parapro-
fessionals, volunteers, parents, and the like should play
major roles in discerning their own in-service require-
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ments. Their being asked to help determine their own
in-service education may prove to be far more moti-
vating and positive than in-service given on the basis
of credits received or money paid to the participants.
As Hutson (1979) pointed out, “The research literature
does not support the notion that extrinsic rewards such
as extra salary credit, extra pay and so on, will induce
teachers to work hard planning or participating in
in-service programs if professional motivation is absent.
The effective implementation of in-service requires, in
a word, human support . . .” (p. 1).

Perhaps the most significant role education agencies
can play in PL 94-142 implementation is to develop
highly comprehensive in-service education programs
based on their own unique context and problem identi-
fication. But pre-service education, for the most part,
has not prepared educators for the current needs and
demands. Most educators were trained in programs
based on different assumptions than those needed for
responding to the highly complex social and political
contexts in which schools operate today. In-service
education must continue the growth and development
begun, or not addressed, in pre-service programs —
which in turn requires open communication between
practicing administrators and professors in exceptional
and general education.

In providing in-service education for administrators,
one must first conceptualize the kind of administrative
education needed to address current demands for par-
ticipatory leadership. But in-service education cannot
be assumed to have positive results and impact without
some concommitant changes in the organizational struc-
tures to help support the new kinds of information
and knowledge gained through local education agency
education programs. This may involve restructuring
the organization by, for example, establishing working
communication channels, changing staffing patterns,
unifying disparate support service programs, and giving
more decision-making powers to individuals at building
level units.

Good leadership is critical for the 1980s. Encourag-
ing adaptability to major socio-educational changes is a
different challenge than is developing in-service educa-
tion to train personnel who lack the necessary skills
to do an effective job. In-service education must in-
clude not only explanations of new mandates and
technical information but understandings and interpre-
tations of the nature of problems facing educators today.
The exceptional education movement reflects these prob-
lems through concrete legislation mandating changes
in the schooling process for exceptional children, but
it is also an impetus for providing concrete, positive
changes for all children.

Least restrictive environments for exceptional chil-
dren will be possible when least restrictive conditions
are part of the program for nonhandicapped students
also. This goal entails more than the “band-aid” ap-
proach to in-service. It means looking at the wider
picture and envisioning what education should be like
in this broader view. It forces exceptional educators
to arrive at some common understandings about excep-
tional education, along with the integrative aspects of
exceptional and general education following implemen-
tation of PL 94-142. Views among exceptional edu-
cators are currently so disparate that it is difficult
at times to determine in-service content that reaches
beyond purely technical aspects. General educators,
too, have an important responsibility, to look at the
implications of PL 94-142 for general education and
develop responsive in-service education programs in
collaboration with exceptional educators. Figure 1 pre-
sents some examples of present and future aspects of
general education governance and PL 94-142 implemen-
tation that could serve as common denominators among
general and exceptional education personnel.

In-service education programs should reflect the spe-
cific situations and contexts of individual education
agencies, but some general implications for administra-
tive in-service may be applicable to a variety of con-
texts. These are summarized as follows:

1. Both technical and nontechnical information and
knowledge are needed by administrators. Adminis-
trators must thoroughly understand technical infor-
mation in order to minimize the possibility of legal
or compliance complications. Implementation also
requires awareness of the kinds of problems that
improved human relations skills can avert or “solve.”
Group process and interactional talents are as im-
portant as knowing the rules and regulations and
are requisite for participatory leadership.

2. Administrators should have the opportunity to

“problematize” the mission and services presently
existing in their education agency. Ownership of
a jointly identified problem is an important initial
step to establishing alternative courses of action.

3. Vertical and horizontal administrative in-service

provides awareness of other administrators’ prob-
lems and can set the stage for more effective com-
munication channels. Often, elementary school prin-
cipals participate together, as do junior and senior
high principals. A continuum of concerns and issues
can help provide a broader perspective on the
nature of education concerns for all administrators
if some of the in-service programs include a mix-
ture of administrators from the different school
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AREAS OF CHANGE IN LEAs

e |ncreased lateral and vertical integra-
tion among various divisions and levels
(e.g., administration, curriculum, top
level management, middle manage-
ment, etc.) within LEAs.

e Increased aggressive union activity
such as demands for classload formulas
to distribute fair teaching assignments.

e Increased union activity in integrating
exceptional and general education
efforts.

Released time in some form for diag-
nostic work, |IEP preparation, and con-
ferencing.

e Administrative staff bargaining for in-
creased number of support staff in rela-
tion to number and kinds of students
and available resources.

e Integrated and expanded leadership
styles.

e Recognition and capitalization of advo-
cates for handicapped among general
education personnel.

e |ncreased emphasis on individual dif-
ferences in all students; not necessarily
meaning an IEP for each student, but
group instruction based upon individ-
ually determined student needs.

e Curriculum concept including educa-
tion programs for students and profes-
sional and paraprofessional staff.

e Back-to-basics movement eventually to
include examination of the need for
everyone to read in the traditional
“basic” way. Technology will play an
important role as an aid to “basics” (not
everyone has to read in the same way).

® |nclusive continuum of learning condi-
tions to meet needs of more students,
eventually challenging the current
dominant system of grade-by-grade
advancement.

e | east restrictive environment concept
flowing over into lives of all students
and staff members; quality work and
learning situations considered as im-
portant as quantifiable accountability
systems.

e Economic considerations and acknowl-
edgment of differentiated value sys-
tems to be curriculum mainstays in
Total School System development.

INTERFACING AMONG SCHOOLING,
COMMUNITY, AND FAMILY

e |ncreased demands by parents for ac-
cessibility to “special” programs for
nonhandicapped students.

Expanded basis for in-service educa-
tion to involve parents. Eventually,
family therapy, family needs, and main-
tenance will be part of schooling pro-
grams.

e Continued and increasing movement
toward inter-agency cooperation with
emphasis on training programs in col-
laboration with medical, preventive care
agencies, and work-related agencies.

e Shift of resources from support services
for handicappeg and others requiring
support, to programs that eventually
create opportunities for clients to work,
pay taxes, and maintain themselves.
Change in attitude toward handicapped
will accompany this shift.

e Quality life styles and lifelong learning
opportunities to assume more impor-
tance in total expanded schooling pro-
grams. “Seamless curriculum” will speak
to individual needs before, during, and
after formal schooling.

Continued emphasis in the “celebration
of diversity” in human beings and
pluralism of cultures and interest
groups.

RESOURCES AND SERVICES

e Increased interaction between SEAs
and LEAs; federal funding to LEAs via
state department formulas.

e State regulations imposed will reflect
input from LEA and community.

e More unified and equitable account-
ability measures and funding formulas
among state departments.

e More equalized federal involvement
with states in noncompliance issues,
as in future state monitoring with LEAs.

e Regional based service systems pro-
viding high cost delivery programs,
taking this financial burden off LEAs.

Continued competition for federal
funds among various equity-based
federal programs; e.g., Title | bilingual/
bicultural, vocational development pro-
gram.

More carefully defined resources to
differentiate between chronological
time and quality time (amount of hu-
man effort required) demand in dif-
ferent tasks; e.g., paperwork vs. indi-
vidual and program assessment.

ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLING

e Continued and increasing input from
community members and parents influ-
encing the types of schooling available.
Governance to be more broadly based;
e.g., various voucher plans.

e |ncreased student attendance in private
and/or church related schools.

e Eventual court cases related to issues
of church/private/state education rights
and responsibilities. Issues of morality
will be decided in courts.

Figure 1. Present and Future Issues in Education Governance and PL 94-142 Implementation.
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levels. Central office administrators and directors
should take part in in-service programs, too. Not
only do they need the information and experi-
ences of the in-service education programs, but
principals, for example, must realize that the issues
discussed at in-service meetings merit the attention
and interest of top level administrators. This, of
course, places time demands on the central office
administrative staff since the most effective in-
service occurs in small group sessions.
Administrative and non-administrative personnel
should take part in in-service programs together.
Along with emphases on participatory governance
and the team approach to problem identification
and decision making, there must be opportunities
for the team approach to be “practiced” on various
levels throughout the school system. Different atti-
tudes are required toward participatory activities
than toward hierarchical and bureaucratic activities.
The multidisciplinary approach emerging in educa-
tion should be complemented with in-service educa-
tion that is multidisciplinary.

School site in-service relates to specific building
level concerns. The school site offers the advantage
of being highly job-related. Each school has some
unique strengths and areas of concern that may
be resolved more easily at the local building level.
In-service programs should include joint efforts by
school personnel and other service agencies. The
worlds of preventive medicine, work, law, science,
and humanities are important corollaries to educa-
tors’ efforts. Issues of ethics and values are part of
the larger context in which administrators and other
educators work; and these issues are often inti-
mately tied to both education and these other worlds.
In-service programs must address the self-education
and quality living issues facing administrators. Ad-
ministrators are part of the larger society whose
members are facing these issues. The work place
is becoming an increasingly important issue for
individuals in organizations. The concept and mis-
sion of “education” must be extended to students
and staff.

In-service education related to PL 94-142 implemen-
tation should reflect the expertise of both excep-
tional and general educators. The implementation
of PL 94-142 requires the best of both worlds
of exceptional and general education.

Pre-service and in-service education programs based
on partnerships among local education agencies and
universities can promote a growth and develop-
ment continuum for educators. Training adminis-
trators for a total system approach and participatory

forms of leadership should begin in pre-service
education. Demands on current school administra-
tors are different from those facing administrators
several years ago. Working communication net-
works among schools and universities can aid in
appropriate preparation of personnel.

In-service education programs can set important di-
rections for the future of education. Anticipating and
contending with socio-political pressures on traditional
forms of governance and society are part of the larger
context that educators must address. Educators may
never have the opportunity to become highly proactive
in this larger context, but they obviously are becoming
increasingly active when an education law as pervasive
as 94-142 can be interpreted as reflecting social, politi-
cal, and educational imperatives.

The impact of PL 94-142 upon general education
governance extends to changes in the schooling for
all students. Possibilities for these changes are innumer-
able. Deciding which courses of action are most appro-
priate includes negotiating in good will. It also requires
envisioning education in the larger social context and
making decisions based upon conceptualizations of the
future. The future involves “problematizing” education,
making choices, parlaying strengths, and transforming
present conditions to less restricting conditions.
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