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With the passage in 1975 of the Education of AU Handicapped Children Act @FIA) in the 
United States, parents of children with disabilities were provided a voice in the 
educational decision-making process as conceptuaiized through the development of an 
Individualized Educational Plan (IEP). Since that time research has studied the nature of 
this involvement as it relates to the role of parents at IEP meetings. This qualitative study 
sought to discover how parents of four children with mental disabilities, each experienced 
the IEP process (i.e., initial contact with the school; IEP meeting and plan development; 
implementation; monitoring; and evaluation of the IEP) over the course of their child's 
school experience. The participants shared information about their initial experiences 
with school system personnel up to the present tirne of this research study. The fîndings 
reveal that there are a number of barrien to the IEP process. Parents feel that the IEP 
process is compromised by the attitudes of school system personnel toward both child and 
parent: that these attitudes M e r  interfere with the IEP process by creating a relationship 
where parents feel they cannot trust and respect those individuals in the school system 
who hold these attitudes. Parents feel that the process is m e r  complicated by the 
nature of teacher professionalism they experienced and by the issue of ownership with 
respect to their child's program. The issue of ownership may be rooted as much in the 
attitudes of teachen as it is in the historical relationship between special and regular 
education. Parents used a number of strategies to breakdown these barriers with each 
achieving various degrees of success. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

htroduction 

The following extract is fiom a Ietter that was inspired by a conversation between 

a parent and her daughter's teacher of four years, in which the teacher had made 

reference to her daughter's level of "cognitive impairment." 

. . . amidst the triais and tribulations of IEP planning and meetings. . . . 

When we talked on the phone, and you referred to the level of cognitive 

impairment of Jessica, 1 felt as though 1 had quite unexpectedly been 

washed away in a tidal wave of oblivion. 1 do not see Jessica as  impaired. 

1 see her as different than most of us in general terms, but different is not 

impaired. S ynonyms for impaired are defective, damaged, ruineci, 

incapacitated, mutilated-synonyms for different are distinct, non-uniform, 

differing, dissimilar, musual, uncommon. 1 prefer to believe, and my 

h m  very clearly tells me that my daughter is uncommon, not defective. . . 

. I guess 1 had been working under the misconception that you like me, 

did not put much stock in such labeling, and in fact, avoided such 

frightening lllniting notions as lenses through wliich to view children. 

@rais, 1996, p. 1) 



The phrases '%everely retarde#* and "profoundly retarded" evoke powerfbl 

images about human potential and the moral worth of people to whom these terms are 

applied. "To be cailed retarded is to have one's moral worth and human value called into 

questionTT (Bogdan & Taylor. 1982, p. 14). These people are thought of and referred to as 

"vegetables" and "subhuman." The foilowing description was used to describe people so 

classified. 'They have eyes, but they see not; ears but they hear not; they have no 

consciousness of pleasure or pain; in fact their mental state is one of entire 

negation"(I3ogdan & Taylor. 1982. P. 15). These labels act as a seK -fulfilling prophecy 

and the lives of these people become stmctured based upon society's interpretation of 

mental retardation and the stereotyped reactions that the concept produces. Assumptions 

based upon the inability of this group of people to learn results in our decision not to 

teach them. Ifthey are subhuman we cm deprive them of their rights. "lf they are a 

separate category of human being, we can separate and ignore the* (Bogdan & Taylor, 

1982, p. 16). 

Revisiting the past provides a foudation on which we are able to re-conceptualize 

what mental retardation meant to different societies during different periods of history. It 

is here we can begin to comprehend our actions and reactions to parents and their children 

with disabiiities. "Deeply rooted attitudes, ingrained and reinforced by tradition, and 

institutional and social structures and practice, are not changed except over a long period 

of time" (Sarason & Doris, 1979, p. 357). 

Up until the late 1950's and early 1960's most children who were labeled severely 

or profoundly retarded were denied access to public schools (Goodman & Bond, 1993; 
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Ferguson, Faguson & Bogdan, 1987). According to Lusthaus and Lusthaus (1996), the 

last two decades have been a time of exploration Uito ways of achieving effective 

practices in inclusive education. The expenences over recent years have brought the 

realization of the importance of building relationships between teachers and parents as a 

key component to student success. Parental involvement in special education is popular 

today and many authors talk about the importance of and ways to foster parents' 

involvement in their children' s educational programs (Epstein, 1 995 ; Kozlo ff, 1 994; 

Ysseldyke, Algozzine & Thurlow, 1992; Nietupski, Krayewski, Ostercamp, Sensor & 

Opham, 1988; Biklen, 1985; Sch~&, 1985; Roos, 1985). 

n ie  hl1 inclusion of students with disabilities requires an effective working 

relationship between home and school. This relationship is fostered when school 

personnel have knowledge of parents' objectives for the child and when parents have 

knowledge of what the objectives of the school are for the child. If full inclusion is to 

succeed, then it is necessary to "gather the people involved to develop a process for 

contuiually adapting the curriculum and the class routine" (Bunch, 1 99 1, p. 80). While 

al1 parents are a valuable resource to teachers, their involvement becomes especially 

important in the case of students with disabilities. 

According to Ferguson and Ferguson (1987) the assertion by special educators 

that parents are crucial to special education programs may be supported in theory but not 

in practice. "Special education professionals, in too many cases, reveal their opinions of 

parents only when pressed in the pnvacy of the teachen' lounge: 1 love parents; it's al1 

these mothers and fathers who cause all the problems" (p.347). While the Individual 
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Educational Plan (EP) provided parents with the legal nght to have a decision-making 

voice in the development of the child's ducational program. Both the quality and the 

extent of this participation has been and continues to be questioned. 

Ori& - of The Smdv T o ~ i c  

The Researcher: A Persond Joumey 

1 am now in my mid-forties. A white middle-class male bom on an island off 

Canada's east Coast, the youngest of four children. My Father died when 1 was four years 

old leaving my 1 5 year old brother, two sistem aged 1 7 and 1 8 years old, and mother to 

care for each other. I remember that we took in boarders to help meet the financial needs 

of the family. These boarders were al1 young female teachers who taught at the local 

school. 

After about four years of being a widow, my mother rernamed and 1 went to live 

with her and her new husband and his family. My brothen and sisters had moved on by 

this tirne making their own way in life. My new step-family included three children, only 

one of whom was still living at home, a male about three years my senior. We becarne 

close as a family and my adolescence was marked with the usual mischief and carefree 

ways of childhood. 

It was during my elementary years in school that I was to have my fïrst encounter 

with people who had mental disabilities. They were not in my school nor were they 

children. They were grown men. At the time I did not consider them to be men, nor did 

they act or live Wre men. Or at le&, what 1 thought men Lved like. They wore ragged 
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clothes that were many sizes too big for them and they wore knee hi& rubber boots on 

their feet, regardless of the season. 

My f5ends and I would walk to school by way of the railway tracks. On this 

paaicular route we would pass by two houses. In one of those houses Lived a female 

classrnate of mine. In the other house, a d bungalow, lived a f d l y  who 1 h e w  by 

name only. The children who lived there went to a different school syçtem. In addition 

to the family living in this smail bungalow, there also lived '=ee dummies" (locally 

applied term for people who could not speak). But not only could they not speak, there 

were other peculiarities that separated "them" fkom "us." They did not live with the rest 

of the family on the main floor part of the house, but in the basement. This basement 

consisted simply of an earth floor and four walls constxucted of Ioosely fitting boards. 

One could use such a place to store items or materials that were of little value or 

importance. 

Of the ''three dummies," 1 knew only one by name, Ted. He seemed to be the 

smartest of the three. 1 inferred this fiom his actions, as his behavior seemed to be less 

childlike than the other two. 1 guess these men may have been in their late 20s and early 

30s. They would run back and forth dong the banks of the railway tracks, dragging tin 

cans tied to a piece of rope behind hem, yelling and screaming - things I thought crazy 

people did. It may have been their way of expressing themselves through Song perhaps, 

but to me they were noises that enhanced our fear of them and distanced us fiom them. 

As young boys, our response to this phenornenon was to throw rocks at them as they 

passed by. Being clever ourselves, we were sure to keep our distance fiom the "three 
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dummies" who we considered less than human, and surely less than men. Although they 

were similar in stature to that of a man, we felt their actions and the clothes they wore to 

be less indicative of how men acted or dressed We perceived them as the ''other," and 

we were not like them. As 1 reminisce, 1 wonder how and why these men were allowed to 

live like that. Who were responsible for their care? Were social services available? Did 

the way these young men Lived in some way rdect society's view of disability? This was 

my fint experience with people with disabilities. An experience in which 1 take no pride. 

1 remember as a teenager working hard both at school and at work. 1 attained my 

k t  job shortly before 1 turned fifteen. My step-brother was working in one of the local 

supermarkets where he was able to gain me ernployrnent. I worked part-tirne, Thursday 

and Friday evening fkom 5 pm to 9 pm and on Saîurdays from 9 am to 5 pm. During the 

Sumner holidays, I would work 40 to 50 hours a week. 1 was making 70 cents per hour. 

That wasn't very much even back in 1968. But 1 had my own income and a sense of 

independence. 1 managed to go to school and work part-time during three years of high 

school. It was during these years while working at this local supexmarket that 1 had my 

next encounter with someone who had a disability - a very short, round-shaped young 

woman with a bald head and glasses. She would corne into the store always accompanied 

by another person. 1 know now that she had Down's Syndrome. Today she is a fiiend of 

mind. At that tirne, we found her to be very hinny looking and unlaiown to her, the 

object of our cruel comments. 

My next exposure to disabilities came in 1976 when 1 met my partner's brother. 

He has Down's Syndrome and is now 39 years old. As 1 reflect, 1 now see this encounter 
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with Peter and his sister was the nrming point in m y  life and the reason I chose the type of 

work I do today. Prior to meeting Peter and my hture partner, 1 had drifted through about 

half the work toward my undergraduate degree in education and had not yet established 

any serious career goals. I had moved h m  job to job both at home and in 0 t h  locations 

within Canada and occasionally retumed to University to do a few cornes and enjoy life. 

Over the next three years 1 became better acqmhted with my fûture brother-in law and 

his sister, my present wife. She convinceci me to finish my education degree, and fiom 

there I went on to complete a diploma in special education. This was accomplished in 

1979 - the year we were rnarried. 

In the early 1980s, I became a volunteer in a local association for the mentally 

retarded. Here I had some exposure to parents of children and youth with disabilities, as 

the volunteer board consisted mainly of professionals h m  various service agencies. I 

eventually becarne president of the local association, and then became a representative on 

the provincial board. In this capacity I met many parents and 1 iistened to their stories, 

both within board meetings and at provincial and national conferences for comrnunity 

living. My involvement with the associations eventually led me to issues ranging fiom 

mainstreaminghtegration, to employment issues affecthg people with disabilities. With 

govemment assistance, we were instrumental in establishing an employment agency in 

my hometown with a mandate to seek paid employment for our clients with disabilities. 

In 1989, we were instrumental in producing a video that presented individuals with 

disabilities in employment situations within the comrnunity. This video has been 

distributed by the Roeher Institute in Canada and 1 believe also in Europe. From the 
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video I remember the srniles on the faces of these young people at their new work sites 

and the excitement of their parents as they talked about their sons and daughters, who for 

the first time were being paid an holaly wage for their labour. 

In 1980, studentç who had been previously segregated in separate educational 

facilities were integrated into segregated classes in the local schools. I had started my 

first year teaching with four students in a segregated class. The next three years saw me 

teaching in a general special education class with 12 students. Again we were segregated, 

but with some integration into certain classes within the mainstream. The rest of my 

experience has been with students who were labeled "ûaimble mentally retarded." My 

work eventually led me to experience three summer institutes in integrated education at 

McGill University in Montreal (1 987- l988), the Roeher Institute in Toronto (1 987) , and 

Acadia University in Nova Scotia (1 989). This was another nirning point in my life and 

part of its impact is witnessed by my return to university at this time to finish the graduate 

work 1 started at McGill in 1987. 1 was fortunate enough at that tirne to live on the same 

floor with Nonnan Kunc. For those who do not know Noman, they may know his book 

Readv. Willine and Disabled (1 985). Those three weeks living, eating and drinking with 

Norman put a new perspective on disability for me. Others who had a great impact on my 

life over those three years were: Judith Snow, Marsha Forest, Evelyn Lusthaus, Doug 

Biklen, Herb Lovet, Dianne Ferguson and Margie Brown, some of whom were self- 

advocates, educators, and others were both parent and educators. 

Here I am after 18 years of living and working with people who have always 

existed on the f h g e  of society, who for the most part were never really accepted as equal 
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players, except within a srnail minority of supporters. Throughout my teaching years, I 

have been able to rely on the support fkom the parents of my students. From my years at 

the summa institutes on integrated education and my work on community living boards, 

al1 those nones h m  parents about their constant stniggles must have awakened 

something in me. 1 have had very good working relationships with the parents of my 

students. Their expert advice about their children's abilities, likes and dislikes, has made 

implementing school programs for their children so much easier. When 1 didn't know 

what to do in the way of programming for their children, I called home and sought the 

advice of their parents! 

My teaching experience with students who Wear the education label of 'kainable 

mentally retarder has allowed me over the last 18 years to get to laiow so many 

wonderfil students. I owe a debt of gratitude to the students 1 have worked with over the 

years. They have helped me realize the error in my teaching methods and because of this, 

1 feel 1 have become a better teacher. They could not tell me with words that 1 was wrong 

in my approach, but told me with their cold stem stare or with their outbursts of behavior. 

They were my students, and 1 Say "my" because the rest of the school had long ago 

disowned them. To their parents, 1 owe a debt of gratitude for sharing their Imowledge, 

ski11 and experience about their children. In my search to understand the students with 

whom 1 work, 1 have also corne to gain a greater understanding of myself 

This research topic was conceived many years ago in my search for ways to try 

and make education meaningfil for al1 my students. Although 1 did not recognize it until 

now, 1 feel the only ones 1 had to reach out to for support were the parents of my students. 



mirpose of The Study 

The purpose of this study is to gain insight and understanding into how parents of 

students, who are menMy handicapped, experience the iEP process in our schools. 

Definition of Terms 

Individual Educational Plan lIEP). The term individual educational plan (IEP) 

used in this study refers to a wntten pian developed by an educational team and 

consisting of long and short temi goals that reflect and meet the assessed needs and 

abilities of the student. 

Individual Educational Plan (IEP) Process. Within this study 1 refer to the 

Individual Educational Plan (EP) Rocess as rneaning and involving more than the 

Individual Educatiod Plan meeting. The process includes the following: how the child 

is referred to the IEP team; the IEP development meeting itself; the implementation of the 

plan; the monitoring of the plan; and the review and revision of the plan. 

IEP Team. The IEP team is a term used to refer to the group of professionals and 

parents who have knowledge and are deemed necessary to contributing to the overail 

development of the student's program. 

E P  Meeting. The IEP meeting refers to the actuai conference or conferences 

where the plan is developed by the team. 

The ImDlementation of the IEP. The impiementation of the IEP pertains to the 

areas of responsibility assigned to the various team members who ensure that the plan is 

carried out. 
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Monitorine of the Plan. The monitoring of the plan relates to progress checks by 

the person responsibility for a paaicuiar set of objectives in the plan. 

Review and Revision of the Plan. The review and revision of the plan refen to 

the meetings where the team cornes together to discuss the student's progress and make 

any changes deemed necessary by the team. 

Disabilities. Throughout this study I refer to students with disabilities. For the 

purposes of this study, when 1 refer to people with disabilities, 1 mean people who have 

been identified with one or more of the followuig medical labels: moderate, severe or 

profound mental retardation, severe or profound cerebral palsy, legally blind, fetal alcohol 

e ffects, non-verbal, attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), seinire disorder and 

multiple handicaps. 

Inclusive Education or Inclusion. The term inclusive education or inclusion 

implies full membership in al1 aspects of the school system. Segregation is not practiced 

within that environment. 

Sieficance of The Studv 

I see the significance of this study relating to four areas. First, this study 

contributes to the literature that now exists in the area of parental involvement in the 

development of educational plans for their children. It extends the current literature by 

focusing on parent-professional involvement in the full IEP process rather than prirnarily 

on the IEP meeting. 

Secondly, this research contributes to the know ledge of pro fessionals working in 
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the field. A greater understanding of how parents view and feel about their role in the 

IEP process may allow professionals to reconcephialize their thinking and take 

appropriate action. 

Thirdly, the research can add to the understanding of parents and parent advocates 

about the IEP process and the role they can play in cooperation with school personnel to 

improve the process. 

Finally, this study codd influence policy development regarding IEP requirements 

at provincial Deparûnents of Education, at the local school boards, or simply within local 

schoo1s. 

Paramet ers 

Qualitative research methods do not allow for generalizations in the sense used by 

quantitative research where exphnations and predictions generalize to other people and 

settings. 'The techniques used in qualitative research are not efficient ways to produce 

predictive, generalizable statements about how to better control designated outcornes. . . . 

this type of research does not try to operationalize the world" (Ferguson, Ferguson & 

Jones, 1988, p. 178). Firestone (1987) points out that "qualitative research is more 

concemed with understanding (verstehen) the social phenornenon fkom the actors' 

perspectives through participation in the iife of those actors" (p. 16-1 7). The study 

findings add one more contribution to our growing understandings of the parent- 

professional relationships in the IEP process. Understanding c m  be a start toward 

improving the l iva of students and aduits with disabilities in our communities. 
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The research was conducted using intexviews with parents of four families as 

participants. The small sample dows  the researcha to collect the kind of data Bogdan 

and Biklen (1992) cal1 "rich description7' (p. 2), and what Geertz (1973) termed "thick 

description" (p.3). Ferguson et al. (1 988) dehed thick description as ''a multilayered 

account that relishes complexity, recognizes nuance, and strives for understanding over 

prediction" (p. 178). Glesne and Peshkin (1992) point out that, 'In the numbers game, 

depth is traded for breath. For in-depth understanding you shodd repeatedly spend 

extended periods with a few respondents and observation sites" (p.27). 

Finally, parents will be sharing personal information with the researcher. To help 

facilitate a smooth transition into the study, participants were recmited fkom families 

hown to the researcher and/or membm of the supervisory cornmittee. This was 

intended to foster the development of a tnisting environment withui which the research 

was conducted. 

Organization of The Studv 

The study is organized into six chapters followed by references and appendices. 

Chaoter 1. Introduction: This chapter includes a brief introduction to the study, 

followed by the ongin of the study topic and the purpose for the study. This is followed 

by a de finition of the terrns and the expected significance of the study. The chapter 

concludes with a discussion of the parameters and the organization of the study outlined. 

Cha~ter 2: Review of the Literature: This chapter establishes the background for 

the study by reviewing the literature on societal views of disabilities and parental 



involvement in the IEP process. 

Cha~ter 3: Methodolom This chapter presents an expianation of the research 

paradigm, the method for selection of participants, description of the participants, 

procedures to co lk t  the data, and the methods used to analyze the data. 

Chmter 4: The Parents' Percmtions: This chapter presents a reconstruction of 

parents' perceptions of the IEP process from their comments and the stories they told 

during the intemiews. 

Chapter 5: Discussion: Findings derived fiom the data malysis are presented and 

discussed in this chapter. 

Cha~ter 6: Conclusion: The final chapter summarizes the study, presents 

conclusions, and offers recommendations for educational practices to irnprove the IEP 

process, and suggests future research studies. 



CHAPTER TWO 

Literature Review 

Creation of The "Othe? 

If one wishes to understand the term holy water, one should not shidy the 

properties of the water but rather the assumptions and beliefs of the people 

who use it. That is, holy water derives its meaning £kom those who 

attribute a special essence to it. 

Similarly, the meaning of the term mental rerardarion depends on 

those who use it to describe the cognitive States of other people. As some 

have argued, mental retardation is a social construction or a concept which 

exists in the mincis of the "judges'" rather than in the minds of the 

''judged. "A mentalIy retarded person is one who has been labeled as such 

according to r a h r  arbitrarily and appiied cnteria 

Retardate, and other such clinical labels, suggests generalizations, 

about the nature of men and women to whom that terni has been applied. 

We assume that the mentaily retarded possess common characteristics that 

allow them to be unambiguously distinguished fiom al1 others. We 
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explah th& behavior by special theones. It is as though humanity can be 

divided into two groups, the "normal' and the "retarded." (Bogdan & 

Taylor, 1976, p. 47) 

The misconceptions and prejudices about people with mental handicaps are so 

pervasive in American society that no one can escape their effects. In a society that 

values intelligence, physical attractiveness and self-sufficiency, those people with mental 

handicaps become particularly vulnerable as they tend not to possess these attributes. 

Valuing such attributes in our socieîy has taught us to perceive people with mental 

retardation ". . . as devalued people and perhaps as the most inferior group of people in 

society" (Dudley, 1983, p. 8). Edgerton (1967) speculated that ". . . no o h  stigma is as 

basic as mental retardation in the sense that a person so labeled is thought to be so 

completely lacking in basic cornpetence" (p. 207). Bernstein (1970) felt that identifjmg a 

person under the label of mental retardation "raises a fundamental question about the 

extent of his hwnanncrs " (p.77). 

Allen and Allen (1995) use the following quote to illustrate how social 

interpretation of mental retardation has changed over t h e .  

In less complex, less intellectually centered societies, the mentally retarded 

would have no trouble Ui attaining and retaullng a quality of realizable 

ambitions. Some may even be capable of gaining supexiority by virtue of 

assets other than those measured by the intelligence test. They could make 

successfûl peasants, hunters, fisherman, tribal dancers. They cm, in our 

own society, achieve proficiency as farm hands, factory workers, miners, 
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waitresses . . . their principal shortcoming is a greater or lesser degree of 

inability to comply with the uitellectual requirements of their society. In 

other respects they may be as mature or immaîure, stable or unstable, 

secure or insecure, placid or moody, aggressive or submissive as any other 

member of the human species. Their 'deficiency' is an ethnologically 

determhed phenomena relative to the local standards, relative to the 

educational postdates, vocational ambitions, and family expectancies. 

They are "'subcdtural" in our society but may not be even that in a 

Merent, less sophisticated setting. ( Allen & Allen, 1995, p. 15 8) 

G o h a n  (1967) said, 'The normal and the stigmatized are not persons but rather 

perspectives. These are generated in social situations during rnixed contacts by vimie of 

the malized noms that are likely to play upon the encounter" (p. 138). 

For Biklen and Duchan (1994), mental retardation, like mamage, is a socially 

constnicted concept. It is h e d  within particular culturai settùigs through perspectives 

created within that culture. '". . . mental retardation does not exist as fact separate kom 

interpretation, but that it is a concept constructed to account for selected events, 

behaviors, or phenomena" (p.173). It is not a trait like hair or eye color that is possessed 

by a person but rather a result of social perceptions that cm Vary over t h e  and fiom 

culture to culture (Bogdan, 1980). 

Biklen and Duchan (1994) support their daim by refeming to two opposing views 

of retardation: the normative view, which uses nomal children and adults as a way to 

understand those who are labeled retarde4 and a cornpetence view that views the 
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behavior of those people labeled retarded as dinerent h m  but not iderior to those who 

are labeled nomal. 

These opposing views are based in different theoretical fi-ameworks. The fkst 

regards research as experimentation that uncovers objective tniths about retardation. 

Researchers try to discover factors that identify behavior of people identified as  retarded. 

The other researcher views retardation as subjective interpretation, that is, dependent 

upon the point of view of the individual. This intexpretative research is carried out in the 

tradition of ethnography or symbolic interaction* Here, researchers are interested in how 

meanhg is given to retardation by members of a culnual group. 

These opposing views of mental retardation are also based in two interpretations 

of reality and truth. In this first view, the positivist view, researchers see the events of the 

world as understood through objective truth, eee fkom experimenter bias (Biklen & 

Duchan, 1994). Retardation is conceptualized as a diagnostic category determined 

through observable symptoms that deviate fkom the nom and legitimized by intelligence 

tests. The development of the intelligence test by Binet and Simon in 1905, and later 

revised in the United States (Anastasi 1988), helped to separate ". . . the identification of 

mental retardation fiom the social interactions that had defined it" (Allen & Allen, 1995, 

p. 159). Mental retardation was now based on empirical evidence and could be identified 

as objective truth. 

In the second view of reality and tmth, the events of the world are dependent upon 

the experiences of the person engaged in them and that tmth is " highly complex" and 

subjective. Bikien and Duchan (1994) see this "ex-perienced" view of the ûuth as a 
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phenomenological view of truth. "Experience-based mearchers see retardation as 

socially constructed and as v-g depending on who is viewing it and the circumstances 

of the viewing"(p. 177). Reality is viewed as complex and socially constructed. 

"Knowledge is perspectival, dependent on the viewpoint and values of the investigator" 

(Kvale, 1996, p. 42). Unlike the positivist objective view, researchers worlcing within 

this view of reality as experienced phenornena realize the importance of viewing 

themselves as 'tvithin" the discourse and not "outside" of it (Biklen & Duchan, 1994). 

Rhodes (1995) suggests that we have conceptuahzed people with disabilities as 

the "other" and this view originates in a "distorted modemist view that encourages us to 

distance ourselves fiom one anothef'(p.458). Shakespeare (1 994) had this to Say: 

. . . The idea of otherness is complicated, but certain themes are common: 

the treatment of the other as more like an object, something to be managed 

and possessed, and as dangerous, wild, threatening. At the sarne t h e ,  the 

other becomes an entity whose ver y separateness inspires curiosity, invites 

inquiring howledge. The other is to be veiled and unveiled. (p. 290) 

Liberatory pedagogy is a postmodem view of the world that is oriented to change 

instead of accepting thuigs the way they are (Rhodes, 1995). The orientation of liberatory 

pedagogy is toward transforming knowledge as opposed to the simple transmission of 

howledge and its reality context. In the modemist view, knowledge defines who we are 

and who we are not. Defining ourselves through knowledge separates us fiom others by 

using knowledge to determine who we are. 

Rhodes (1995) uses special education to illustrate how modernists use howledge 
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to define and separate. In this context ". . . knowledge separates 'them' h m  'US' to 

create 'others' that are not ourselves. We use the reductionist psychological knowledge 

to spoil 'their' identity and distant them h m  ourselves"(p. 458). Special education has 

served to establish separate school communities that establishes "them" and ''us" 

(Sarason, 1979; KozloR 1994). Dudley (1983) uses the metaphor of a wall and two 

worlds to discuss the separation of "them" h m  'W (p.27-30). Goffman (1963) 

expressed this point of view in his explanation of how a child may fïrst experience 

stigma He explains that a child with disabilities may be protected in the h t  years of his 

Life fiom the reaiities of stigma by his family, by where he lived and by type of stigma - 

until his first day of public school. This becomes the time of stigma leaming. Depending 

on the type of disability the child rnay be sent 

. . . to a special school for persons of his kind, and the more abruptly he 

will have to face the view which the public at large takes of him. He will 

be told that he will have an easier time of it among 'his own' and thus 

learn that the own, he thought he possessed was the wrong one, and that 

this lesser own is really his. (p.33) 

Mental retardation is not a physical property that can be seen or touched. It is a 

concept that serves two purposes; the segregation of a group of people; and justification 

for social action in regard to those who are segregated. This separation does not have to 

be a physical separation but "conceptualized in such a manner to justiQ special attention 

and action*' (Sarason & Doris, 1979, p. 1 1). 

In creating the "other" throughout t h e  we have dso learned to fear those we have 



created as "other." Rhodes (1994) uses the ethnic cleansing in Bosnia and Nazis 

Germany as examples of our desire to separate or wipe out the "spoiled image" we have 

created in our min&. Our occupation to wipe out the "spoiled image" has a long history 

as evidenced by Plato's view that: ". . . the offspring of the iderior or of the better when 

they chance to be deformed, will be put away in some mysterious, unkuown place . . ." 

(Blatt & Kaplan, 1966, p.46). 

Loo king In The Rear View mirror 

Society's attitude toward persons with disabilities has always been 

cornplex, fashioned by the prevailing culture, religion, govemment, and 

economic conditions of a particdar period. The care and trainhg of 

excep tional individuais has follo wed historical trends, rather than creating 

them. (Winzer, 1993, p. 4) 

Ferguson and Ferguson (1 987) stated that "one way of understanding parents of 

disabled children is to know the story of their past and current struggles" @. 353). 

Speaking to the importance of an historical perspective Sarason and Dons (1 979) state 

" . . . if we want to understand the concept of mental retardation and those who are cailed 

mentally retarded, we have to uderstand ourselves and our society in historical terms" 

(P. x)* 

Throughout history people who were different because of mental retardation have 

been ". . . a source of wondement, misunderstanding, fear, sorrow, amusement, and 
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nipastition"(NiMR, 1 98 1, p. 1). Most died at an early age because they were outcasts of 

society and &le to care for themselves (Malaka, 1993). Rior to the 19* century, 

treatment of people labeled mentaily retardeci consisted of neglect, ridicuie and torture 

(Anastasi, 1988). Histoncal mie perceptions of people with mental retardation could be 

classi fied under the following categories: a) less than human (S teer, 1 983; N b R ,  1 98 1 ), 

". . . particularly apt to be unconsciously perceived or even unconsciously labeled as  

subhuman, as animal-like, or even vegetables or . . . waste products . . . waste materials" 

(Lusthaus, 199 1, p.29); b) menace to society (Steer, 1983; NIMR, 198 1 ; Ferguson & 

Ferguson 1 987 ); c) sick (Steer, 1 983); d) bufdens of charity (S teer, 1 983; NIMR, 1 98 1 ); 

e) holy innocents or eternal children, (Steer, 1983; NMR, 1981); f )  developing persons 

('MMR, 1981). This last view expresses an optimistic view of handicapped individuals. 

Other role perceptions of people with mental retardation include "fool," "fieak," or 

"entertainer," however these perceptions have had less influence on our attitudes today 

198 1; Bogdan, 1988). 

These labels although completely inaccurate have left their impression, and their 

legacy is still felt today. The following view was taken in the 1 960's about children with 

Down's syndrome. 

There are thousands of children on this earth who should never have been 

bom. Their lives are blank. They do not play; they do not read; they do 

not grow; they do not live or love . . . There is a clifference between a man 

and a brute . . . we should rehin from respirating "rnonsters." (Lusthaus, 

1994, p.29) 
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The 19' century witnessed a development of interest in the humane treatment for 

people labeled mentally retarded (NIMR, 198 1; Anastasi, 1988). Our cment ideology 

which emphasizes the developrnental potential of people with mental handicaps with a 

focus on education, treatment and training to help them becorne an integrai part of the 

mainStream of society, is consistent with the views of early researchers. Society was 

about to reconstnict mental retardation. 

The work of Jean Marc Itard witb Victor, 'We wild boy," and Johann Jacob 

Guggenbuhl, who in 1840 established the first teaching and treatment center for children 

labeled mentally retarded in Switzerland, as well as the work by Edouard Onesimus 

Seguin and Samuel Howe, helped to provide educational and training services for 

children who were mentally retarded ( Lusthaus, 1991). These early efforts to improve 

the lives of children with mental retardation through the establishment of residential 

centers provides a basis to help us comprehend ". . . the tragedy which was about to occur 

in the field of mental retardation"(NhilR, 1 98 1, p. 7). 

Attitudes that had once supported the developmental potential of individuals with 

mental retardation were to change drastically. This change in attitude was in part due to a 

number of compounding factors particularly related to these early residential centers. 

First, some of these early schools were just outright failures. Secondly, students with 

more severe handicaps required a longer stay and learned less. Thirdly, residents had no 

place to go after training; and hally, the objectives of these early schools were 

misunderstood by many who expected complete and rapid cures in large nurnbers. 

Developmental attitudes degenerated into pity and charity. The name "school" soon 
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disappeared h m  these residentiai centers to be replaced by "asylum" (NMR, 198 1). 

The 19th century gave rise to the institutional senrice model that is stili with us today 

(Ferguson & Ferguson, 1987). 

We now have the beginnings of a protective model of service that initially was 

based in benevolent care. Unf~rtunately~ this model "bore the seeds of dangerous trends: 

isolation, enlargement and economization9'(NIMR, 1 98 1, p.9). People with mental 

retardation were moved out of society for their own good as expresseci in the writing fiom 

the late 1800s. 

Here and there scattered over the country, may be villages of the simple, 

made up of the warped, twisted, and incomgible, happily contributhg to 

their own and the support of those more lowly - cities of refuge in mith, 

havens in which al1 shall live contentedly, no longer misunderstood nor 

taxed with abstractions beyond their mental moral capacity. O\TIMR, 198 1, 

P* 10) 

Rural locations were often selected for these asylums so gardening and f 6 g  could be 

carried out in an eEort to be self-supporting. The term " h y  f d y  was to be later 

couied in reference to these institutions for people labeled rnentally retarded and rnentally 

disordered 198 1). At the end of the 19th century the humanitarian beliefs that 

had established these first institutional settings began to change. ". . . public and 

professional concems had shifted from a desire to protect the retarded against society, to a 

determination to protect society against the retarded" (Edgerton, 1967, p.208). 

The tum of the century saw the development of a new concept toward people with 
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mental retardation where people were seen as a ''menace to society." Lusthaus and 

Lusthaus (1992) Say that "the turn of the century was perhaps the darkest &es in the 

history of how North American society has treated people with disabilities9'( p.96). The 

eugenics movement to a large degree was influenced by Charles Darwin and his book 

''ûriein of S~ecies" (Pfeiffer, 1994, p.489). Eugenics was d e h e d  by Sir Frances Galton 

as "the science which deals with all innuences that improve the inbom qualities of a race" 

1982, p. 1 1). Mental retardation now became much more than a personal or 

f'amily problem. It was recognized as a threat to society. 'Xetarded children and adults 

thus became living threats to the well being of society . . . a "menace" to their family, 

neighbors, community and country" (NTMR, 198 1, p.32). Eugenicists promoted the myth 

that someone with mental retardation 'kas a degenerate fom of man whose very 

existence lowered the quality of the human race and posed a direct threat to the future of 

the species" (Lusthaus & Lusthaus, 1992, p. 97). These attitudes eventually led to the 

segregation into large institutions and the stenlization of people with mental retardation 

(Pfeiffer, 1994). According to Lusthaus (1 99 1) 'The ultimate effect of this trend was 

dehumanization of mentally retarded persons on a vast scale, the nature and extend of 

which may never be known" (p. 35). 

The attitudes expressed toward people with mental retardation were not only 

coming fiom scientists but were echoed by politicians, institutional officiais and leaders 

of charitable orgafllzations. Teeblemindedness, they wamed was a major peril to 

society: it was the cause of society's problems: crime, delùiquency, pauperism, 

prostitution, and immorality" (Lusthau & Lusthaus, 1992, p. 97). Parents during this 
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period were likely to believe that having a retarded child was a major disaster, and the 

genetic potential for mental retardation, a crime against society. Such publicized studies 

as R.L. Dugdale's (1877) The Jukes: A case studv in Crime. Pau~erïsm. Disease and 

Heredity, and Henry Goddard's (19 12) The Kallikak Familv: A studv in the heredity of 

feeblemindedness (Pfeiffer, 1994) and Feeble-mindedness: Its Causes and Conseauences 

(1 9 14) (Sarason & Doris, 1979) helped shape societal attitude of the Mie. 'These 

'scientific' studies ... were enough to d e  terror into the hearts of any family even 

remotely associated with 'degeneracies, ' of which mental retardation was considered the 

worst" (NIMR, 198 1, p. 32). 

The fbst half of the 20" century cm be seen as a tirne of great fnistration and 

isolation for parents and their children with mental retardation. During this period up to 

World War II, large institutions became the nom (NMR, 198 1) and educators, 

psychologists and social workers al1 used a medical mode1 to treat a "sick society." 

Parents were convinced that the professionals knew what was best for their children 

(Ferguson & Ferguson, 1987). This belief can still be found today as in this comment by 

a parent to her daughter's teacher, "1 know you'll do the best for Carol. 1 trust you" 

(Baskwill, 1989, p. 1). 

This was a t h e  when children were separated from children, and parents isolated 

fiom other families because of the stigma associated with mental retardation (NIMR, 

198 1). When people are seen as mentally retarded, people close to them are seen as being 

negatively labeled also (Lipsky & Gartner, 1987). Courtesy stigma (Gofian, 1963) or 

the spread of stigma fiom the child to the parent "introduces a significant barrier into 
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parent's relationships with others" (Berstein, 1970, p.78). Parents can be excluded h m  

activities, refused services, or made not to feel welcorned (Ferguson & Ferguson, 1 987, p. 

371). Parents c m  often be seen as being responsible for the disorder and incapable of 

handIing it (Tmbull& Tumbull, 1988; Bernstein, 1970; Akedy, 1985; Warren, 1985). 

The situation is M e r  complicated because '%y definition, of course, we believe the 

person with a stigma is not quite human"(&ffban, 1963, p.5). Parents were usudy toid 

to place their child in an institution at birth (Bernstein, 1970; Tumbull& Tumbull, 1988; 

Gorham, 1975) or tell people it had died (MMR, 198 I ; Avis, 1985). 

The institutional movement dominated the field of mental retardation fkom the 

1920s through to the 1 980s (NMR, 198 1). Today residentiai institutions still play a major 

role in the lives of many people with mental disabilities. The dehumanization of people 

labeled mentally retarded in institutional settings was exploreci as early as the last century, 

when Dorothea Dix, in the middle of the 19th century, outlined the inhumane conditions 

in the state's institutions to the Massachusetts legislatum. A century later dehumanizing 

conditions were exposed by Burton Blatt (1966). The following quote serves to express 

his horror at what he saw; "There is a hell on earth, and in America there is a special 

infemo. We were visitors there during Christmas, 1965" (p. v). A decade later Blatt was 

to reveal that little had changed except in a "superficially esthetic way" (Sarason & Doris, 

1979, p. 41 7). Shields (1 997) also relates witnessing dehumanizing accounts of feeding 

practices used with children by some attendants during her t h e  as a volunteer worker in 

a Canadian institution. 

According to Sarason and Doris (1 979) the disreputable history of the institution 
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by the fact that mental retardation has never been a "thing" but a 

conceptual invention bearing the imprint of society's structure, traditions, 

values, and prejudices. If that imprint does not seem to give priority to 

institutionalization, to the tendency to segregate, we will be only deluding 

ourselves if we believe that an opposing tendency supported by near and 

long-term social history has been exthguished. (p. 417) 

Attitudes that have been developed ovcr long paiods of tirne are not easily changed. 

The historical involvement of profesçionds with parents seems to be characterized 

by a number of emerging themes. First, parents were seen as the cause of their child's 

problem or at least worsened it. Secondiy, parents were gradually relieved of their 

responsibility of parenting because they were seen as being incapable of handling their 

children (Ferguson & Ferguson, 1 987). Policies and practices of institutions and 

hospitals did little to reinforce positive influences of parents on their children. In fact the 

opposite was more the case as  these facilities seemed to reinforce a view that parents 

were not a good influence on their children (Avis, 1985). 

A New Era 

The next reconstruction of perceptions of people with mental retardation came 

during the 1950's and the 1960's. Social scientists, human rights activists, parents and 

educatoa demanded fundamentai changes to improve the lives of people with mental 

retardation (Lusthaus & Lusthifus, 1992). Our description and explanation of people we 
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have seen labeled mentally retarded has been influenceci by tune, place and society. 

Throughout history, society's reaction to mental retardation has been based on what it has 

perceived to be 'îight or wrong, appropriate or inappropriate." Time does influence what 

action society believes to be the right course toward those who are different. We have 

ody  to look to people who are homosexual, the elderly, alcoholics or women to see the 

evidence of this. The concept of mentai ~tardation has undergone significant change, 

and there is no reason to believe that this pmcess will not continue. (Sarason & Doris, 

1979, p. 13). 

In the 1950s parents began to organize and form support groups in both North 

America and around the world. Parents formed strong local, regional and national 

associations. In the United States, the National Association for Retarded Children 

(NARC) was formed and in Canada, the Canadian Association for the Mentally Retarded 

( C M )  was established. These early associations at fïrst dealt with providing 

information, support for parents and in some cases operating schools and day programs 

(Lusthaus & Lusthaus, 1992; Ferguson & Ferguson, 1987). The rise of the parent 

movement may be seen as the single most important development in the field of mental 

retardation. No other actions have produced more change in society's attitude toward 

people with mental retardation. The efforts of these parent organizations were also 

responsible for altering the direction of service development for people with mental 

retardation (NIMR, 198 1). During this period, mental retardation became a topic of 

public discussion based more on moral-humane rather than legal-constitutional grounds. 

Since parents started the first schools for their children in the 1950ts, we have 



moved through an evolution with respect to the principles of normalization 

(WolfensBerger, 1 986), htegration (Forest, 1 984; Ferguson & Brown, 1 W2), 

mainstreaming (Bares & Knoblock, 1987; Biklen, 1985), and inclusive education 

(Stainback & Stainback, 1992; Little, 1992). (See appendix A for discussion of terms). 

To understand society's present position with respect to parents and the education 

of their children who have severe or profound mental retardation, we need to examine the 

particula. pattern of events that led to the changes we see in present policies and attitudes 

about the education of students with disabilities. The civil rights movement began to 

eliminate racial discrimination but soon spread to the rights of other oppressed groups in 

society. One of the most significant racial discrimination cases which resulted in racial 

desegregation of the schools was Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka in 1954, which 

had its ongins in the efforts of the civil rights movement (Biklen, 1987). Other legai 

victories followed such as; PARC ( Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. 

Commonwealth), 1972; and Mills v. D.C. Board of Education, 1972, which first 

established the mandate for schools in some States to serve children with handicapping 

conditions (Biklen, 1985)' and provided a basis for the Education for Al1 Handicapped 

Children Act (EHA) also known as Public Law 94-142 in 1975 (Biklen, 1987). 

In the 1 9 6 0 ~ ~  a number of forces combined to M e r  strengthen the fight for a 

better life for people with disabilities. In 1962 the Kennedy family's personal and 

political interest in mental retardation provided much support to these volunteer 

organizations. The President's Panel on Mental Retardation was established and 

released its report to the President: A Proposed Program for National Action to Combat 
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Mental Retardation. This document encompasseci the hopes and aspirations of parents 

and set them into s d c e  goals and public action (NIMR, 1981). A~SO durhg this decade, 

the inhumane conditions of residential institutions were being exposed (Blatt, 1966) and 

social sciaitists were directing their attention to the treatment of people with disabilities. 

The effects of social stigma (Gohan, 1963) and exclusion nom the community 

(Lusthaus & Lusthaus, 1992) were topics of discussion. The civil nghts movement 

helped to establish education and services as a nght as opposed to charity 198 1 ; 

Lusthaus & Lusthaus, 1992). In 1968 the principle of normalization was introduced to 

North Amerka and provided an aitemate philosophy to social segregation. 

Wolfensberger taught this principle throughout North America explainhg "that 

normalization involves using culturally valueci means to give people the oppominity to 

play socially valued roles in society" (Lusthaus & Lusthaus, 1992, p. 99). 

There is no doubt that many changes have impmved the lives of families and their 

children with mental disabilities over the second half of this century. Laws have given 

access to better seMces and education. The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms 

contain three sections that particulary apply to issues related to disability- Brown (1 996) 

cites particula. issues related IO discrunination where these sections of the Charter have 

been used to support court cases. It is unfortunate, that society's attitudes with respect to 

people with disabilities have required the use of the Charter of Rights, in both federal and 

provincial court cases. 

Brown (1996) states that overall most Canadians are at least familiar with generai 

principles of equality rights for people with disabilities, and for the most part equality 
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rights are supported by the Canadian public. But, support in theory does not necessarily 

translate into support in practice. 

In the past 25 years there have been many examples of situations when 

someone, or some group, would Say "of course people with intellectual 

disabilities should live in the community the same as everyone else . . . but 

not on my Street, or not in my restaurant, or not in my child's classroom, or 

not on board the school bus, not as my employee, and so on." (Brown, 

1996, p. 11) 

The change in society's attitude and social policy was headed by a dedicated 

minority supported by political pressure and the backing of the courts. Litigation as a 

means of accessing inclusive schooling for students with disabilities has played a major 

role in the United States and to a lesser degree in Canada (Winzer, 1993; Smith, 1993; 

Crealock, 1996). Opposition to these changes came from schools, state agencies and 

institutions who were being told their values were wrong and evil. When viewed kom 

this perspective, we should not be surpriseci and we need look no M e r  to undentand 

why opposition to the newly secured nghts for people with disabilities did not dissolve 

(Sarasoo & Doris, 1979). 

Individualized Educational Planning 

Ongin of The IEP 

The need for educational planning has been of concem to educaton and parents 

for a long time as indicated by the following quotation. 
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In 1 95 1 William Cruickshank wrote that parents of handicapped children 

need help from people who can be honest with them and give thern guidance 

and understanding, as  they attempt to meet the needs of these children who 

are deaf or may never walk. Carefully plauneci educationd experiences are 

a requisite to the school systems' effort to meet the needs of deviating 

children. (Tumbd, Strickland, & Goldstein, 1978, p. 4 14) 

The carefiilly planned educational experiences referred to by Cruickshank were 

mandated in the United States through the passage in 1975 of the Education for Al1 

Handicapped Children Act (EHA or P.L. 94-142). In Canada provisions of P. L. 94-142 

have had an impact on educationai practice. Some provinces have introduced Legislation 

to effect change, while other provinces and temtories have provided direction in school 

acts, leaving local school boards the role of developing policies and procedures to guide 

their provision of services for students with disabilities (Andrews & Lupart, 1993). One 

of the six principles in P. L. 94- 142 stipulated that the education provided to each child 

with a handicap m u t  be "appropriate" to the '4individual". This appropriateness to each 

individual under federal law required teachers and other school personnel ". . . to prepare 

explicit plans (Individualized Educationd Plans or IEPs) for the individualized education 

of each chi Id" (Reynolds, 1 98 1, p. 1 05). These plans changed parental participation in 

the educationai decision-making process with respect to their children's fiiture in that 

parents were now given the nght and the mandate to participate in various ways in their 

child's education. The Office of Special Education in the United States Department of 

Education presented an interpretation of parental participation in the IEP: 

The parents of each handicapped child are expected to be equal participants, 
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dong with school personnel in developing, reviewing, and revising the 

child7s IEP. This is an active role in which the parents (a) participate in the 

discussion about the child's need for special education and related services, 

and (b) join with other participants in deciding what services the agency will 

provide to the child (Twnbull & Turnbull, 1986, p. 226) 

Winzer (1993) reports that classmom teachers have cornplainecl that IEPs are time 

consumhg. Because so much time is spent on meeting legal requirements of giving tests 

and f i b g  out f o m ,  time is taken away fkom actual teaching. Winzer cites one snidy 

where teachers on the average vend 1 1 hours formulating an IEP. Plans for a child with 

a hearing impairment take the longest. Students who are labeled trainable mentally 

retarded, the least (Winzer, 1993). 

Ferguson and Ferguson (1987) have stated that "Real involvement with parents 

cannot be legislatecl" @ .347). Tumbull et al. (1978) saw the development and 

implementation of the IEP as a new hntier for parent-professional partnerships related to 

educational decision-making. They recognize the fact that such a relationship is based in 

law. Whether such shared decision-making results in an appropriate plan for a child's 

education, will largely depend on how both groups adapt to their new roles and 

responsibili ties ( Ferguson & Ferguson, 1 98 7; Tumbull and Turnbull ,1986). 

Parent Involvement and The IEP 

The EHA (1 975) and the most recent revision by U.S. congress in i 990 called the 

hdividuals with Disabilities Education Act (DEA) brought about significant changes in 

educational programs for students with disabilities. The IEP process provides the means 
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for parents and professionals to work together in developing educational priorities for 

students with disabilities in a forum based on equal decision making and individual 

nghts. "The importance of the IEP in directing, documenting, and facilitating 

collaboration of a student's education cannot be minimized or ignored" (Smith & 

Browneil, 1995, p. 1). Smith (1990) reviewed the IEP literature nom 1975 to 1989 and 

concluded that "evaluations of individuaiized education programs (IEPs) over the past 

decade have pointed to an inoperative and questionable document" @. 6). He M e r  

points out that in light of such hdings, little has been done to change the curent 

situation. 

Parental involvement in the IEP meeting has been researched in a number of 

areas. One area of research has been in professionals perception of the parents' role ( 

Gilliam & Coleman, 198 1 ; Gilliam, 1979). Both of these studies report that professionals 

ranked parental roles low in importance of contribution and iduence in the IEP meeting. 

Lipsky (1 985) addressed professional biases in relationships with parents and reporteci the 

following comment. "We cannot assume that families have the intelligence, values, 

education, motivation or intent to enable them as a unit to proceed as cooperative 

members of the rehabilitation team (p. 6 1 5). A survey of professional memben of 

school planning teams, by Yoshida, Fenton, K a h a n ,  & Maxwell (1978), revealed that a 

majority felt that parental participation should consist mainly of gathering and presenting 

ùiformation relevant to the case as opposed to contributing to educational planning. 

Another area of research on parental involvement in the IEP meeting has been in 

the parents' actual role within the conference (Goldstein, Strickland, Tumbull& Curry, 

1980). This study revealed a mode1 of parental participation as "passive participant". It is 
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worth noting that these observations involved 14 IEP conferences. Eleven of these 

observations involved students being considered for special education for the first t h e ,  

who were labeled either mildly mentally retarded or learning disabled, and who were in 

grades two through six. During these meetings teachers reviewed an already written E P  

wiih parents, who were passive participants and solely recipients of teacha comments 

during the meeting. Penney and Wilgosh (1995) report that ". . . obtaining a parents' 

signature on the individuai educational program (EP) is frequently the outstanding 

purpose of a parent meeting" (p. 3). The National Cornmittee for Citizens in education 

sweyed 2300 parents and over halfreported that " iEPs were completed before the 

meeting and without their participation" (Witt, Miller, Mcintyre & Smith, 1984, p. 28). 

Similar findings are reporteci by Tumbull and Tumbull, 1986). 

Goldstein et al. (1980) also reveaied that parents were satisfied with the IEP 

conference. The researchers state this was an unanticipateci £ïnding in light of the actual 

parnit involvement in the conference. They relate an example where a parent walked a 

mile and a half in below fieezing weather to attend her child's conference that lasted only 

six minutes. On the follow-up questionnaire, the motha gave the highest rating on al1 

items "indicating a highly favorable reaction to the conference" (p. 284). The reason for 

this response is not easily discemable, but there are an number of possible answers. It 

could have been due to a lack of knowledge on the part of the parent as to the purpose of 

the conference. The parent may have viewed the confaence as an increase in 

communication over what had been experienced in the past and a sense of relief to h o w  

that the conference had not been to report her child was in 4'trouble". The parent may 

have also felt pleased about the extra he$ the child was receiving (Goldstein, Strickland, 
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Research has also reviewed the parent's perception of their role in the IEP 

conference (Lusthaus, Lusthaus & Gibbs 198 1). Results of this study indicated 

that parents most often h d  themselves in the role of giving and receiving of 

information. Biklen (1987) reported that parents ofien feel m t e d  at the IEP 

meeting and at times are intimidated by the process (Gilliam, 1979). The 

following experience will help illustrate this point. 

When 1 walked into the room there were about twelve people sitting 

around a table. No one even stood up and greeted me. The only person 1 

knew was Sean's tacher and she didn't even smile. No one introduced 

me to anyone. Everyone had stacks of papers sitting in h n t  of thern. And 

everyone looked so serious. 1 felt like 1 was on trial. 1 really felt 

fkightened. I was afkaid I was going to cry. This was not what I had 

expected at dl.  I'm not sure what 1 had expected, but 1 certainly did not 

think 1 was going to be frightened. I was so eager to get out of there 1 

agreed to do anything they said. It was awful. (Biklen, 1987, p.26) 

A study by Vaughn et al. (1988) involving 26 initial placement conferences for 

children referred for possible leaming disabilities showed similarities between their 

research and that of Goldstein et al. (1 980). Vaughn et al. (1 988) stated that over the 1st 

ten years ". . . despite differences in samples and geographical locations . . . parent 

participation at the IEP conference continues to rernain at the same low level, despite 

numerous suggestions and programs for parent advocacy training" (p. 87). 

An explmation for understanding this finding by Vaughn et al. (1988) may be 
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found in Skrtic's (1991) perspective on two organi7sitional configurations - the 

professional bureaucracy and the adhocracy. 

The ciifference between the two configurations is that, faced with a 

problmi, the adhocracy "engages in creative effort to fhd a novel solution: 

the professional bureaucracy pigeonhola it into a known contingency to 

which it cm apply a standard program." (Slotic, 199 1, p. 1 84) 

The requirements of the EHA, parent participation in the IEP conferences being 

one, assumes an adhocratic value orientation where problem-solving and interdisciplinary 

teams collaborate to develop personalized programs (Skrtic, 199 1). This adhocratic 

orientation is in opposition to the value orientation of the professional bureaucracy where 

"individual professionals work alone to perfect standard programs. Cdturally, this value 

confIict produces resistence in the form of political clashes, which undermine the ideal of 

collaboration . . ." (Slotic, 1991, p. 185). 

The passage of P. L. 94-142 provided a means through which the role of parents 

in the educational decision-making process could be re-conceptualized as participant and 

partner. This law ". . . the mainsaeaming legislation, Iike the Suprerne Court of 1954 

desegregation decision which preceded it, gave concrete fonn not only to constitutional 

p ~ c i p l e s  but to particula. values" (Sarason & Doris, 1979, p. 9). Present research 

indicates that while the intent of the law remaùis, this change has not taken place 

(Vaughn, Bos, Harrell, & Lasky, 1988). Referring to the EHA, Skdc  (1 991) states that: 

Schools appear to be complying with its procedural requirements because 

of the adoption of practices that, although they may be well intended and 

in some respects actually may result in positive outcornes, serve largely to 
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symbolize (e-g., IEP's and resource rooms) and ceremonialize (e.g., IEP 

stafnngs and mainstreaming) cornpliance with the letter of the law rather 

than confoxmance with its spirit. (p. 188) 

The Parents' Di lema 

Professional attitudes toward parents with children who have disabilities do not 

seem to be conducive to equity within the EP process (Biklen, 1989; Gent & Muhauser, 

1988; Gartner & Lipslq, 1987; Lipsky & Gartner, 1987; Biklen, 1985; SchuIz, 1985; 

Roos, 1985; Steer, 1983; Gorham, 1975). Kirby (in Steer, 1983) indicates that parents 

have reporteci that their children were seen as burdens by the school district and they were 

told that they should be glad that their children were receiving any services. School 

personnel, especially principals, communkate that children with disabilities "do not 

deserve the same kinds of experience and services in the school that so called typicd 

children receive" (p.3). Gorham (1 975) States that parents of handicapped children have 

learned to live with past experiences and cwent dilemmas. Because of this, '%ve are 

unduly grateful to principals or school directors for merely accepting our children in their 

programs. The spectre of 24 hours a day, 7 days a week care at home, with the state 

institution as a .  alternative has made us too humbly thankful" (p. 522). 

In cases where parents are seeking inclusive educationai placements for their 

children, the experiences with school personnel and the type of action taken can be quite 

varied. Erwin and Soodak (1995) provide an example where a parent atîended a meeting 

with an interdisciplinary team and was told that inclusive placements did not exist. The 

parent sought legal help. She received an impartial hearing and the request for inclusive 
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placement was granteci. Another parent comments on the complexities of legal 

negotiations: 

You have to be real tough. And at the same Mie you have to be real nice. 

Its a h o a  a passive aggressive thing. During mediation you have to be 

reai nice because you have to be able to work with them d e r  that and you 

don? want to work with people who hate your guts. (Erwin & Soodak, 

1995, p. 142) 

Penney and Wilgosh (1995) report that many parents of children with a disability believe 

that educational opportunities are a direct result of advocacy for their children. 

Part of the explmation for the variety of scenarios that may be encountered when 

school personnel and parents corne together to talk about the education of their children 

with disabilities may be found in the words of Sarason and Doris (1 979): 

We stress the fact that it has been the courts through which these social 

changes have been brought about and not through a changed public 

consciousness. . . . What has been inculcated over the decades into the 

mincis of people does not become transfoxmed by legislative fiat. (p. 9) 

Conclusion 

There is a paucity of literature with respect to the perceptions of the IEP process 

held by parents of children who have moderate, severe or profound disabilities, 

parricularly cognitive disabilities. The literature cited in this review refa primarily to 

students with mild leaming disabilities. The studies themselves reflect the actual IEP 

meeting and not the IEP process. Parental reactions may be différent when considered in 
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light of the total IEP process, the level of severity of students' disabilities and the nature 

of the services required (Nietupski et al., 1988). When -dents require services h m  the 

school, such as inclusive education, the relationship between parent and school may 

require a reconceptualuation of the structures of our schools (Skrtic, 199 1) and value 

system (Rogers & FreiBerg, 1994). 



CHAPTER THREE 

Methodology 

This is a qualitative research study and methods consistent with this approach will 

be used to collect the data about parents' perceptions of the IEP process. Qualitative 

research is an "umbrella temi to refer to several research strategies that share certain 

characteristics. The data collected has been termed soft, that is rich in description . . . and 

is not easily handled by nurnbers" (Bogdan & Biklen, 1 992, p.2). Qualitative methods 

will "...provide rich and descriptive data derived h m  the study participants' own tiames 

of reference" (Erwin & Soodak, 1995, p. 137). This research is not about ûying to prove a 

particular hypotheses or test a set of variables. Its purpose is to corne to understand how 

others experience a particular phenornenon. "Qualitative data take the form of narrative 

rather than numbers" (Biklen & Moseley, 1988. p. 156). 

Qualitative research may refer to both the methods used to collect and analyze the 

data and the set of beliefs and assumptions about epistemology and the kinds of questions 

we can ask within that world view. The interpretivist paradigm is used to focus upon 

"insider perspectives" (Ferguson & Halle, 1995, p. 1). The undmtanding pursued is "a 

kind of empathic process whereby one tries to approximate the perspective of others" 

(Ferguson, Ferguson & Taylor, 1992, p. 6). Heshusius (1994) called this search for 
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knowing and understanding a 'participatory mode of consciousness" (p. 15) which 

encompasses "a state of merging . . . where one forgets self and becomes embedded in 

what one wants to undet~tand'~ (p. 1 9). Within interpretive research, the theoretical 

perspective of symbolic interactionism (Blumer, 1969) will provide the orientation for the 

study- The basic assumption is that people create shared meanings through their 

interactions and those meanings become their reality. 

Partici~ant Choice 

The study involved four parents f?om the Maritirne region of Eastern Canada who 

had experienced the IEP process in the public school systern. The study participants were 

identified through two means. Three of the four parents were seiected through the help of 

a key person known to both the author and the participants. This key person was 

knowledgeable about the situations of the participants and their experiences within the 

public school systems. These relationships were developed through their affiliation in an 

advocacy organization, The Canadian Association for Community Living. The 

involvement of these participants would insure information-rich experiences fiom which 

one could leam a great deal about issues of central importance to the purpose of this 

research. Initially, only three participants were identified to participate in this study. The 

fourth participant, also a member of the advocacy organization and fiend of one of the 

original three participants, was included after asking to be accepted in the study. In 

addition, the help of this key person, whom the parents in this study both trusted and 

respected, facilitated the establishment of a relationship of trust between the author and 
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participants. The fact that the fourth participant famiy were close fiends of one of the 

original three participants and that they requested to be included in the study, indicated a 

level of trust and a willingness to share their experiences with the author. 

The criteria used in the selection of participants for this study was in keeping with 

the purpose of the study. First, the participants had to have experience in the IEP process 

in the public school system. The reason for their involvement in this process then, being 

their child's disability and subsequent need for individualized pro#g. 

Secondly, the participants had to have children who were now in different levels 

of the school system. Initially, only three of the four levels, elementary, junior high and 

hi& school were represented. The inclusion of the fourth parent provided representation 

fiom the primary level and so provided current infornation across al1 school levels. This 

representation across al1 levels provided information from parents who had experienced 

the IEP process over a period, at one end as short as 7 months, to a span of 1 1 years on 

the other end. In addition to being able to see how parents now experience the IEP 

process in each of their respective levels, three of the participants were able to compare 

thei. experience in the IEP process across placements with different school personnel. 

Sources of Data 

Al1 participants were parents of children on an IEP. Their children ranged in age 

h m  6 to 19 years and were currently placed in inclusive environrnents within the public 

school system. One of the participants was a single father. in two of three cases, both 

parents participated in the study, while only the mother participated in the remaining 
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family. Al1 fathers worked outside the home, and all  mothers worked at home. 

At the time of this study ail parents were actively involved as mernbers of their 

local Association for Community Living and supported inclusive educational placements 

for their children. Only one parent in the study was not a member of the local 

Association for Community Living and inclusive placements were not an available option 

when his daughter f h t  started school. 

T h e  - 
The data for this study was collected over a six day period between the 6* and the 

1 1 " of April, 1997. Four semi-stmctured in-depth open ended interviews (e-g., Bogdan & 

Biklen, 1992; Stainback & Stainback, 1989; Glesne & Peshkin, 1992) were c&ed out, 

one with each participant family at their home, and each lasting between 60 and 90 

minutes. Additional follow-up i n t e ~ e w s  were arranged with each participant and lasted 

between 40 and 60 minutes. 

Procedures 

Given that parents' perception of the IEP process was the primary interest, in- 

depth semi-stmctured open ended i n t e ~ e w s  were used to gather information across 

participants. This provided a .  infoxmal forum for parents to describe their experiences in 

the IEP process with school personnel. Kvale (1996) States, " In te~ews are 

conversations where the outcome is a coproduction of the in te~ewer  and the subject" 

@.xvii). He fiutfier explains that, ". . . an i n t e ~ e w  is literally an inter view @old italics 
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in original quote), an inter change of Mews between two persom about a theme of muhial 

interest" (p.2). 

During qualitative research, themes and questions usually emerge in the process of 

the research as  was the case in this study. An initial set of 13 guiding questions (see 

Appendix B) was used to assist the conversation and provide the author with consistency 

across interviews. Flexibility was maintained throughout the conversation by changing 

the order of questions, modimg questions or asking foilow-up questions based on the 

content of the conversation. The initial questions provided a starting point for the 

conversations by giving parents the opportunity to tell about their child Parents readily 

did so and this allowed the author insight into the worid of the parent and child pnor to 

entering public school. Once parents started talking about theu experiences before 

school, they began reflecting on their experiences upon enterhg school and continued up 

to their present situations with school. During the conversations, parents were 

specifically asked to tak about (a) their initial contact with the school, (b) what was their 

involvement in the development of the IEP, (c) how they experienced IEP meetings, and 

(d) what their part was in the on-going evaluation of their child's plan. 

I contactai each participant by telephone and arranged a meeting time at their 

convenience. 1 explained the purpose of the shidy, that I would require an initial meeting 

with thern and then a follow-up meeting to be arranged at the conclusion of our fifit 

meeting. The author personally interviewed ail participants in their home. Notes were 

written regarding participants and the acmd intemiews. Mer each i n t e ~ e w  1 listened to 

each audio-tape a number of times pior to the follow-up meeting. This allowed me to 
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identify points of clarification as weU as subsequent pertinent questions generated fiom 

the interview itself. In addition to the notes, I wrote down cornments that the participants 

made either before or after the interviews with respect to the focus of the study. 

Each interview began with a brief introduction by the author where the purpose of 

the study was reiterated. Confidentiality and pamission to tape-record the conversation 

were also addressed. Three of four interviews were scheduled outside school hours and 

the author was able to meet the child requiring the IEP. 

Interviews began by using open-ended questions and parents were encouraged to 

speak fkeely about theù experiences, feelings, and perceptions of their involvement with 

school personnel during the IEP process. At the end of the interview a time and place 

were arranged for the follow-up meeting. 

Analvsis of Data 

In qualitative research, analysis is inductive. Taylor (1988) States that, 'Concepts, 

insights, and understandings are developed £iom data, ratha than being foxmulated a 

priori" (p. 1 75). The analysis of qualitative data begins with the identification of key 

themes and pattems. This involved looking through the interview transcripts and field 

notes to increase my understanding of them. Coffee and Atkinson ( 1996) point out that 

coding and retrieving conceptualized as an andytic strategy implies three kinds of 

operational processes: "(a) noticing relevant phenomena, (b) collecting examples of those 

phenomena, and (c) analyzing those phenomena to find commonalities, differences, 

pattems and structures" (p.29). According to Bogdan and Biklen (1992) bbAnalysis 



involves working with data, organizing them, breaking them into manageable units, 

synthesizing them, searching for pattern, discovering what is important and what is to be 

learned and deciding what to teil others" (p. 153). This organizing, managïng, and 

reû-ieving the most meanin@ pieces of data is accomplished by assigning %or& and 

phrases" (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992, p. 166), or "tags and labels" (Coffee & Atkinson, 1996, 

p. 26) to patterns and topics identifid in the data These words and phrasa, or tags and 

labels, are coding categones. A set of coding categories was developed following the 

steps outlined by Bogdan and Biklen (1992). 

Ail interviews were audio-taped and transcribed verbatim by the author. These 

transcripts dong with the author's field notes and observations nom the interviews served 

as the data for this study. The author began by typing the interviews and leaving two inch 

rnargins to provide space for the author's c o ~ ~ l ~ ~ l e n t s  and open coding. Open coding is the 

'bprocess of breaking down, examining7 comparing7 conceptualinng, and categorizing 

data" (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p.61). Each iine of the transcripts were also numbered. 

M e r  each audio-taped interview was transcribed, the transcripts were read while 

listening to the tapes. This provided a check to ver@ the accuracy of the transcribed 

interviews. Both the initial transaibing and vaffication check of audio-tape to transcript 

accuracy increased the author's farniliarity with the data 

A preliminaxy List of 56 coding categories was developed and assigned numbers. 

These numbers were then assigned to 'units of data' (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992) as the 

transcripts were read. These 'units of data' were either paragraphs, sentences or 

sequences of paragraphs that describe the particular topic represented by the coding 
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category. The first attempt to code the data using the p r e h h r y  List of coding categones 

was refmed to by Biklen and Bogdan (1992) as, ". . . redy a test to discover the 

workability of the categories you have created. The coding categories c m  be modifie4 

new categories c m  be developed, and old ones discarded during the test" (p. 1 76). Co ffee 

and Atkinson (1996) point out that codes are tools we use to organize our data 'They can 

be expanded, changed or scrapped altogether as our ideas develop through repeated 

interactions with the data" (p.32). The point is not to corne up with the right coding 

system (Bogdan & Biklen, ( 1992) but to recognize the set of codes as, ". . . links between 

particular segments of data and the categories we want to use in order to conceptualize 

those segments" (Coffee & Atkinson, 1996, p.45). 

Analysis is a continuous process and can be seen as  a process of data 

simplification or reduction (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992; Coffee & Atkinson, 1996). The on- 

going analysis resulted in the 56 codes being redefined or rnerged with other categories to 

identify emerging themes. For example, a major theme "barriers to the IEP process" 

ernerged nom parents descriptions of their experiences with school personnel in aying to 

get an IEP for their children. Topics identified within the theme (e.g., professionals' view 

of the child, professional decision-making, and language) were merged into one category 

(i.e., attitudes: valuing the child) to improve the organization and presentation of the data. 

Miles and Hubman (1 994) state that, "The organizing part will entail some system for 

categorizing the various ch& so that the researcher can quickly fin4 pull out the 

segments relating to a particular research question, hypothesis, construct or theme (9.57). 

In developing some of the final categories 1 used actual words supplied by the participants 



50 

to help identify themes that reflected their views more clearly. For example, the coding 

categories, ownership and professionalism were generated h m  the conversations with 

the participants and became part of the theme 'barriers to the IEP process'. 

Each participant received through e-mail, a rough clraft copy of their own story as 

presented in chapter 4. Rior to the e-mail 1 telephoned each participant and explained 

that 1 wished them to read my version of their story and make any changes to the story 

that they felt were necessary. Two of the participants rephrased statements or provided 

additional information for M e r  clarification and understanding of their statements. The 

other two participants reported no changes were indicated. Once these changes were 

made al1 participants were satisfied that their stories were accurately presented. 

Confidentiallv 

The identities of al1 participants in this study are confidentid. The names of al1 

the participants, family memben, £?iends, school related personnel, institutions and 

communities have been changed. The only name in the study that has not been changed 

was the Association for Commimity Living (ACL). Because this a national organization 

with provincial, territorial and local afiliations throughout the country, the author felt 

that association with this organization would not contribute in any significant manner to 

the identity of the participants in this study. Each participant was asked to sign a consent 

foxm (see Appendix C) prior to their participation in the study. Copies of this form were 

retained by both the author and the participants. AU copies of the audio tapes and 

transaipts made of the interviews wiil be destroyed upon completion of the study. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

Parents' Perceptions 

This chapter presents a reconstruction of the parents' perceptions of the IEP pian 

process. This reconstruction is developed h m  the parents' comments and stories they 

told over the course of the interview process. The stories are presented in the order in 

which they were completed by the author. 

Bill's Storv 

Bill is a single parent with sole custody of Gins, his nineteen-yearsld daughter. 

Gina has a mental disability. Bill explains that Gina was bom with part of her brain 

missing and has faced many medical issues in the first few years of her life. He points 

out that he views his daughter's disability as  a condition which has caused her to be 

delayed. He States, "ThatYs the way 1 see it. Itys a delay." 

Presently, Bill is an active member in the local Association for Cornmunity Living 

(ACL), a support group for people with mental disabilities. The membership of these 

associations include people fiom various backgrounds, including parents and self- 

advocates, who corne together to advocate for and on behaifof people with mental 

disabili ties. 
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Gina and her father have encountered many educators and support personnel over 

the past 16 years who have provideci Gina with educational programs in both segregated 

and inclusive environments. Their first involvement with education outside the home for 

Gina began when Gina entered preschool. 

Preschool Years 

Bill's involvement in Guia's educational program began with her h t  placement 

in preschool. At three years of age Gina entered an integrated [children with and without 

disabilities] preschool program nui by the local Association for Community Living- At 

that t h e  Bill felt that this preschool did not provide Gina with adequate programming. 

He explains: 

Gina was getting il1 at preschool a lot. They would leave her by a window 

- open in the middle of winter and leave her on the floor unattended. To 

me there wasn't any real t e a c h g  going on and they were more focused on 

higher - developing the kids with higher skills than Gina at the t h e ,  

because Gina never walked until she was four. 

Bill's need to change his daughter's situation at the preschool placed hun in a 

confkontationd situation between himself and the director of the preschool. He explains 

what happened: 

It was a  differnice between the director of the program and myself and 

how we saw things to go for Gina, and to the point where 1 was told to 

drop Gina off and pick Gina up and not to corne in and view any more. 1 
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challenged - 1 challenged them to the point where - drop her off and pick 

her up - that's it And of course that doesn't go weli with me. 

Bill felt this to be an unsuccessfûl placement for Gina and he decided to remove 

her from the program. He decided to place her in another preschool which was operated 

by a relative of Gina's mother. He states, 'We took Gina out of there, and moved her into 

quote, 'a nomal daycare'. . . in the neighborhood preschool in which Gina was the only 

chalienged individual with about 20 kids in if and it was dynamite." Bill had an 

optimistic view of the program that Gina was receiving at this preschool. He wanted 

Gina to be with and included in what the other children were doing. He describes his 

feelings around her new program: 

Gina flourished. 1 was just blown away with it all. Gina was included in 

everythg. That's what 1 wanted. The other kids were leaming like 

numbers and colors, and well Gina wasn't doing that, but she was included 

in it and that meant a lot. 

This was Bill's h t  experience with inclusion. He was not directly involved in 

the planning and implementation of Gina's program, but he liked what he saw happening 

for his daughter. Gina's inclusion in activities with the other childrem was important to 

Bill. Her inclusion with the other children and his access to corne and go at the preschool 

were important to him. He states: 

How much she got out of if I'm unsure at that tirne. But I could &op in at 

my the  and Gina was right there at what was ever going on. She was in 

the thick of it. The other kids helped Gina. That was my first taste of it 
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all. 

Bi11 experienced two pre-schools. Although both schools were integrated 

environments, there was a difference in the kind and extent of the involvement that Gina 

received at each school. Bill feels that the community living preschool ignored his 

daughter's needs and his intervention to help correct this put him in direct conflict with 

the director of the school. He explains his feelings about that particular preschool, 'Wow 

did I view it? 1 had a lot of anger. That's about aii. 1 had anger at these people." Bill 

explains what he feels caused the problem he had with the preschool, ''1 think they lost 

sight of what it was al1 about. It was more of T m  in charge and I'm the big wheel and 

you do this or otherwise."' 

Bill felt that at the second preschool, the director's attitude of openness and 

inclusion helped his daughter flourish. Unlike the previous placement, this new pre- 

school not only included Gina in the activities with the other children, but became a place 

where Bill was kee to drop in and observe. Commenthg on the attitude of the director 

toward Gina's position at this preschool, Bill noted that "[director named] believed that 

Gina belonged that way, included in what al1 the other kids around were doing." 

Regarding this attitude of inclusion as it related to the community living preschool, he 

stated, "The words were spoken the same, but the actions were different, and that's the 

problems that 1 had." 

Public School 

Gina entered public school at the age five. When Bill approached his 
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neighbourhood school to register Gina for primary, he was told by the principal that the 

school had nothing to offer Gina in the way of a program and suggested a class placement 

in another system. Bill describes the circumstances around this placement in a 

neighbouring school board: 

That was a segregated program. ûur family lived out in [Timperton] and 

Gina was taxied to [Saxony] which is about a 45 minute drive. It was out 

of here - away fiom her peers. Other kids in the neighbourhood al1 went 

just down the road a mile and Gina was taxied. 

Bill explains that inclusion was not a practice in this school system at the t h e  and that 

segregated classes were the nom. 

Bill's initial contact at Gina's first primary school was with the Special Education 

teacher of the segregated class where Gina would be placed. Bill's only contact at this 

time and for the three years that Gina attendeci the segregated class would be with this 

teacher. ûther than regular parent-teacher evenings scheduled for al1 students, Bill did 

not have any additional meetings to plan Gina's program or have other involvement with 

her program at that tirne. Bill remembers Gina's three years in the segregated class. He 

comments, "That went well. Gina was leaming things. Gina was happy there." Bill was 

to later qualify those statements by saying, "1 was not active like that then [refening to his 

involvement in ACL]. That's dl 1 knew at the time - segregation." 

During these years Bill remembers having input into Gina's program and follow- 

up. He states, 

We always had follow-up. We'd have meetings, not like the ones 1 have 
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today with the school. We have them when parent-teacher meetings were: 

This is what we're doing. This is what we're workuig on. Cao you guys do 

this at home? 

The road to inclusion 

It was due to family circumstances, that at the age of ten, Gina was placed in 

foster care. While in foster care Gina entend into her next school placement, an 

integrated pilot project at a local elementary school. Bill expressed his feelings about this 

placement: 

Things went well. niat was my second taste of an integrated class. The 

school put on sign language courses to teach the teachers and her fellow 

students. I went to them, the principal was there. Like they really put out 

to the whole school because it was a pilot project - put out - dollars were 

there. But that lasted a year and the foster mom gave Gina up. 

Because of circumstances beyond Bill's control, Gina was removed fkom this 

placement and placed in an institution. This was an extremely emotional time for Bill. 

While Gina was living at the institution she attendeci the local community public school. 

Bill comrnents on Gina's segregation at this school and the actions he initiated as a result 

of the pending closure of the institution: 

I went to the school up there, and it was just - they wouldn't even 

integrate her into gym. Nothing. Just (pause) and the ( a long pause), the 

announcement came fkom governent . . . that the institution was 



closing. So 1 got right on the bandwagon and Gina [would bel moved into 

a small option. But during that six months, 1 arranged with the school 

system that Gina wodd be integrated into grade seven. 

Bill's initial contact with the school board brought hlln into direct contact with 

Mr. Peters, the head of Special Education for this school board. Bill was asked what he 

wanted for Gina He stated, '7 want Gina in grade seven, totally integrated with her 

peers. He W. Peters] said, 'Okay'. 1 get off the phone and 1 figure, weil this is 

happening." Bill was soon to h d  out that things were not going to happen so easily. 

At this rime, both Bill and his ex-wife had joint custody of Gina and within half 

an hour of Bill's conversation with Mr. Peters, Bill's ex-wife calied saying that she had 

just been taiking to Mr. Peters and that he wanted Gina segregated and that wouid be the 

best thing for Gina Bill recalls, 

A half hour later - 1 went ballistic. 1 had a talk with M.. Peters about a 

week later. It wasn't a pretty tak. 1 told him what I thought of him. To 

put a parent against a parent to get what they want, is wrong. 

Bill's decision to place Gina in an inclusive environment was eventually achieved. He 

States, ". . . Gina was integrated. . . . She was full tirne." He also recalls, "That wasthe 

start of the fight with the [district] school board." 

"It's a value system." 

Gina entered her new school in Jan- and would be the first student with a 

mental disability to attend that junior high school. During the remainder of that school 
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year, fiom January to June, Bill had monthly meetings with the principd, class teacher, 

and the mainstream support teacher. Bill remembers these meetings as being times of 

adjustment for school pmonnel and decided to remain in the background when it came to 

p r o g r d g  for Gina for the remainder of the grade seven year. 

During that Mie of adjustment Bill particularly remembers Gina's homeroom 

teacher. He refers to her as being a good teacher. He recalls that she took it upon herself 

to take a night course on inclusion. Bill was later to £hd out that not all tachers at the 

school took the same interest in professional development with respect to inclusion. Bill 

recails part of a conversation he had with Gina's homeroom teacher in which she 

expresses her feelings about the reaction f?om her coileagues regarding her decision to 

take an evening course on inclusion: "She said, you imow 1 have done this and my peen 

of teachers think 1 am a fool for doing this. She said, 1 am so heart broken." Bill States 

his feeling with respect to the attitude expressed by these teachers toward Gina's 

homeroom teacher. 

I honestly feel in my heart of hearts that when educated people - teachers 

- 1 should Say teacher, because teachers have their own agenda - they 

don? want to teach people that are challengeci and when someone coma 

dong with them that does, they really do, they crap ail over them. 1 know 

they are burdened with al1 this other work. But what they don't realize is 

that Gina can teach them, Gina can challenge them and get them to 

experience things that they never else would. 

That's a belief 1 have, not al1 teachm, but I'd Say 95% of teachers 



donTt want to teach challenged children. That they don't thuik they are 

going to learn and be productive in society. So why bother. Let's put them 

in sheltered workshops etc., etc., etc., and let them go swimming and 

bowling. 

Bill expresses his opinion about the attitudes of some teachers toward students 

with disabiIities. He states, "If you don't beiieve that the child should be taught, then you 

don't teach them. It's a value systern." He notes that this belief has been formed through 

his relationship and experience in dealhg with the education system. He states: 

Yes. Yes. You have some that put a lot into it and 1 have run across a 

couple of those. But that's ail 1 can Say is a couple, and it's Like a rainbow 

in the stonn when you meet them. It really is. It just makes everything 

that much easier and you see Gina learning something, actually learning. 

It 's something. 

'The TA was runniner the show." 

Bill relates that grades seven and eight were not good years for hirn and Gina In 

fact grade eight and nine proved to be particulary difficult when it came to 

communication between the home and school. Initidly, the relationship between Bi11 and 

the principal was cordial, but eventually deteriorated when Bill became more vocal in his 

atternpts to resolve issues surrounding Gina at the school. Innocent conversations with 

Gina's circle of friends became Bill's source of information with respect to Gina and 

what was happening at school. He explains: 
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She had a great circle of niends tbrough grade eight and nine. Gha wodd 

have parties at the h o w  and sleep-overs. They'd go to movies. Like 

outside the school it was working. Her peers and they [members of the 

circle] wouid Say things to me. I'd bump into them when we were 

shopping and they would just blurt out things innocently. 

Some of the feedback Bill received h m  the students would prompt him to 

question the principal why certain things were happening. Bill states, "Of course I'd ask 

a question of the principal. Why is this going on? It got to the point in grade nine with 

that principal that 1 wouldn't even taik to him anymore." Bill describes how the 

relationship gradually deteriorated over tirne. He states: 

I'd go in and talk to him W. Baker, principal] in his office about the 

issues and he'd reassure me and away I'd go. A month later we'd be still 

there in the same situation. The principal and 1 were just batting heads 

with each other - over things around Gina. Her being out of the 

classroom. 

Over this period of t h e  as the relationship between Bill and Mt. Baker was 

deteriorating, relations with the TA (teaching assistant), the person who worked with 

Gina during the school day also became strained. Bill referred to this particular TA in 

junior high as "the nightmare one." Bill gives his opinion on how the attitude of a TA 

toward students with challenging needs, with whom they work, can impact a student's 

program. He states, "If you don't have a TA that believes that the child is going to leam 

- ail you are gohg to do is walk the hall." 
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Bill believes that the deteriorathg relationship between Mr. Baker and himself 

was sornehow Linked to the personai fiendship Mr. Baker had with the TA and her 

husband. He explains: 

We brought in a new TA. The new TA loved to challenge me - grade 

eight staaed going bad and that was on the TA. The TA and I couldn't see 

eye to eye. 1 didn't realize until grade nine graduation why. Things fell 

off with the principal and 1 , and after Gina's graduation 1 discovered that 

the TA and the principal were iike this. Best of fiiends. 1 found out that 

&y that the TA'S husband was the principal of a school just down the 

road. So there was a nice little clique going around. 

One of Bill's concems with respect to the TA revolved around the level of 

personai care Gina was receiving fkom the TA. He describes the situation this way: 

. . . The TA would send Gina home if Gina voided in her pants. One of 

the problems 1 had with that was, Gina never voided [in her clothes], only 

there. Well come to discover, Gina wasn't pdling down her pants far 

enough and the TA wasn't going in and making sure it was happening. 

Gina would be sent home. 

The issues Bill raised with respect to the TA in the performance of her 

responsibilities to Gina were not corhed exclusively to the personal care Gina was 

receivuig. He explains, 

Not only that, Gina would sit on the floor in the fiont foyer waiting for the 

taxi to come pick her up - wet, while all the other kids were changing 
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classes - watching. This was done a lot, and Like - 1 could never get them 

to see that, 

Bill had concerns with the TA around another issue as well. "The cornplaints that would 

corne home. Gina is grabbing at her." Bill had his own explanation as to why Gina was 

grabbing at the TA. It was quite dinerent h m  what school personnel believed to be the 

cause of this behavior. Bill explains: 

When Gina gets finistrateci, and 1 mean she really - doesn't really want to 

do anything and she doesn't. 1 shouldn't Say she doesn't, [but] very 

seldom she does it around the house. She'll just grab at you. "This is not 

what 1 want to do. 1 don? want no part of this." And everyday in the 

[home-school communication] book: ''Gina is grabbing at me." They were 

blaming it on Gina going to see wrestling. She just si& there and laughs at 

it. That's got nothing to do with it, But they would not hear of that They 

thought Gina was very aggressive and should be in a ''behavior class". 

In addition to these concem Bill had another issue with respect to this particular 

TA. He States, T h e  TA was ninning the show. This TA, she told the teachers what to 

do, she thought she was the guru of education." Bill also described her at team meetings: 

"Like in the meeting, this wornan would just almost take it over." Such behavior on the 

part of the TA evenhially led Bill to question her presence at these meetings. 

We had a couple of meetings with the principal, TA, mainstream support 

[teacher] and her homeroom [teacher] . Mer a couple [meetings], 1 asked 

the question: 1 said 'What's the TA doing here? The TA is supposed to 
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take direction h m  the teacher. She doesn't need to be in this meeting." 

Bill recalls that other teachers w a e  aware of the conflict that was taking place. 

He states, "But they believed it was me." Biil recalls that at one planning meeting these 

issues were openly discwed. He says, "At one meeting it was - when 1 said 1 don? want 

her back 1 said she is detrimental to Gina's education." Bill received no support for his 

position with respect to the TA., not even fkom the rnaimtnzm support teacher. He 

explains, "When push came to &ove she went quiet on me and I was left there. I h o w  

now that she's not one 1 wouid trust again. Not the way 1 did." 

Bill describes his working relationship with the mainStream support teacher. He 

explains, 

I'd tak to the mainstream support. Her and 1 get dong quite well. But we 

would only have meetings away fiom the school, not in the school. She 

wouid keep me fairly quiet. I'm working on this Bill. Yes, 1 undentand 

the TA. 

Bill was feeling hurt and angy about the lack of support he experienced during 

this meeting. He comments, ''Hurt ? - 1 came home b r n  it (pause) anger!" Later Bill 

spoke with some of  his fiends and together they decided to take action. They wrote a 

letter to the superintendent of schools and the Minister of Education. 'But that fell on 

deaf ears." 

Because of his actions, Bill felt that both the teachers and the principal had now 

labeled him "as one who would rock the boat and you cannot satisfjr." Bill 

acknowledges that he never actually heard them state this for him to hear. Rather it was a 
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feeling he experienced as a result of their attitude toward him at nibsequent meetings. 

Bill was not happy with the outcomes h his meetings with school personnel or 

the outcomes with respect to programming for Gina in grades seven, eight and nine. Bill 

had more input now than he had when Gina was in the segregated class durhg her 

primary years: 'More, but 1 pushed myselfon them. They didn't want it . No, they didn't 

want me there." He presents his perception of those years: 

1 wasn't happy, but 1 understood there was some growing pains for the 

school because Gina was the h t  challenged student that they ever had. 

Gina was blazing a trail. They kept hanging their hat on this t b g .  So it 

had allowed me - it gave me more time to give to them because of it. We 

are searching for this. We are searching for that. 

They gave me the MAPS wulti-Action Planning System] session. 

So 1 came out of that with great hopes. They wanted cornputers, so 1 got 

Gina a laptop with intellikeys and aii that stuff, and like 1 kept plugging 

s t u f f  in, but nothing was coming back. 

The MAPS (see Forest & Pearpoint, 1992) presentation of which Bill spoke is separate 

nom the IEP meeting, but the idormation gained at such a session can be used in the 

development of the IEP. 

". . . the battle for the s~ring." 

This meeting took place in the spring at the end of grade eight. This meeting was 

requested by Bill at the suggestion of a fiiend and university professor. This meeting was 



attended by the principal, a l l  Cina's class teachers, the mainStream support teacher, 

students and staffpersonnel who worked with Gina at home. Bill felt that school 

personnel were not receptive to this meeting h m  the outset. He explains: 

Oh yeah, yeah (laughing). But it was a game and 1 didn't realize it at that 

time. It's funny when you got to push them into a corner to accept 

something, they accept it, they make it look Like they are hugs and kisses 

- but meanwhile they are still going there own way. Oh yeah, 1 asked for 

a follow-up in grade nine of MAPS. 

The follow-up to the MAPS session was to take place at the beginning of grade 

nine. Bill had tried to get the MAPS session during the fdl term. 

When 1 approached them in grade nine for the follow-up, they just dragged 

their feet. . . . Just having meetings - - saying it hard to get the teachers 

together. The mainStream support [teacher] at the time was hard to get the 

facilitator - her time and their time coordinated - and then we got into 

other battles, iike in January, and MAPS just got put so far on the back 

bunier. 

In January Bill's attention was redirected by a new issue: which high school 

would Gina attend? Bill was not part of any transition plan for Gina in preparation for 

her move fiom the junior high to the senior high school. School and school board 

officiais took it upon themselves to decide where Gina would attend hi& school. Bill 

explains : 

They gave a package to al1 students. Gina didn't get that. Of course 1 
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High." "No Gina ain't going to Central High. That's a segregated 

program." 'No it isn't" "Yes it is." 1 said, "Gina is going to Lakeside 

High." 'Well there's no support down there." 1 said "that's not my 

problem, people. That's your problem, but Gina is going to be 

mainstreamed with h a  neighbourhood kiddpeers down at Lakeside High." 

1 £ïnaily got the papers home of what high school Gina would iike to go to, 

and 1 had dialogueci with them there. Like that was the battle for the 

spring ! 

Bill saw the junior bigh years pass with little resolved in relation to the 

development of a program plan for Gina Bill refers to Gina's final report card fiom the 

school to help formulate his perception of those years in junior hi&. He recalls: 

Gina's report card for grade nine - her h a 1  report card - 1 didn't open it. 

It was given to us on graduation day and 1 wasn't going to spoil the day, 

because 1 knew what was inside of it. 1 waited to about the middle of July 

and 1 opened it one Saturday afternoon. Each teacher said different thuigs, 

but they al1 used certain teminologies that were dl identical that put Gina 

down. It angered me a great deal that one person wrote al1 this stuff  about 

her and the school supported her. 

Bill expresses the feelings and the emotions he had toward this report: 

It hurt me a great deal. It was very degrading. It just tore my heart out. 

Then it made me laugh that these professional teachers are so small. 
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Because it wasi't - to me it wasn't to get back at Gina, because Gina will 

never read the letter. It was to get me. 

'7 will not be bullied bv vou." 

Bill assumed a more proactive role in Gina's program at the high school level. 

Pnor to the begiming of the new school year Bill had initial contact with the guidance 

counselor at the high school. Bill and the guidance counselor discussed Gina's schedule 

and addressai some of Gina's needs for the coming year. 

We talked about Gina's schedule- We taiked about what 1 saw, she was 

very open. 1 taiked about the circle of niends, and because they had peer 

helpers' signs al1 over the guidance office, and that Gina would need that, 

and you know if we could plug that in that would be great. 

Bill relates his impressions of that meeting: 

1 spent an afternoon with the guidance counselor two weeks prior to school 

opening that year for grade 10 and to me everything was just hunky-dory. 

But 1 could see it was just emotion. 1 think she patronized me. That's the 

best way to put it. 

Bill did not feel that their meeting and the information that the guidance counselor 

received fkom him contributed to producing an IEP for Gina, because of how he was 

already perceived by personnel at the high school. 

1 think she ws. Pick, guidance counselor] had quite the candid 

conversation with the principal [Mr. Apple], but they already had their 
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preceded me. That's what 1 feel and it was all negative. 

Bill knew the principal pnor to Gina's entering the high school and explains that 

relationship: 

1 worked in the area for the [public service] corporation and I used to see 

him all the time. We'd stop and have a quick little chat. But he never 

lmew 1 had a challenged child. To me we were fnends before 1 went there. 

But that's not the way it tumed out. 

Bill's nrst forma1 meeting with Mr. Apple was an attempt to open a parent- 

principal relationship. '? met with the principal and 1 said, listeri 1 know a lot of things 

are being said about myself as a parent. But 1 would like to start off with a clean date." 

The principal's response was, "Oh yes, Mr. Brown." This wodd be the last contact with 

school officials until the scheduled parent-teacher night two mon& later in the first term. 

Bill was not asked to be involved in any planning meetings nor to share any responsibility 

as part of a planning team to develop a program for Gina. There was no IEP process that 

involved the parent in any mamer. The parent-teacher night would be Bill's h t  meeting 

with Gina's teachers and the first evaluation of Gina's program. He describes the events 

of that evening: 

1 went around parent-teacher night and this is the fim parent-teacher uight 

at the high school. I went around and met the teachers and it amazed me. 

They had everybody's file here, but Gina's is over there. "Gina is pleasant 

to teach. She's this, she's that." But what's she learning in your class? 
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"Ah umm, communication. We can't communicate with Gina", and al1 

this stuff coming up. 

AAer meeting the teachers that night, Bill went to see Mr. Apple, the principal. 

He recalls that meeting: 

So I went in and saw the principal. 1 Say, "where's the IEP?" He said, 

''Mr. Brown, we have nine ternis h m ,  do not get upset with the first 

terni." So him and 1 get into a dialogue. It came h m  his mouth, will 

not be bdlied by you." 

Bill's reaction to Mr. Apple's statement prompted a similar response. He states, 

"I will not be bullied by you." After this confrontation with the principal, Bill was 

promised that things would be in place for the second term. 

"Thev haven't ~ o t  time." 

Bill waited until the start of the second term in January before contacting the 

school again. But over the course of the first terrn Bill had concems with respect to Gina 

being out of the classroom. He explains, '%ut 1 was hearing h m  the TA and Gina's 

peers in gracie ten about Gina being out of the class, going for walks out and around, and 

not being in the classroom, and al1 that SM." Bill was in telephone contact with the 

mainstream support teacher around this issue. He states, "The mainstream support and 1 

had a couple of conversations on the phone. But 1 don? buy into his garbage. So he 

stops calling." 

His dissatisfaction with the school's progress in developing an IEP for Gina 
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Second t em started in January. 1 made the c d .  I said "where are thhgs 

at?" and then 1 started pushing. 1 brought an advocate into the meeting. 1 

brought a lawyer into the meeting, and they introduced themselves. 

This meeting took place in February and also included Mr. Apple the principal, the 

mainstream support teacher, and the supervisor of student support services. Bill had his 

agenda of what he wanted accomplished at this meeting. He States: 

Gina being out of class, going for waks out and around and not being in 

the classroom and ail that SUE- 1 got that corrected. 1 wanted the 

tmchers to teach. The principal said "they don? have time to teach Gina" 

1 wanted an adapted program. "They just don't have time because of al1 

the changes." Lunch was au issue. The TA would not support Gina at 

lunch. They would not let the - ah students that wouid support Gina - but 

they wouldn't let that happen. 

An IEP had been developed prior to this meeting by the mainStream support 

teacher and was presented to Bill the night prior to the meeting. Bill had no participation 

in the document and was to review it for approval at the meeting the next day. He recalls: 

He had to have her IEP done before that meeting. Ah, and it shows up 

here on my door the night before. 1 brought that up, I said, "how can 1 

prepare myself for a meeting when I don? see the IEP till the night 

before?" 

Bill did not have auy participation into the development this document. During 
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this February meeting, Bill remernbers the mainStream support teacher as  giving excuses 

for the lack of program planning for Gina "His biggest cornplaint is Gina cannot 

communkate. Gina does not like her computer, and aii Gina wants to do is pull on 

people. So she should not be, you know, in clasmoms." Bill had a very specific opinion 

of this teacher's ability. He states: 

He's the most useless . . . . Oh, this guy is a piece of work. This guy is 

some piece of work. When I'm at a meeting 1 don? even look at him. 

Like 1 don't know what he is gening paid for, but it is not to help people 

with mental challenges. No it's not! 

At this meeting the issue of the mainStream support teacher not providing support 

to the TA or the classroom teachers was aiso addressed. Bill felt that the principal always 

came out on the side of the mainStream support teacher on issues related to Gina's 

programming at these meetings. He explains: 

The TA told me that they wouldn't see him for weeks on end and the 

principal always went to bat for him. This last IEP he gave us the other 

month, a month ago, there was a couple [components] that weren't even 

filled out. And Marlena [parent advocate] asked him - "Oh it must have 

been oversight," and the principal accepts this shit. Like Marlena just 

goes at him. Me, I just sit there, I can't even tdk to the man. 

February was the fïrst meeting Bill had with school personnel to discuss Gina's 

program and none of her teachers were present at that meeting. Bill states, 'TJone of her 

regular class teachers attendeci any of these meetings. Not even her homeroom." Bill 
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because of their heavy workload. Bill states, 'They haven't got t h e .  They haven't got 

time. They haven't got t h e .  . . . They've got a heavy workioad and they haven't got time 

for this." 

Bill explains that the absence of Gina's class teachers at any of these meetings 

was a r d t  of the position taken by the principal after Bill had met with Gina's teachers 

at the parent-teacher night Iast Fall. He States, ". . . the principal has made it very clear 

that he will deal with me, and that's that." Bill explains, 'Tor me to go and ask questions 

of the teacher and want things - that's no. I'd go through him." 

Bill outlines the present pattern of communication between the home and school: 

Well now what we, yeah, I don't go to parent-teacher meetings. 1 just with 

Marlena [parent advocate] and other supports that I bring in and we have 

meetings with the principal with the mainStream support and sometimes 

the guidance counselor, sometimes the cornputer experts are there and 

everything is documenteci. 

Bill explains his position on how he viewed things to work at the school with 

respect to providing Gina with an adapted program. He explains: 

I wanted Gina to have an adapted program, and that the teacher own Gina; 

that the teacher utilize the TA to assist her in getting material, and to use 

the mainStream support person - who that's what his job is - to help the 

TA h d  those mater&, adapt those materials. 1 was told by the principal 

that "the teacher doesn't have time to do this." 
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". . , the h u ~ s  and kisses . . ." 

During the Febniary meeting an agreement was reached that would see the school 

bring in someone h m  the school board who could assist in adapting a program for Gina 

Bill states, "They sold this guy to us." Bill would also brhg his own support to the 

meeting. He explains, 'They wanted to bring this person, and 1 said, 'weU 1 might want 

to bring someone' and that's when 1 asked Marlena [parent advocate] to corne." It was 

agreed that the next meeting would be held in May. Three months would pass before Bill 

and the school personnel would meet to discuss adapting a program for Gina. 

Bill was still pursuing an adapted program for Gina, and in addition to his regular 

advocate for the May meeting, Bill also had the assistance of a university professor [Dr. 

English] to help school personnel in adapting a program for Gina The principal had 

brought in sorneone fkom board office to help adapt Gina's program on computer. Bill 

describes the meeting: ". . . it was hugs - you wouldn't believe the hugs and kisses at 

this meeting - because their guru agreed with Dr. English. This is what 1 want, that's 

progress." Bill explains this progress in ternis of the mutual agreement between the 

professor and the board specialist on what were Gina's needs. He states, "They just took 

over the meeting. Gina needs this Gina needs that. You wouldn't believe it. The 

principal and the mainStream support - just in disbelief." Bill remembers that dl parties 

at the table that day agreed to go outside the school system for assistance. He explains: 

It was agreed by us and by al1 at the table, even their big guru - the 

computer guru that the principal brought in - that we go to St. Elsewhae 

University to see if one of their master's students could take this up. If 
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that was unavailable then we'd go to - the principal wanted theu school 

people to do it - if that was unavailabie then we would approach H i h a n  

University. The principal got back to us in September. The St. 

Elsewhere University was unable to do it. 

". . . al1 vou are eoing; - to do is walk the halls." 

A year had passed and Gina was stili without an adapted program. However, this 

changed over the next five months and Gina's program took a different course. The 

hiring of a new TA in September of the following school year, Gina's grade 1 1 year, 

would radically alter the relationship between home and school. This new TA was a 

licensed teacher who was unable to h d  a position as  a teacher within the school board. 

The working relationship with this TA was quite unlike the working relationship that Bill 

had with the TA in the junior high. This TA, Tara, had a different attitude with respect 

to Gina and what she needed. Bill explains: 

Tara went in there to teach Gina - well, to be the teacher's aide. Right off 

the bat Tara and 1 just hit it off. Her philosophy is the same as mine. Gina 

needs to learn. We need to adapt the program. She told me she never saw 

the mainstream support W. Edgar]. She had done d l  the exarnining - 
Gina would write the exams with the other kids. Things with the 

principal, with the other students, with the teachers - was al1 going great, 

okay, outside these litîle glitches of getting the adapted computer program 

in, which 1 was working on. 



Bill had a lot of respect for Tara He explains, 'To me the positives that 

happened in grade 11 to this point are because of the TA." Bill d e s c n ï  the 

relationships between Peggy the home support person, whom Bill refers to as his team 

leader, Tara this new TA, and Gina, as being quite close. He describes the relationship: 

So Tara - my team leader peggy] here at the house and her were like this 

[locks two forefingers], and Gina. She'd come here after school, she'd 

come here for parties. Gina has gone over there. She took Gina out for one 

of her assignments for science. There's a beaver dam - h a  and her 

husband came here on Sunday afternoon, took Gina out to view a baver 

dam and put together the project. Her and Peggy clicked. They were both 

college graduates. This is a teacher who believes in Gina and they both 

have the same values. Gina should be educated. If you don? have a TA 

that believes that the child's going to Iearn, al1 you are going to do is waIk 

the halls. 

The relationship between Peggy the home support penon and the previous TA 

was not as amicable. Bill explains that there have been various times when his home 

support person was asked to go into the school and help teach the TA something that they 

were working on at home. He explains: 

At different times Peggy has gone into the school at their request and my 

agreement to teach the TA something and nothuig positive cornes out. 

They blame everything that's going on on Peggy. They went in to teach 

some hypercard. It just so happened that day the cornputer wasn't right up 
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to map. So there was some growing pains there for about an hour and aiI 

they did at the next meeting was crap on that Just crap. crap, crap. We 

try to - and this is the good thing about the TA that just left - we tried to 

adapt her program on hypercard. Gina utilizes cornputer here 90% of the 

time here on her hornework. At school she won't even go near it. Peggy 

gives them suggestions. Peggy is somewhat like me when it cornes to 

Gina's education. Peggy wili push the envelop. Peggy will make 

suggestions to the TA, the TA of last year who was uneducated, 1 don't 

evem thllik she had grade nine' would nm to the principal and constantly 

complain about Peggy and her expectations. 

Bill recalls the following issue that was brought to his attention at this meeting: 

That Peggy is telling me thuigs at home that are not so at school - to the 

point to where we all agreed that if there's anything that the principal 

needs to tak to home about, or one of the teachers, to call me directly or to 

call Marlena Lparnit advocate]. 

Bill explains his course of action with respect to Peggy, his home support person 

and her involvement with the school: 

And this year they even went over that boundary and they started 

crapping on her again, and 1 said, "well wait a minute, you guys are not 

supposed to be talking to Peggy anymore." And 1 caught them in it. I 

said, 'kell, don? blame Peggy, Peggy doesn't corne home and lie to me." 

1 said, "you guys know the process. You're suppose to cal1 me." So they 
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had to back off on that one, to the point where they wanted to hire Peggy 

to support Gina at lunch, and 1 said, "no you're not doing that. You guys 

want home, home [sic]. Home's home. Peggy drops her off. You put the 

homework in her book. Peggy helps at home and that's that. 

6 L  . . . verv loud and clearlv . . . thev don't value Gina" 

Bill achowledges that the relations with the school personnel are back to where 

they were prior to the hiring of Tara as the TA at the beginning of grade eleven. He 

States, "So we're back to the stage where it's just home's home and school's school. 

Where to me, they should be working together. That's where the other TA worked." 

During January of grade 1 1, Tara told Bill that she was pregnant and that she 

would be leavhg in February. Bill turned to his parent advocate Mmlena at this point, 

and she advised him to cali the principal Mr. Apple and find out what was taking place. 

Bill explains, 

She mariena] said, "well you'd better cal1 the principal and find out what 

in the hell is going on." 1 cailed the principal. They hadn't even started 

looking. So you'd better get your act together. So what's Gina supposed 

to do." 

A meeting was arranged and Bill and Marlena met with Mr. Apple to discuss the h k g  of 

a new TA. 

So nght away we had an emergency meeting at the school. I and they 

agreed that they would start looking for someone. Her due date was the 
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last day of February. The iast week of Febniary - still no TA - no hiring. 

They promised crossover cause Gina had sign [language] and d l  this. 

It was necessary for Bili's home support pason Peggy to cover at the school until 

the school was able to hire a new TA. Bill made it clear that they would pay her wage 

whiie she worked with Gina at the school. He states, "1 forced them into paying her wage 

because I'm not going to pay it-" 

A new TA was hired in M m h ,  and Bill and his parent advocate met again with 

the school personnel. In addition to Bill and Marlena, the meeting was aîtended by the 

principal Mr. Apple, another computer expert, and the mainStream support teacher Mr. 

Edgar. Bill describes the meeting: 

The principal started going on, "We got a great TA" - da dit, da dit, da dit. 

1 said, "Wait a minute. 1 want you to know how I feel." 1 said, "First of al1 

you said this and this back in January, and it didn't happen, and to me it 

just goes nght back to the beginning of grade 10, where you guys really 

don? value teaching Gina" 1 said, "Ail you guys do is hang your hat on 

communication. Have you yet brought in someone to teach sign language 

to you." 1 said, "Gees, 1 can bring in my people to do it. But you don't 

want them in here." 1 said, "I've offered you and offered you and offered 

you, and here we are back at square one again." This computer expert, 

who's brought in, that the principal said is going to adapt al1 the programs, 

1 tumed to her - no the principal tumed to her - "Well this is so and so 

and she's going to do this." 
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WeU she goes on h a  spiel of what she's all about, and at the end of 

it, I said, "Can you adapt the programs?" She said, "No 1 can't." 1 looked 

at the principal and I said, "WeU 1 guess it's time to go to Hihan 

University. He said, "Oh no, they can't do that'' - da dit, da dit, da dit. 

Marlena just went back to her notes and said, "Listen, you said if you can't 

do it then we're allowed to approach H i b a n  University." We caught 

them with their pants d o m  again. 

Bi11 felt that he should have been asked to sit in on the interview for the new TA . 

He States, "And that five people interviewed her and ail that crap. Wait a minute, nobody 

asked me to go to the interview." The principal calleci Bill the night they finally hired a 

new TA and let him know that she was a dietician and was v q  educated. Bill's explains 

his reaction to this information and the circumstances around this cail: 

As long as the teacher, you know, gives her direction, then that's great. So 

1 hung up the phone, and 1 just sat there and went, iike what's the dietician 

got to do with it dl. One of my cornplains 1s t  year was that the TA was 

uneducated and that's the way 1 was putting it at the meeting. So when the 

recent TA was hired this point was emphasized by the principal. 

Bill expresses his feelings about the schools handling of this situation: 

No. No. To me it wasn't a gross oversight. Tt was a matter of when al1 that 

hally went down, after aU the promises that were made, that there would 

be someone there to do crossover with Tara and Gina, to learn some of 

Gina's sign language, some of her needs, and how best to support her in 
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the classmom. When it came down that she went on her exact due date, 

that she told them that she was going, and they hadn't anybody 

in tdewed - what that told me v e y  loud and clearly is, they don't value 

Gina I made that very clear at the meeting. 

Bill related that their response to his observation that they didn't value Gina was, 

"Oh, they just said they're very busy. This is the fastest they've ever acted and we just 

went back to the notes of the previous meeting that they promised that this would be in 

place." Bill related that two months had passed between the time the TA had announced 

her leaving until the new TA was put in place. 

The previous year, during one of the meetings with Bill and his support people, 

school personnel had suggested that it was difficult for them to accommodate Gina's 

needs at that school and that she would be better provided for at another school. He 

recalls, '"Gina needs this and the other thing and the best place for Gina [another school] 

to get everything she needs.' They put a positive swing on it. 'This is dl for Gina, really 

it im't?"' Bill viewed the placement class that they referred to as being a segregated 

classroom. Bill felt that 'This is not what Gina needs. This is what they need. It's not 

co&ontational. It's not. They do this with a very positive swing to it and they're ail 

s i h g  on one side of the table going yeah, yeah, yeah." 

Bill described the seating arrangement during these meetings: 

Well the k t  meeting, like I'm pretty good at that. The first meeting they 

nied to sit al1 on one side, but they had a couple of chairs in between and 1 

know better than that. So Marlena sat between one and 1 sat between the 
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others. You know, like I don't play this. That's confrontational nght there. 

But that's what they want. They want the power on the one side and us on 

the other begging. 1 don't play that game. Marlena and 1 and if someone 

else is with us and we have brought o t h a  people into it, we just sit around 

the table, and we try to get there first so they got no choice but to sit dong 

side one of us. 

"She's changing attitudes. 1 don? think so." 

Bill's experience with the IEP process has provided him the opportunity reflect on 

what he would do differently if he had to relive it again. He states, 

I'd have the MAPS with great follow-up. That's the way I'd have done it. 

That we al1 focus on Gina and h a  day. That we al1 hold each other 

accountable and stop this power stmggle - and it's a power struggle. 

Bill's perception of those in power in our schools is ''This is my castle, my school." 

Bill shared these thoughts on the type of school he thought a child with 

challenging needs should attend. He states: 

Well there's some schools in this city that the philosophy and the support - 

- the support is there - maybe not the dollars yet. But they're very 

creative. There are some of us who believe that Gina's peers help teach 

Gina 'cause she has a thirst for reason. That Gina is valuable. She can 

l e m .  She can be a productive member of society, and that us as her 

teachers, myself included there, if she's not learning something, it's not 
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because she doesn't want to - it's to me - we're doing something wrong. 

Let's try something d i f f i t  instead of saying she can't Let's fmd if yes 

she can, but where? Udess it's a physical reason why she can't - that's 

the only reason 1 want to hear it - it's physical. 1 don't believe Gina will 

ever be an astronaut. Don't get me wmng with that. But they're things 

that Gina c m  do that will fù.EU her life to be a productive member of 

society. 1 think we have an obligation to provide that to her - that 

oppominity. 

Bill's attempts through the years to have an appropriate IEP process established to 

support Gina's schooling has at tirnes caused hùn to wony about possible negative 

repercussions for Gina He states, '4 used to. But now, like grade 1 1 is almost over. She 

only got a year lefi. They can't do any more damage. They really can't." Bill is hoping 

that Gina's last year in school will be better. His reason for this hope lies in the situation 

with the present principal. Bill explains his optimism "He retires in Iune and 1 can't wait. 

1 hope grade twelve is going to be better." 

Bill comrnents on the role of the TA. He states, "The TA shoufd not be velmed 

to the student." He explains: 

The reason is that the student becornes dependant on this TA. They 

[student] must be taught by the teacher. This is very important not just for 

the student, but for hidher peers. A teacher m u t  teach al1 students in the 

classroom. If a student is tied to a TA, then the TA is doing the teaching. 

This is wrong. A TA should never support a student for anyrnore than two 
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years. What 1 think would be nice is one year. If a student has a TA for 

more than one or two years, they [TAS] don't push them [snidents], they 

make choices for them and they don't even know it, and they would argue 

that isn't so with them. People with special needs are not stupid. They 

can get people to do dl the work if we don't put safeguards around such 

issues. 

Bill dso addresses the need for TA'S to be qualifiecl to work with students, that they be 

certified for the positions they occupy. He states: 

In a perfect world the educators would see that the TAS need skills to 

support students in the clasmom. They would have to be certified for 

elementary/junior highhgh school and be upgraded every two years. 

With this in place you would get a better TA with many skills to help the 

teacher teach the student in the classroom, and the TA wouid stay at that 

level. 

Bill ends with these reflections on the past and a look to the hture. He states: 

It's been suggested to leave Gina there for another year, another grade 

twelve, which will make Gina 21 when she leaves school, and 1 know I'm 

legally allowed to do tha. But 1 can't leave her there for another year. 1 

can't wait to Say good-bye to the education system. Yes, a lot of people 

tell me that Gina is blazing trails for the kids to follow. She's changing 

attitudes. I don't t h .  so. I really don't. She'll graduate with her peers 

and that's the end of it. That's enough for me. I'm going to take a break 
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but thni I'm going back fighting with other families. Yes, 1 am going to 

go back. 1 think the school board needs someone that is slightly removed 

to raîtle the cage. 



85 

Beverley's and Robert's Storv 

Beverley and Robert have two children, a son and a daughter. Their daughter, 

Molly, has a number of challenging needs. Before I relate the story of Molly and h a  

parents' experïences in the education system, Beverley explah  the circumstances around 

Moliy's ne& and describes her men@: 

Molly has Cerebral Palsy which challenges her physically, visually [legally 

blind] and intellectually. So she's basicaily fWy dependent on others. She 

has some seinires and she has a gastrostomy now, as of last summer -- 

summer before. But she is extremely bright and she's extremely healthy. 

She cornmunicates with no problem. She knows exactly what she wants 

and how she's going to get it. You just have to know her well to be able to 

pick up on what she's a s h g  for. 

To see that her needs were met h m  birth, both parents have been involved with 

professionds from various disciplines to deal with issues related to health, farnily support 

and education. Their story is reconstructed fkom their experiences in the education 

system as parents of a child with disabilities. 

Institution to Snecial School 

Molly was four when she entered the institution. The decision to place Molly in 

an institution was a difficult one for both Beverley and Robert: 

We were living in Cprovince] at the tirne. We moved to [province] in 89 

and because of the lack of supports that w m  offered to us as a family at 
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that point in thne, Molly went into the [institution named]. It was a very 

dif5cult decision for us even though she was home with us every weekend 

and 1 volunteered at her school sethg during the week and Robert used to 

stop in and see her on his way home fiam work. It was still an incredible 

difficult tirne for her because there certainly wasn't enough support for her 

to deveiop the way we felt it was necessary for her. So that was really an 

ongoing battle. It was very difncult. 

Beverley describes their relationship with the institution as being 'hot very good." 

Both Beverley and Robert expected to be involved in Molly's care. They were expecting 

to have much more input than the institution may have heen accustomed to receiving. 

So we anived with a whole lot of expectations and 1 don't think they ever 

had a parent input, Like we expected to have. As soon as your child would 

go into care, then everything is provided. We didn't want them to provide 

for Molly. We still wanted to provide and they had a very difficult tirne 

with that when I said I still want to buy her al1 her clothes. 

There were also other issues at the institution that were not very comforting to both 

Beverley and Robert. They had concems about her educational program. Beverley 

explains that, 'There was a teacher there available. But she (Molly) saw him a couple of 

t h e s  a week and it was nothing major. You know there wasn't really any - a lot of 

things going on." Another concem centered around the Level of stafling at the 

institution. She remembers that, 

Staff was always too low to how many kids were there. Staff duties took 
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prionty over what the kids needed to have done. Her food, it was just a 

very difficult t h e .  1 think the kids were basically fd, bathed dresseci and 

ignored most of the tirne. 

Beverley also made refemce to the physical environment. She -tes that, "When 

we amived it was stiIl ward sleeping and the big steel cribs and that." Fiaally, there was 

an abuse situation that involved Molly. Beverley recalls that, ''Molly received second 

degree burns. Molly never went back to the training center &er that." 

". . . like going home." 

When Molly was five and six and living at the institution, she attended a special 

segregated facility for students with special needs. While things Beverley described 

t h g s  as 'hot very good" at the institution, the situation at the special school was 

différent. 

It was wonderful. 1 learned a lot. 1 volunteered one full day when she 

went and so I would arrive and basically be her care-giver that day and 

support person and teacher. It was really a good learning expenence 

because of what they had under one roof. I was quite convinced that she 

shouidn't leave - that she had everything that she should have - there 

under one roof. 

In her refiections on Molly's attendance at this school Beverley States that, 

1 guess in hindsight, 1 wish she had never went. 1 don? think there is 

anything they offer at [schoot nâmed] that can't be offered within the 
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creative and innovative in what we do. 

The kind of relationship that existed between the M a t  the special school an 

Beverley and Robert durhg the two years Molly attended this school can best be 

understood fkom Beverley's comments. 

It was great. 1 mean there were certainly some things that needed to be 

addressed here and there. She actually just went back for an assessrnent 

and it was like going home. It was wondemil just to see the people and 

everybody was redy excited. 

Beverley recalls their participation in the planning of Molly's program during the two 

years she spent at this school. 

Yes, probably. Yeah we were. Now it was new to us. School was new to 

us of course, when your child fïrst starts school. So, 1 think we were 

probably finding our way the first year. But we were very involved and we 

quite appreciated the support we received and 1 really felt that 1 leamed a 

lot, the t h e  that we spent t h e .  

Transitional Planning 

Because of school policy, Molly was only pennitted two years attendance at this 

school. Beverley explains that, "Of course at that time they did the two year placements 

and when that two years came to a close we had to make the decision." This poiicy 

required Beverley and Robert to begh transitionai planning for Moliy's entry into the 
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public school system well in advance of her leaving the special schooL "We started 

planning almoa a year in advance. So 1 think it wouid have been October. Then the 

following September she was going to be entering the public school system." The 

transitional planning process for Molly was in place. Administrative personnel from the 

outgoing facility, two members nom the school board, and her parents were to develop 

this plan. 

Beverley and Robert were informed at the time that Molly could have a choice of 

placements within the public system and provisions were made to facilitate the process. 

We were told that MoUy couid go into a segregated setting - a particdar 

school - or she could be Mly integrated into our neighbourhood school. 

They took us to see the two school environrnents and we chose that she 

should go to our neighbourhood school. We didn't want her to be 

segregated. We did that and once we made that decision, the principal and 

the two primary teachers came over to meet Molly a couple of limes. 

Then Molly came over to the school a couple of times with one of the 

workers fiom [special school] I thought that was good, that this planning 

that we were doing to have a sense of what needed to be done. 

Although a transition team and a plan were in place, Beverley was to later 

question its effectiveness. "1 am not exactly sure what good it did." Her statement was in 

response to the displacement of support personnel (teacher assistants) during the fmt 

month of school and subsequent impact and disruption for Molly, her parents and the 

school. Beverley explains the circw~lstsl~lces around this situation. 
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Then came Septernber and we starteci school and it was probably the wont 

experience in my We. The first month of school she went through four 

teacher assistants because of union things. People bumping people and 

that kind of stungoing on. Molly is certainly much more tolerant, has 

much more patience since she has been fully integrated. But at that time 

and when she's not happy in a situation she just yeIls and you imow cause 

that 's how she communicates. She's either happy or she's pissed off. It 

was very difficult for everybody and my big thhg was 1 wanted everything 

to work out because my concem was for the other children as well. You 

know if things aren't going - if Molly is not supported well then the other 

class, the kids are going to d e r  because of it and we didn't want that to 

happen. 

Primarv - Basicallv a wIite-off! 

Moily was not the f h t  child with disabilities at her new school, but as Beverley 

explains: "She was probably the first child with as many needs as she has. So, that it 

probably was their first experience with someone in a chair who was fully dependent." 

Both Beverley and Robert are members of the local Association for Community Living. 

Because of their affiliation with this support network they were aware of certain "best 

practices" that would provide them input into Molly's program. In particular, they would 

fust want to approve her individual educational plan. 

We made it clear fkom the start that we had to approve everythuig in 
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regards to what they were doing with her and because 1 had the wonderfbl 

opportunity of knowing Erin Cpseudonym for parent advocate] before and 

being involved in a very dynamite family support group. We came 

togethex over a lot of issues around the closing of the childreds training 

centres. This little parent group had been together for awhile and we 

really learned a lot from each other and corn people that were involved 

The fkst IEP meeting to discuss Molly's program took place early that fall. "It 

would have been October, Septemba or October. That's something we generally try to 

push for that will happen right away, as soon as possible." The parents had input into the 

development of the IEP, but as Beverley explains, " . . . I am not sure how knowledgeable 

we were at that tirne." A number of support personnel also provided input into Molly's 

IEP: An itinerant from her special school, a speech therapist and a physiotherapist had 

put together their programs for the school to follow. In addition the school would 

develop their program. As Beverley put it, "Everybody was involved in that fkst 

meeting." 

It was during this initial IEP meeting that Beverly would fïrst encounter an 

attitude that questioned the Ml  time placement of her daughter in the prhary class. 

Molly's class teacher addressed the issue of Molly's apparent tiredness in the afternoon 

and sought options outside the classroom. Beverley recalls that time and makes her 

intention clear as to where she wanted Molly to be during the aftenioon class. 

Now of course the teacher's attitude at that time was, "Wouldn't there be 

another place that Molly could go in the aftemoon because she seems to 



92 

get so tired at that time." 1 said, "Well not that I h o w  of because every 

other"- she was sevm at the time - ''evq other seven year old as far as 1 

know, goes to school. So 1 don't think so." So there are a lot of little 

things like that to work out. 

Although both Beverley and Robert felt that they had input into Molly's IEP, 

Beverley felt uncertain about its outcomes. 'Tm not sure exactly what was being 

foiiowed." Also both were no? experienced enough to know at that point, what if 

anything, was missing h m  the IEP. When the IEP was hally written, Beverley felt that 

it looked okay, but sensed that there was something wrong. 'Vhen I fmt saw the IEP, 

even though we discussed it, all of us . . . 1 h e w  there was something missing." Beverley 

had previously referred to their inexperience with school when she talked about Molly's 

entering the special segregated school. "School was new to us of course when your child 

first staas school. So 1 think we were probably £Ming our way the h t  year." This 

inexperience was still evident when Molly entered primary, but it was quickly 

disappearing. "The goals seemed to be appropriate. But there was no means of getting 

there." 

Beverly also saw that the attitude of school personnel toward Molly's placement 

was for social as opposed to academic reasons. ". . . you know the big t h g  was, she's 

here socially, right? You really don't want her to. . . ." This attitude became evident 

during theK first IEP meeting with the school as Robert explains: 

1 mean when we sat down at her first IEP in primas, and half way through 

the meeting, the principal at the time said, "Oh, so you mean she's not just 
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there socially. You want h m  to do academics too." 

Through the help of their support network, both Beverley and Robert began to 

understand how MoIly codd participate beyond just a social level in the primary class. 

So 1 called Erin and 1 said, "Something's missing but 1 can't pinpoint it." 

Erin said, ' T U  corne up." 1 said, "Oh no, you're too busy." But she did. 

She came up the next night and actuaily sat d o m  with Robert and 1. She 

put the pieces of the puzzle together for us and helped us to understand 

what codd be accomplished. It was us having a better sense of what could 

be done for math for Molly. What could be done for the different subject 

areas. So once that happened it really helped me understand things much 

more. 

Beverley felt that the school personnel really didn't know what to do with respect 

to educational p r o g r d g  for Molly. Beverley describes what she observed during one 

of her volunteer sessions in Molly's class during her first t e m  in primary. She States: 

They really didn't r e d y  know what they were doing with her, and it 

wasn't until - it was probably December when it actuaIly hit me and 1 was 

at the school so much that they finally gave me a job to do. I was spending 

so much time at the school they gave me some specific things that 1 codd 

do because 1 was driving the teacher crazy 1 think. Because I wanted to be 

helpful more than anything, if they needed me, so that their job would be 

easier - that was always my intent. 

But it wasn't until, it was early December and 1 was in the classroom and 
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the teacher assistant and myself- the kids were going to do a craft and 

this was lchd of like a revelation when this happened this day. Molly is 

over here and of course ail the kids are over here and I waited for the TA 

to take Moily over to the group of kids to glue on this cotton for their 

Santas. She didn'f so 1 brought Molly over to my circle of kids who I was 

helping and so we did that and 1 put some cotton on Molly's hand. . . . it 

took maybe ten minutes. Next thing they were going over to reading 

circle. In a very loud voice the teacher said to the TA, "Are you and Molly 

coming over to reading circle now?" The response was, "Oh no, Molly 

now has to do her sensory." And I thought, oh my Go4 if Molly would 

have glued on her cotton, that would have been her sensory stuff and it 

wouldn't have been any big "baa hoo" and she wouldn't have to miss 

reading circle. So that was Like - it just kind of went - oh my God! 

Beverley's vivid recall of this particular experience four years ago and the exact 

conversation related to this incident in the classroom help emphasize the impact it had on 

her. It also helps to dernonstrate her ability to see how Molly's individual program can be 

adapted to regular classroom activities. A second incident occurred later that day, 

Then as 1 was leaving the classroom that day the teacher took me aside to 

tell me that she lmew 1 would understand that Molly would not be able to 

be involved in the Christmas concert that year because they would not be 

able to get her wheelchair on the stage. 

These two incidents with the classroom teacher in addition to her earlier 
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suggestion to segregate Molly in the afternoon would prompt Beverley to review the 

experience of Molly's first four months in school and prepare for some specific action to 

improve the situation. She explains: 

1 guess the two things came so close together 1 couldn't respond to this 

woman and 1 basicaliy left the school. The principal wasn't in that day or 

1 would have spoke to him because he actually was a really good guy and 

1 did appreciate his support. But he wasn't in and by the time 1 got home 

1 was no longer pissed off. 1 was angy and 1 phoned the school board 

and 1 talked to the sub-system Supervisor of Specid Senrices, who 1 

talked to a lot actually that fint year and basicaily said, "Melanie 1 don? 

care how they get her on the stage 1 expect her to be part of the concert 

and if they're singllig one Song - they're primary and so it's no big deal." 

Beverley's actions in this situation resulted in prompt response fiom the principal. 

"So 1 got a call from the principal saying, 'Beverley it was a misunderstanding."' 

Beverley felt that was not the case. "1 thought no way because of the way she told me." 

Molly was eventually included in the Christmas concert. 

So she was included but again it was a big "baa hoo." How are we going 

to do it? Well there were three stairs. 1 could have taken her up myself at 

that point in time and 1 said that 1 would. However, I don't feel it was my 

role. 

Robert's interpretation of this incident is expressed in his following comment: 

'They tumed a mole hi11 into a mountain quite quickly." 



96 

Beverley had some very definite opinions about that first year in public school. 

She classified the year this way "The first year was basically a write-oEW Although this 

was Beverley's impression of the year for Molly, there were positive developments. A 

MAPS (Multi - Action Planning System) session was conducted in January- 

M A P S  

Because of what happened at Christmas tirne with the incident 1 told you 

about, we had a MAPS in January that fint year. WeU, we basically went 

through the six steps. Except they didn't do the last step. Step number 

seven, which was plan a day in the life of Molly. 1 though that was the 

most important step because then it would at least give the teacher a sense 

of - these are the things 1 cm do. The school board said, 'Wo, that 's not 

our job. We don? tell the teacher how to do their job. It's up to the 

teacher to plan the day." It was a really disappointing process because they 

didn't. 

It is interesthg that the school board personnel's perception of step seven in the 

Maps process was seen as telling the classroom teacher how to do thei. job. While 

Beverley's perception of the exclusion of step seven was: "1 still felt , well there's the 

teacher, she still doesn't know what to do with Molly in the class. It was very 

hstrating." However, Beverley did see some good corne £iom the MAPS process. 

The maps, although it probably wasn't conducted exactly the way it should 

have been as far as how to plan a day for Molly, 1 think it at least gave 



97 

everyûody involved a better sense of what our expectations were for Molly 

at school. 

Robert felt that it was beneficial. He explains: 

It askcd sorne questions in terms of what we think about Molly and her 

fiiture in particular. It's not often that we get an opportunity to thllik past 

tomorrow for her or for your family for that matter because of her. Yeah, 

it was beneficial. 1 think in particular it opened a lot of eyes to the school 

people about MoUy and about where - how Molly fit into our family and 

the importance of that. 

Robert believes that it was the MAPS process that gave them a better perspective on the 

IEPs that were developed for Molly. "1 think it wasn't until we had the MAPS session 

that we really had any confidence or cornfort in the IEPs that were beiug drawn up." 

Beverley states, "1 think it probably gave everybody a better idea of the expectations for 

Molly in regards to how we wanted her to be included, which was hilly included." 

The MAPS session was initiated by school board personnel. However, in 

preparation for it, Beverley and Robert conducted some preliminary work themselves. 

Their affiliation with a support network allowed access to a resource person and advocate 

who supplied an orientation to what MAPS encompassed. Beverley explained the 

circumstances surmunding the initiation of the MAPS session and their knowledge and 

expectations about the process. Although the MAPS session was suggested by personnel 

from the school board, both Beverley and Robert expressed some concerns: 

It was her [ Melanie, Supervisor of Student Services] suggestion that we 
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have a MAPS session but there was no information, she didn't provide =y 

information to us as a family or the school as to what a MAPS was. So we 

contacted Erin lparent advocate]. EM actually came up and the whole 

group of us barent support p u p ]  went through the MAPS session. W e  

watched videos and had some written information, actual texts and that as 

to what the steps were so we could prepare ourseives a Little bit. I gave the 

information to the principal - some of the wrinen information, saying this 

is what the M A P S  is. I then found out that there was nothing that was 

provided to him at that time. Just to give hun an idea beforehand. 

First Grade - 'Tt Was a Good Year. A Reallv Good Year!" 

The first year was felt to be mostly a write-off for Molly but her second year was 

different. Beverley would take a more active role in the development of Molly's 

program. This involvement would come at the invitation of the class teacher. 

So come second year - grade one - she had a fabdous teacher who 

welcomed me into her class and said let's work together. 'What do you 

want to do? Can you do some stuf f  for me? Like do some tactile stuff." I 

spent basically that whole year, much to Erin's chagrin* helping to develop 

the curriculum for Molly. 

Beverley would see herself spend most of that year involved in developing 

materials for Molly's program. While Beverley was pleased to have a teacher that openly 

welcomed her support, she was still not sure whether Molly's program would be adapted. 
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Because even though I had a receptive teacher, 1 stiU wasn't sure that some 

of the materials would be adapted in the class. So 1 began doing some 

books and writing some books and developing some things and that kind 

of stuff - all tactile SM. 

Beverley was pleased with the how things went for herself and Moily in grade 

one. The grade one teacher's welcoming attitude and her openness to accept help f?om 

Beverley made grade one a more enjoyable place to be in cornparison to primary. She 

recalls, " It was a good year. It was a really good year." 

Grade Two - ' A  Reallv Fnistrating Year!" 

During grade two and three most of the communication regarding Molly and her 

program came fiom the resource teacher. 

The last two years we had - the resource teacher was - she just actually 

retired so 1 think it was probably a good thing. She was a very negative 

person. Every thing about Molly was negative and whatever, she had to 

Say or &te or whatever, was always done in a negative tone. 

Interestingly, Beverley noted that it was the resource teacher who had the least 

direct contact with Molly, yet was always present and was the most vocal person at the 

planning meetings regarding Molly's program. Beverley explains why she believed that 

this was the case. "1 think she was probably put in that d e .  That she's the one that's 

going to, you know chair the meeting. That kind of thing." Surprisingly, Molly's 

classroom teachers who saw her continually on a daily basis seemed to have the least to 
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Say at these meetings. Beverley describes the mood and atrnosphere at these meetings: 

Just really frustratirtg and really disappointing. Just because you know 1 

would arrive with ail this sniffand some articles and my books 1 created 

and Say these are some things 1 have done. 1 am willing to help you how.  

Please. You know I've always said that. Whatever 1 can do to help the 

classroom stu& Let me know. The teacher barely said anything - this 

teacher. 

Beverley felt that grade two had been a really disappointing year and that this was 

directly related to the teacher's reluctance to include Molly as one of the class and her 

silence at meetings. 

The teacher was just a woman who didn't talk to you and didn't share. 1 

don't think 1 even went to parent-teacha interviews. Robert went that 

year because 1 was so frustrated with her because she didn't take part: she 

didn't accept ownership of Molly as one of her students and I felt that - 1 

guess it was just, 1 don't know, a really htrating year. 

Beverley feeis that this teacher's lack of accepting Molly as one of her students 

was evident to them during their meetings. She explains that, "Yes because she didn't 

participate. Like she didn't open her mouth at meetings. It was the resource teacher or 

the principal that spoke." 

It was not only at these meetings that Beverley found Molly's grade two teacher 

with Little to Say: '7 mean the teacha wouldn't even talk to me. She'd see me on the 

playground and she'd turn her head and walk the other away." Beverley made her 
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concerns about this lack of relationship with Moliy's teacher h o w n  to the principal. 

"Now of course when 1 talked to the principal about if she'd Say, 'It's just hm 

personality. That's the way she is.' 1 thought, what's she doing teaching, you know." 

But even under these circum~taflces Beverley felt that Molly's needs were being 

addressed, "The only saving grace was at this h e  we had a most excellent TA and she 

was dynamite and I knew that Molly's needs were being met even though the teacher had 

this major attitude." Beverley concluded her r e c d  of Molly's grade two experience as: ". 

. . a really hstrating y-." Robert's perception was similar: 

It was a typical case of one step fionvard and two steps back. Just when we 

thought in grade one that we made some progress and we were relatively 

pleased, we had some more work to do and some lobbying to do and that 

was largely unsuccessful in trying to get those teachers tumed, in those 

two successive years. 

It is interesthg to note that Molly's grade two teacher was teaching at the school 

when Molly was in grade one and would have had opportunity to know Molly and her 

parents before she became Molly's teacher. 

Grade Three - "Gang Bang" 

Beverley's experience with Molly's grade three program was as she put it, "Last 

year was a little better." Beverley explains that a number of conditions existed to allow 

Molly's needs to be met. However she contuiued to have c o n c m  about the teacher's 

genuine acceptance of Molly in the class. 
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They had a very creative teacher in grade three. But again, Like she wasn't 

that interested. 1 mean it's evident. You know when sorneone's interested 

in your child and when they're not. But again we had the same TA for 

three years? h m  grade one, two and h e .  So she knew MoUy welI and 1 

knew that her needs were being met as weU because of the other three 

professionals in her iife - physio, speech and itinerant. So we got a lot of 

technical aids and ciiffirent things kough them. So her basic program 

was being carried out and 1 knew that she was basically being included in 

the classroom for pretty much everythhg. 

Throughout these years Beverley has always offered her assistance to the 

classroom teacher, both in class assistance and outside by trmsporting Molly to class 

field trips, so that she wouldn't miss out on these activities. 4 felt that we worked really 

hard and we had done as much as we c m  to offer to do whatever. Let me know when you 

want me. You know." The same level of support provided by Molly's parents to facilitate 

her present placement may have been lacking on the part of school personnel. Beverley 

describes a meeting they had with school personnel to discuss supporting Molly in her 

program. She identifies the personnel: 

It would have been the TA, the principal, 1 don't even think the teacher 

showed up last year - the resource, Robert and 1. There were two TAS 

there because one TA had a medical background. So she was able to have 

this medical input. 

Robert supplies the following comection to Beverley's statement and illustrates 



the classroom teacher's lack of input into the meeting: 

1 think the teacher was there. 1 just don't think she was vocal at dl. 1 

think when a question was asked - 1 mean you'd be looking at the teacher 

asking a question and the response would corne fiom either the principal 

or îhe resource teacher or the TA. 

Beverley continues to explain why she felt it was a very negative meeting. 

We were at this meeting last year and it was really really negative and 

there were some health concems that people were concerned about and 

that kind of thing. . . . Well, our thing is we want Molly's quality of life 

to be the best that it can be in every respect. Well right away the resource 

teacher, "Well it can't be because she is not doing well. She's unhappy 

and this and that'' and then the nursing person said, 'Tm sure she's going 

to dehydrate." Because she has a lot of bowel problems which we were 

attempting to sort out. 

We were working diligently with her pediatrïcian during this time 

and trying to figure out what was going on. She was having some 

seizures and med changes d u ~ g  that time. You know you kind of have 

to give time for some of this stuff to work through because it just doesn't 

change ovemight. But it was a gang bang as far as Robert and 1 sitting 

there. We always tell other parents never go to a meeting by yourself for 

God sakes. You h o w  we thought we had exceeded that point. We went 

and 1 think you how,  1 don't think we'll ever go to a meeting again by 
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ourselves. That type of meeting anyway. But it was just negative. That 

is Molly's fault. You h o w  we can't do enough for her. She's having too 

many seizures. 

Beverley relates who was voicing the concems. 'The resource led it off, but I*m 

sure it was because of the input h m  the two TA'S. She was having a bit of gagging 

problem which ended up ail being directly related to her constipation." A solution was 

presented by the resource teacher. Beverley explains, 

The other thing that was refmed to actuaUy at this meeting was, the 

resource teacher said, T o u  know there's a [segregated] school over in 

[place and school named] . . . . 1 know there is a lot of G-tube kids that go 

over there." 

Beverley comments on how feeding Molly is perceived by the teacher as a senous 

problem requiring to be solved by placùig Molly in a segregated school. "Now Molly 

eats al1 her meals. Al1 her stuffis pureed, but she just gets two supplements. Two cans of 

supplement a day basically through her G-tube and that's it. So basically she's eating 

everythbg else." For Beverley this was not seen as a problern of any magnitude. 

The content of the meeting had a strong exnotional impact on Beverley as did the 

principal's interpretation of the nature of the meeting. 

I barely made it to the &ont doors and 1 was in tears by the time I reached 

it and I don? usually get to that point anymore. 1 just get pissed off and 

then work it out. The principal was following behind us and poor 

[principal namedl saying, 'Wow that was positive wasn't it?" When she 
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reached me 1 said, 'Tm sorry, 1 can't even taik to you about it nght now." 

Following this meeting Beverley and Robert received a written report on Molly as 

part of the IEP process. Beverley particularly took issue with the language of the report 

and describes her response: 

Shortly after that we received like an mual little update on Molly. It was 

the most negative thing 1 have ever seen in my life and it sat for two weeks 

before 1 could do anyihuig with it, and they needed it because - or they 

needed us to sign it and send it back, because that's the deal. Like they 

don't do anyihing without our signature on it. Finally sat down to go over 

it and 1 basicaily had to change things - Iike the wording was very 

inappropnate. 1 went through the whole thing and 1 changed it. 1 changed 

dl the wording. You know . . . '%becuse Molly is confineci to a 

wheelchair, she can't participate at this tirne." So I went through the 

whole h g  and changed it. 

We wrote a letter and sent it to the school board and said we have 

been dealing with this long enough. This is shit. We shouldn't have to be 

dealing with it. It's your responsibility. [The principal named] was very 

disappointeci with us because we had to take it outside the school. The 

report came back. It was ali nice and tidy and it was much more positive. 

To deal with the issues smounding Moliy's medical needs at school, Beverley 

and Robert cailed her pediatrician. It was arranged for Molly to spend fiom a Monday to 

Friday on a care-by-parent unit at the children's hospital, d e r  which time a case 
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conference was arranged with school personnel. Members h m  the school consisted of 

the principal, the TA , resource teacher and a p m n  h m  the school board. Molly's 

classroom teacher was not present at this confierence. Beverley describes her view of the 

parent-professional relationship as portrayeci during the case conference: 

So Moiiy's pediatrician was there. Her neurologist dropped in to let thern 

[school personnel] h o w  that unies her face is niming blue and she's 

having a seinire in the last ten minutes, they don't have to worry about it. 

But the interesting thing was that ail the information that they asked and 

was given back to them was no different than the information that we 

[parents] had given them. . . . You know they had to hear it fiom the 

professional. They didn't believe us - which was really interesting. 

In general Beverley and Robert had specific reflections with respect to their 

interactions with some professionals in the education fieId. Beverley, in her 

conversations with Moliy's grade four teacher, described their interactions as being on the 

same level. 

Well, we just ta& to each other like regular folks, not me t a b g  to 

someone who is up here; who is in an authoritative position. Which in 

some yean that's the way 1 felt with some of the teachers who might be a 

little bit older than myself. 1 think - felt that they h e w  what they were 

doing. They didn't need to ask me anything. 1 thuik there are ways that at 

times parents are kind of regulated to feel very small. 1 think I kind of felt 

that way a number of times in regards to other teachers not being able to 
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communicate. 

Beverley explains what she meant by feeling srnaIl. "Just that what 1 had to say 

about Molly wasn't taken seriously." Robert added: 'That they lmew it al1 and you didn't 

know anything. That kind of feeling." Beverley fiuther adds to Robert's perspective. 

The information that we attempted to give to the school in regards to 

Molly -seizures, bowel movements and how to G-tube her - was never 

good enough. They needed to hear it h m  the professionals. They needed 

a nurse to come in and do a big demonstration of how to tube feed Molly. I 

went in and 1 did it and off& to do it again. But no, they had a nurse go 

in and do it. T'ose types of things. There are even some questions around 

the TA who seems to be - have still a lot of questions about feeding ha .  

When we went to [school named], that was one of her things. She wanted 

some feeding tips, which somewhat ticks me off because 1 am her mother 

and we have been feedhg her for 12 years and 1 think we are doing a 

pretty good job. Thauk you very much! 1 offer, but 1 don? want to - ah, 1 

don? want to get into their space. 

Robert felt that this particular issue around the tube feeding scenario should not 

have been a big deal. Nor should it have gone as fa .  or on as long as it did. 

1 guess what's probably ktrat ing is that we see so many people in the 

medical profession on Moiiy's behalf in relation to her concems, and the 

common phrase used with us, and I'm sure with ever other parent, is 'lou 

h o w  your child best." So when sorneone says we a s  parents can't come 
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in and show them something related to our daughter, that we do day in and 

day out, it tends to be a bit of a kick in the ass. 

Robert felt that the issue of feeding MoUy through her tube while at school should 

have been a chance to problem solve. But as he explains, 

The thinking was, you know, so reghnented that there had to be a policy 

before we can do this- And it was - 'Tm not sure we can do this" - rather 

than this is an opportunity or a challenge. Let's rise to the occasion - you 

h o w .  It was always fiction. 

Beverley amibutes the situation to being "just attitude." 

Beverley brings things into perspective by relating to her son's school 

expenences. He is labelled normal and as she descn'bes, 

He kind of just slides right through the school system year by year. How 

easy it is for him. So there is a lot of you know - shit - that we have to 

deal with that we don't have to deal with with him. 

Robert agrees with Beverley's perception of their problems with school personnel 

when he states, "There are a lot of road blocks and many of them are mental roadblocks." 

It is also her son's experiences in school that Beverley draws upon to help her put things 

into perspective with respect to Molly's education. 

They weren't tracking her progress whatsoever. They kept telling me that 

they don't do that for kids. They don't tmck progress. 1 didn't realize 

exactiy what 1 meant and 1 didn't realize what was missing until my son 

started school. In primary, when 1 had my nrst teacher inteniew, she got 
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all his work h m  the very beginning of school until here. I thought, Jesus 

Chna. That is what is missing with MoUy. I can see his progress in h n t  

of me. So 1 kept going back to them and saying, 'You h o w  we're not 

tracking her progress" and they kept telling me - they just didn't 

understand what 1 meant. 

Beverley felt that to a certain extent there was some discussion through the IEP 

process as to what goals or objectives had been achieved. But not in a way that it would 

be beneficial to the teacher who would be teaching Molly the following year. There 

wasn't any indication as to whether somethuig was working or not w o r b g  and why 

continue with something, if it's not working. "We need to track that kind of stuff so there 

is something on papa  for next year's teacher, so it 's not redundant." Beverley was able to 

engage the assistance of a relative to help her develop a graphing system. Every week 

there would be three days on which Molly's responses would be scored and graphed. At 

month's end, one would be able to see how she was responding in al1 her activities. 

Beverley remembers the resistance to her plan. She says it was ". . . like 

horrendous to get them to accept this. WeU it was too much work. Nobody had tirne to 

do it." Beverley felt that this resistence came fiom both the classroorn and resource 

teachers. 'Yeah, but you know it would have been resource 1 would have to be dealing 

with too, and the big change [graphing system for evaluating progress] - not receptive 

fÎom her point of view either." Beverley was forced to go to the school board to get this 

implemented. Because one of the school board support personnel had training in the area 

of integrated education, Beverley felt that this person would at least undentand where she 
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1 went through school board for this. Melanie, who was our sub-systern 

supenrisor, did the [graduate study in inclusive education]. . . . knew 

exactly what we were tallring about. I mean my point al1 dong was that 

Moily needed to have meaningfd participation that was relevant to what 

the class was doing at every given moment. So 1 went back to Melanie 

and 1 said I needed support in this and they [school personnel] took it on 

reluctantly. 

Chaneing Attitudes 

Both Beverley and Robert were becoming aware of the importance of positive 

relationships with school personnel, especially the principal. "Ever year 1 guess we gain a 

little bit more knowledge as we go." This is evidenced by Beverley's comment with 

respect to the departme of their p ~ c i p a l  at the end of grade one. It was this principal to 

whom Beverley refmed as being a "really good guy" and whose support she appreciated. 

Beverley felt that it was important to establish a good relationship with the principal. 

Then our principal changed part way through and we got a new principal- 

- 1 think at the end of her grade one. We kind of had to start al1 over 

again with the principal. Which you know it's crucial to build a 

relationship with the principal because of course, it's their school and 

blah blah blah. . . . So we probably spent grade two kind of getthg to 

h o w  this new principal [Sheila] that had corne onboard, who really 
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hadn't evem though she wanted to be helpful, she really had no idea what 

to do. So it reaily has takm us a long time to get Sheila to where we feel 

she's at least helpful now. 

Beverley and Robert were able to recd  the process that Ied to their current 

relationship with the principal and how she came to play a supportive role in Molly's Life. 

This developed through participation in a Liféstyie plansing team established for Molly. 

The local support group for the Association for Community Living, to which both 

Beverley and Robert belons provided guidance in the selection of the membership for 

this team, Le.; profession of the members of this team, the reason for their selection, and 

the purpose of the team. 

Beverley and Robert both explain the ckumstances sunounding the new support 

they received h m  the principal, after her participation as a mernber of this team. They 

speak for themselves. 

Robert: 

Her principal - we have now, for 1 guess this is the third year. It started 

out slow and we took a lot of effort to educate her and get her on side. 

One of the most beneficial things that we did, was establish a lifestyle 

planning cornmittee for Molly which included a number of people 

fiom various walks of Iife who we had dealings with; education, 

recreation, family fnendladvocate, itinerant teacher, social worker, 

Molly' s pediatrician. 

Beverley: 
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It was a group of individuals who had a stake in her life. We met once a 

month in our home. The ituiemnt teacher h m  [special school], her 

physiotherapist, her pediatrician came when she could, the principal 

fkom the school, someone h m  community care, our social worker and 

we came together - a park and rec - a wonderful integrated park and rec 

in [city named]. AU these people would corne to this and help us 

identiQ what our needs were. 

Robert: 

The criteria for, or we required, people who had the ability to make 

decisions, so that's why we didn't ask the TA or the teacher - but those 

who had the authonty to make decisions, so that we wouldn't prolong 

processes, and for the purpose of having other people involved, and 

take ownership of some of the issues, and heip us in directing some 

concems, and fïnding solutions to some concems, without totally 

burdening us with some of those. There were probably two or three 

major concems at the time surrounding Molly: education was one of 

them; transportation and respite, 1 guess. 

We would meet roughly once a month, or every six weeks, in our 

own home, so it was on our own tud  At one stage we divided. We 

named a couple of other srnaller cornmittees; transportation committee and 

a respite cornmittee. Then there were two or three people on each of 

those. Beverley on one of them and 1 sat on the other. 
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We always twk notes so that we did up minutes and we sent minutes 

out to everybody. These were the issues that were discussed. But the 

other important thing was that it was significant to have other people 

help us identiQ for otherpeople, that certain things were important, so 

that the principal was also hearùig this h m  other people and not just 

US. 

Robert: 

There were actuaUy times when we would have concems but we 

would (pause) Say there was an education concem, but we would get 

someone else to ask the question on the comminee rather than it corne 

from us, so that there wasn't a constant sort of head butting with the 

education system. 

Beverley: 

She [Sheila] was very defensive at h t .  Very defensive at times when 

we had concerns about school. Specific concems about a certain issue. 

But it certainly helped 1 think to have other people hear us, as that 

[acted as] a buffer, and turned it into a discussion, so that there was 

another perspective that she could perhaps look at. 

Whatever else this committee had accomplished, Beverley felt it had at least 

accomplished this: "1 really think with the principal's involvement on this, she finally 

began to have a better understanding of what life was like and what the issues were at 
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home and what we were stnving to do for Molly." Robert viewed it Like this: 'Tt wasn't 

realiy until last summer, I mess it was. or SuIlllller of '96, or actually, the spring of '96, 

when we actually noticed that she joined the team." Beverley and Robert used a number 

of indicators to determine that in fact the principal had become a support to them and 

Moriy. 

We had repeatedly asked as each school year was coming to a close, two 

basic questions; 1) Would Moliy's TA be coming back the foliowing 

September. 2) Could Molly hook up with her new teacher for the 

foliowing year before the current year ended? Try as we might and 

promises were made and never carried through in previous years. This 

was a request that we made probably three years running. 

It was at the end of the lifestyle planning cornmittee's second year of existence 

when things began to turn around for Beverley and Robert. They explain: 

The tell tale sign or the breakthrough was when the principal agreed to 

introduce or at least identify who the next year's teacher would be for us. 

We received a phone cal1 late in June before the end of the school year 1 s t  

year, Sheila asking if we7d like to do some transition and meet the new 

teacher who'd be coming to the school, so that - there would be a new TA 

and new teacher arriving at the school. 

The principal asked that Beverley cal1 her later in the m e r  to find out who she 

had hired. When Beverley called, the principal wanted Beverley to b o w  why she had 

hired this particular teacher. "1 called h a  in July and she said, 'I want you to know who I 
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hired. 1 want you to lmow why 1 hired him' She specincally hired this new teacher with 

Molly in mind, asked specific questions in regard to integration and al1 that kind of stun." 

Beverley and Robert gave the impression that it was because of this principal's 

involvement with the lifesty1e planning team that she had a greater understanding of 

Molly's needs and the parents' concems. 

". . . one of the less stressful years . . ." 

There were a number of developments that made grade four a very different year 

from al1 the other years Molly spent in public school. The cataIyst for this developrnent 

was the cornmitment of Beverley and Robert to see that Molly was provided with services 

and resources that she required to meet her needs in the school system. Through their 

actions they secured the support of the school principal who, upon seeing and 

understanding the needs of Molly and her family, began to prepare her school to meet 

îhese needs. Because of her new insights, the principal was able to hire a teacher whom 

she felt would best serve the needs of al1 children in the classroom, including Molly. 

Beverley's comments shed the principal's choice for the new grade four 

teac her. 'We's wondemil. Like he' s wonderfil." Beverley proceeded to elaborate on her 

comment: 

Even when we sat down to do her IPPs, because they're called PPs this 

year. But even some of the language from her previous IEPs, he picked up 

on and said, "Why do we have to keep saying - you laiow - So she cm be 

included with the class." He said, "That's a given." He said, "1 expect her 
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to be included with the class." So he has been great and it has been one of 

the l a s  stressfiil years that 1 have ever had in many ways and I'm doing 

less as far as curricuium adaptation. 

Other aspects related to the IEP pmcess such as  the meeting itself began to take a 

dinerent focus. Beverley explains, "The teacher basicaily took over. He's the one that 

basically chaired the meetings. When we'd go to a parent-teacher interview this year, it's 

him and him alone. It has made a world of difference." The IEP this year, as Robert 

explains. was drawn up by the new resource teacher in "harmony" with the teacher. How 

parental input into the IEP process occurred at this time is explained by Robert: 

We got together, al1 of us basically to sit down and review. 1 guess al1 of 

LIS agree on specific things such as communication as being one of the 

major objectives for Molly or goals in her life. So, if IEPs don't change 

drastically it's just a matter of maybe some of the objectives and activities 

and it was basically, teacher and resource teacher who worked together 

initially and then we came together to d iscw this. 

Robert feels that for the first t h e  the development of the IEP has proceeded as it 

was supposed to proceed. ". . . it was with the teacher doing the lion's share of, a) the 

work on it and b) the communication about the work that went into it." Robert describes 

how he recalls the flow of meetings prior to this year. 

Revious to that it was a case of the principal speaking for the teacher or 

the resource teacher speacing for the teacher. We were quite refieshingly 

surpised. It was a faster meeting. It was not as fhstrating or perhaps even 
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acrimonious as some of the last ones had been. 

Both Beverley and Robert had theu opinions as to why things were different. 

Robably because of the ownersbip issue, 1 think was probably why we 

would go to these meetings without great expectations, and perhps a fair 

bit of stress about them because we didn't think anything was going to 

transpire, and we thought we wodd probably lock homs again and not get 

very far. 

The previous resource teacher also was very negative - very 

negative in her approach - aiways focusing on the negative; rather than on 

the positive - on what Molly can do - and what her strengths and abilities 

are. She always focused on what she can't do - what she's missing out 

on. You h o w  they can't meet her needs and this is why - because it's her 

fault. That fiutrates me to no end right fiom the beginning. 

Beverley believes as does Robert that the big ciifference in the flow of these recent 

meetings is that the teacher took the responsibility for Molly's program, that the teacher 

has more creativity and works well with the resource teacher. "Xe seeks out 

opportunities to integrate and adapt the programs to meet Molly's needs." It is obvious 

fiom the following conversation that he feels there is a good working relationship 

between home and school. 

But he is really keen. You know, he's not afkaid to ask, and you h o w ,  it's 

just nice to have - like we're on the same level. When 1 have a 

conversation with him, it's "Cal1 me anytime. Okay." I will, and you 
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know, "Do you want to come in for this or come in for Art next week." 

You know he'll just call and say "We're going on a class trip. Can you 

transport Molly that day?" And it's just really nice where we haven't had 

that for a long tirne. 

Robert goes on to describe other attributes of this new teacher that helps to foster 

this new relationship. 'He's very open to suggestions too. 1 think in a lot of cases in 

years previous, we would make suggestions and nothing would ever happen to them." 

Robert felt that there were particular reasons why there was never any action taken on 

their suggestions. '4 think that was a reluctance to embrace Molly, to educate themselves 

about chilàren with needs." Robert suggests steps that could have been taken by the 

school to accomplish this task. 

You h o w  they could have done something as simple as calling other 

schools with children with similar needs to Molly's. Schools that were 

respected for their integration or even their segregation programs and 

found ways to make her become more a part of the classroom. 1 think it's 

a willingness actually. 

Beverley and Robert also feel that this year, for the £kt  time, they have a teacher 

who has shown interest in Molly and who is supported by the principal. They refer to a 

two &y assesment of Molly at the segregated special school. Beverley and Robert 

explain what they felt was so important about this. 

What happened though is that the teacher went for one full day and the TA 

was there for two days. So that he had a sense to see some of the different 
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things that can be developed for her and that. We never had a teacher 

show any interest. 

Beverley and Robert felt that this positive attitude by this teacher toward Molly 

and her inclusion in his class had impact on others who attended the meetings. 

I would think so. Sheila for instance grabbed me into her office one day 

when 1 happened to be in and just talked about how well Molly is doing 

this year. "She's had a fantastic year this year at school and you seem to 

be much more calmer." 1 said, "'Weli Sheila" 1 said "you h o w  (pause)." 

Well we had a bit of a taik about how the negativity aected  us as her 

parents and in tuni affecteci Molly. 

Robert also explaineci the principal's role in Molly's teacher attending her 

assessrnent for that one day: "She went to bat for us in making this happen through the 

school board; because of course there's an expense involved by having to replace that 

teacher for the day." 

Beverley feels that this year has been ' a  much more positive sort of year and they 

[schooI personnel] have gone the extra step." One of the concerns fhst addressed when 

Molly entered public school was her being tired in the afternoon. At that point in time, 

the suggestion was made that there might be some other place beside the classroom that 

Molly could be at these times. "They seem to be much more willing now to take the extra 

effort and figure out how she can stay in the classroom." Beverley explains how Molly's 

perceived tiredness is now approached in a different marner. 

1 think they're leaming that if Molly falls asleep, it's because she's bored. 
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So we've found out how Molly can have earphone inserts to be able to 

listen to things. Because in grade four they're doing things that could be 

much more quieter. So we need to figure out how we can include Molly 

with something similar to what the rest of the kids are doing. Like if they 

are doing silent reading or whatever, then she's doing some. She has 

earphones for the compter in her class, so she can being doing some of 

that work while they're doing d e n t  stuff and that. So there seems to be - 

- they're much more keen to explore new things this year. 

Beverley's explmation about what seems to make the difference nom year to year 

with respect to it being a positive or negative experience for them and Molly, was 

"teacher attitudes. That's it." Who plays the most important role when it cornes to 

having a positive attitude and including Molly as a full member of the class, was clear in 

Beverley's mind. 

The teacher, because my problem in previous years when the teachers 

weren't really involved in her life (pause) - that 1 knew that the TA and 

Molly could go rnerrily on their way, and even though they were getting 

work done, specific work done, she wasn't necessarily being included with 

the class and the rest of the kids knew that. So if you don't have a teacher 

who recognizes a child as part of their class, then the other kids pick up on 

that. 

Comenting on how the teacher's attitude toward the child as a full member of 

the class affects the relationship between the parents and the principal, Beverley 
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described the continuhg good relationship with the principal this way, "Its a positive 

relationship this year especidy because there's been nothing that we need to address 

because we have had a most excellent teacher." 

Beverley had specinc ideas on how this has irnpacted on Molly. 

1 think Moily knows when she's included and she's not  So 1 just think 

having people who do not respond to her - 1 mean she depends on her 

auditory sense, it's her major way of 1-g and communicating with 

others. If she doesn't have a teacher, for instance (a teacher), who never 

speaks to her, never speaks her name - 1 thiak she regresses. 

Beverley feels so strongly about this that as the current year in grade four draws to 

a close her thoughtP focus on what next year will bring. "Even though year to year has 

been different and to be quite honest with you, now that we're coming to the end of this 

school year, I'm panicking about next school year because 1 don? know who her teacher 

will be." This seems to be a major concem for Beverley and Robert as each school year 

ends and a new year begins. They do not have the same concem with respect to their son. 

Leamed Emriences 

Beverley's and Robert's period of involvement with the education system has 

been relatively short. Molly was in grade four at the time of this research. However, 

their experiences with a daughter with challenging needs in that system has provided 

them with insights and understanding as to how the system can help support students with 

disabilities. 
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In concluding our conversations, Beverley and Robert had advice to offer, based 

upon theu experiences with the IEP process. This advice was directeci toward young 

families just startùig in the education systern with a child with challenging needs. 

Well to start planning early. To find out about as much information as you 

c m .  This has actually just happeneci to me. I have just met a yomg 

couple who has a five year old who she's tom about whether he should go 

into a segregated class or an integrated class. 1 gave her severai articles 

written by parents £iom different provinces in regard to education. 1 taked 

about our experience a little bit and told her that she had to develop a 

relationship with the principal. That was critical. 

That it was important that they leam and understand what the 

purpose of the IPP is. It's not just to set goals but how to get there. Like 

what are the means of reaching those goals and 1 think that's what's 

missing a lot of times. 

What cm be done for different subject areas because that's where a 

lot of teachers are at a loss. When they said 'MoUy can't do math" and 1 

said "yes she can by tactile way." We cm count on her fmgers. She can 

feel the number one. She can hold one thing. She can hold two t h g s .  

It's understanding that kind of SM. Because to me that it 's so easy. It's 

so easy to be able to - havhg a sense of that kind of stuff. 

Then 1 told her when she nnished reading that stuf f ,  then we would 

sit down and look at a couple of Molly's IPPs and probably never go to a 
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meeting by herselt 

Beverley's and Robert's experience in the IEP process over the years has 

prompted the following advice to other families. 

1 don't know if there's a way to help families learn more before they reach 

school. To understand again what the purpose of it. . . . I lmew it was 

about setting goals, and even though we were involved in identifjing the 

goals - what needed to be worked on, communication, what Molly's 

strengths were - ! found that we weren't always focussing on her best 

abilities. You know the things she could do well. It was never the 

question; How can we do it? It was; Can we do it? You know maybe we 

can't. 

1 think there needs to be more of an interdisciplinary approach within the 

school somehow. We're working together to solve problems. 1 don? think 

that happens enough. 1 think parents feel alienated, and feel like they're 

asking for way too much Ljust by having their child attend school], and 1 

think that's why parents don? get involved at times because they're just 

happy [grateful] that the school takes them and why interfixe [rock the 

boat]. 

Responding to various questions, Robert and Beverley had specific advice for 

both teachers and administrators on how to help facilitate a positive E P  process and to 

help parents become equal partners in that process. They speak for themselves. 

Robert: 
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Weil 1 guess the main thing is to find out what the parents want before 

they [school personnel] dictate what is going to happen. 

Beverley: 

How would they do that? By asking 1 guess what parents hope for their 

child so they got a better sense. So 1 mean, there has to be that 

component. The other thing is, we as families have to be educated as 

well. There's a ton of resources out there. Even if it's only reading 

material to read about what the possibilities are, because there are. 

Initially 1 couldn't wrap my head around how Moily could do math - and 

how she should - why she should - Why we should even bother. But 

now 1 understand that, and we have to help otfier younger families 

understand those things. And I don't know - it's about building 

reiationships too . 

Robert: 

How does the system help parents? 1 think the system also needs to 

M e r  educate themselves about the processes of the IEPs, because our 

experience seems to be that whenever we have an IEP and it's a new 

year or a new teacher, it's perhaps the first time they have ever been 

through that process. 

It has to corne - it seems that the knowledge of these things, at 

least in the [city] system is available at the board level but it's not at the 

trench level. They don? seem to be doing anything fiom the 
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administrative perspective to bridge that gap - opporhmities for 

professional development perspectives where they address a few issues 

relating to disabled children. 

It would seern to me that they should be putting more emphasis on 

that, as more and more cMdren are entering into the system, and more 

and more of those cMdren have multiple or complex needs. Even fiom 

the home and school perspective - 1 was actively involved for about a 

year, just aitendhg the meetings. At al1 our home and school 

associations it was routine to have a guess speaker at the meeting every 

month. Never was that guest speaker who was brought in, addressing 

issues related to the disabled population - despite the fact that the 

principal was aiways there, and asked for input in terms of who the next 

speaker might be. 

Final Cornments 

Robert and Beverley continue to work to help to improve the quality of life for 

Molly and at the t h e  of this interview had already pursued establishing a circle of &ends 

around Molly. Robert feels that a MAPS session would be beneficial in further explorhg 

that avenue. They also continue to provide information to school personnel about 

summer conferences and programs that teach courses on supporting students with 

disabilities in the regular classroom. 

Robert's final comment recopizes the importance of the classroom teacher, such 
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as Moily's grade four teacher? becorning a resource for issues around disabilities in the 

school. It also recognizes the role hierarchies and relationships play at the grassroots 

level in the school. ". . . you're tallcing about a teacher tallang to a teacher rather than a 

resource tallcing to a teacher or an administraior taking ro a teacher. I mean there is 

nothing like peer interactions to make things happen." 
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Charlie's and Barb's Story 

JeEery was eight months old, when he came to live with his present guardians, 

Charlie and Barb Smith. Jeffery is now six years 016 Charlie and Barb had already raised 

two children prior to Jeffery's coming to iive with them. They are in the process of 

adopting Jeffq and are currently awaiting tbat to be finalized. 

Jeffery was jaundiced at birth. He was a colicky baby and at six months old 

underwent an operation for strabismus and has w o m  glasses since that time. Barb and 

Charlie describe Jeffkry as a child who would rarely sleep and wodd go sometimes for 

three days before eating anything. Even today Barb says, "He's extremely, extremely 

pic& - what he eats now." She indicates that Jeffery was late wa-lking and was four and 

a half years old before he was toilet trained in the day and almost five yean old before 

being toilet trained at night. She States that, ' H e  was slow at everytûing - speech. Even 

today, he has a speech difficulty." 

Charlie describes Jeffery as, ". . . extremely smart. Even too smart for himself." 

Charlie had specific concerns related to Jeffery's fascination with f i e  and water. Charlie 

describes those concerns around the issue of water. 

Ifyou go to the water, even at his age, he doesn't know how to swim 

exactly - he loves the water, he's not scared of it. He will go to the deep 

end and dive or jump. Whatever, it rnakes no ciifference to him, 

whatsoever. 

When lefféry was three years old, the Smith's felt they should place Jeffery in 

regular daycare. Barb and Charlie explain their reasons for that decision and what they 
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Bah: 

We thought we would put Jeffery in a regular daycare because we heard 

that al l  people in the '90ts, this is the way to go. You have to have your 

child advanced and ready. So, we struggied fhmciaily to put him in the 

door and he would not want to stay. He wodd cry. We noticed that things 

were wrong. 

Char lie: 

We also at that t h e  noticed that there was obviously something wrong. 

We just didn't know what. 

Barb: 

We noticed before, but this was icing on the cake more or less. 

Charlie was told by the director of the daycare that Jeffery was spoiled. Barb 

uidicates that she had not been told this, but rather that Jefféry just needed tirne to adjust. 

Barb was inclined to agree with what she had been told by the director of the daycare. 

She states, "With me it was just that he needed to adjust really. 1 felt that too. She's 

right. But, then an incident took place. He didn't have an appetite. We thought he had 

allergies - it wasn't." 

Both Barb and Charlie are very involved in Jeffery's life and were active 

participants in the gathering of background information that helped Jeffery's pediatrïcian 

rnake a diagnosis. They discovered that Jeffery had been exposed to alcohol while in the 

womb. Jeffery was around three and a half when he was diagnosed as having Fetal 
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Alcohol Effects (FAE) and Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). Charlie 

states, 'n iey feel ADHD cornes in place, you how,  it's secondary." B a h  and Charlie 

relate their knowledge and feelings with respect to fetal Alcohol Syndrome (FM) and 

ADHD. 

Charlie: 

FAS is - 90% of al1 mental retardation comes firom now and the neurons 

are what's b m t  and they don't come back. 

Barb: 

If he had ADHD we could have de& with it because ADHD - they may 

outgrow a certain portion of it. 1 mean they're more adjustable. 

Charlie: 

If it would have been drugs, it would have eventually flushed out of his 

system. 

Barb : 

Even crack. 

Charlie: 

But, because it's alcohol, what it does, it bums the brain. Ifyou had a 

Cat Scan or M.R.I, you would see where the blotches or the black spot 

that's bumed. It will never come back. So he has to adapt in other ways. 

Barb: 

A lot of children with FAS or FAE cannot go on a lot of drugs such as 

Ritalin and Cylert. They can have many reactions but with Jeffery, in 
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particular, it was a violent reaction. He was on Ritaiin twice. It didn't 

work - changed h m  there to Cylert - that didn't work. 

Charlie and Barb provide some insight into their present situation at home 

with Jeffery, 

Barb: 

1 find with Jeffq being as hyper as he is, we're constantly thinking of 

things to do to him - busy dl the t h e  - we get wom out. Jeffery is 

never regular in bed, 9- 10- 1 1 and 9 is a very good night. Mostly it's 10 

and 1 lo'clock at night and school, he's late for school most momings. 

Charlie: 

If he gets 1 5 minutes snooze during the day - 1 o'clock in the moming 

2 o'clock in the moniing, before he goes to bed or before he's tired 

enough, that he is going to hally let it nm over and bang keel over. 

". . . technically it would create segre~ation." 

Charlie and Barb placed Jeffery in a developrnental preschool after his 

medical diagnosis was known. Their decision to do this was based upon their 

present expmience with the regular daycare and upon the advice of a &end, who 

worked with the local social senices. Their choice of a particular developmental 

center was based on three factors: the use of discipline, the kind of programming 

offered and finally, Charlie's feelings about the level of sec- at the center. 

Charlie explains his concems around discipline at one particular developmental 
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preschool. 

Discipline was simple in their school. You go in a tirne-out room. Well, 

where's the the-out room? It's this tiny, puny, little cubby, four feet 

across by two feet wide with a stool inside there. sit on that stool and it's a 

one way mhmr. You don't do that to my kid. 

Charlie also had difficulty with the way they structured their programs at the 

center. He explains: 

You wdk into the place and 1 ask some questions as in - "Okay, if Jeffery 

starts in this particular center - what does he do for his rooms [placement 

within the program]?" "Oh no, he starts in this room." [Staffresponse]. 1 

said, "What happens if he progresses fiom that room and he is ready to 

move on to the next one." "Oh no, he has got to finish the year in that 

room." [Staff response] . Okay, because of the age. They went age instead 

of mentaiity. 1 asked the ladies 'khen do you move him to the next 

place?" 'Well, we don't. It's next year, when we start, he moves on." 

[Staff response] . 

Charlie relates his concems around the level of safety he perceived at this 

preschool. ''Also at the same time your waiking d o m  this hall, you don't see anybody, 

except there's like a little branch you go in where the administration is, so 1 also had 

concems that anybody could walk in and wak back out [without being seen]." 

Barb also had c o n c m  with this particular developmental preschool. After 

visiting the center, her concems centered more m u n d  the feelings she experienced while 
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So we checked the lïrst one out, which we had told you earlier about the 

institutionalized feeling we had fiom it . . . . Honestly, the feehg 1 got 

f?om that, it was a brick building, well, so was the other one that we put 

him in, mind you, but this one was - a very rainy day when we went there 

and I cried when 1 came out. 

CharLie aiso explains why they settled on a particular developmentai pre-school. 

The ratio was one in four. One in six the maximum. They're al1 tmined 

into doing their jobs - education is there. I wmted oneon-one computer. 

He had that once a day, one hour a day, one-on-one computer. They are 

te lhg  you that there is a communication book coming evqday. 

Anything that was coming forth, or if there was something wrong with 

JeEery, they would mention it. If not, then maybe we are going to try this, 

or give you an example. They did something much different there than the 

other one. This one took us in the classroom to show us what they were 

doing. It was an open type concept and we did see that it was not 

segregated. Which was also my Little problem with the other place - 

technically it would create a segregation. They were really open. Showed 

us the entire thing. 

Another aspect of this phcular  pre-school that attracted Charlie and Barb was 

the use of an extra-sensory stimulation room. Charrie describes the room, "'T'here's fibre 

optic - changing colors, the meil, the ocean, the waves. It's a c a b  dom. It's the smell, 
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the eyes, the touch - you name it." Barb was also impressed by this special feature at the 

developmental school. She comments, T e s ,  it ' s everything. Oh, it ' s incredible." 

The initial positive impressions Charlie and Barb had about this developmental 

preschool were also accompanied by their feelings with respect to accessibility to the 

program and stafT at the preschool. Chafie explains that, "Whenever you had a thing - 

walk in." Barb describes it much the same. "Yeah, waik in. Like open door." Bah 

describes how she was also impressed by the physical appeamce of the place and how 

that lefl her feeling. 

Very bright - airy, where the 0 t h  one was so dark. . . . ûuly when you 

walked in there, it was bnght. It was just bright. It didn't have this 

institutionai feeling that we had in the other one. 

Charlie points out that this particular developmental preschool belonged to and 

was operated by the local Association for Community Living (ACL). He explains, "So it 

was an inclusive one and it is not a segregated one." It was during this time that Charlie 

became involved with this association as  a member of the executive on the preschool 

cornmittee. Barb comments that Charlie's volunteering on this board would help keep the 

preschool open and Jeffery wouldn't lose what he had at this center. Charlie explains 

how his involvement developed. 

We got involved in the preschool, into their cornmittee and we helped a 

littte bit One day there was a problem with the executive level - that if 

they didn't have a slate of officers - the preschool closed. Well 

somebody's got to move. So, 1 moved in there. 



Transitional Planning 

Charlie's affiliation with the local ACL provided him with the opportunity to meet 

the mainstream coordinator for the local school board, who was also a member of the 

local ACL. Charlie relates that this provided the oppominity to access information 

needed to prepare themselves for JeEéry's entry into the public school system. 

Charlie and Barb both lmew what they wanted in a school for Jeffery. They 

sought the assistance of the director of their preschool in helping find a school. The 

director recommended a school close to them. Charlie's position on the issue of finding a 

school was not restricted by distance. He states, '4 don? care about the distance. Bring 

me the best school." 

In May while Jeffery was still in preschool, an orientation was arranged at the 

local school Jeffery would attend. Charlie recalls the comments of a teacher at that 

school d e r  a 45 minute orientation. "One of the teachers said, 'there's no problem with 

him. We don't need a teacher assistant."' Charlie's reaction was, "Whoa! Whoa! This is 

new. You don't know yet. You just don't know." Also during this time Shirley French, 

the coordinator of the resource center, cautioned her teachers, ". . . don't be to quick to 

Say sorneîhing like that." Barb reflects on that comment made by Shirley French at that 

tirne, "She was very much on our side there." 

Both Charlie and Barb met with the resource teacher at this time. Charlie 

comments on that meeting- 

We had this meeting with her and then we said, "Well we don? have any 

problem with this school." It was really open with Shirley. So we 
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thought, okay. Now we have this in place. 

Barb also states, "At the time it was great and we were very happy because this is 

ideal. It is in our area and we don't - transportation wouldn't have to be a problem." 

To prepare for this move into the public school system in September, Charlie and 

Bah began initiating plans in January of that year. Charlie explains their action plan. 

"What we did origindy is, we flooded the school board with information because we 

wanted a teacher assistant." A teacher assistant was ha l ly  arranged for Jeffery. Charlie 

comments on the present situation, 'Wow they're sure happy there is one." 

in lune, prior to Jeffery's entering public school, a meeting was held at the 

preschool. The focus of this meeting was to provide infornation to parents and guardians 

about their children with disabilities entering into primary grade in the school system. 

Also during the month of June, a transitional meeting was held at the elementary school. 

Accompanying Charlie and Barb to this meeting was an advocate fYom ACL, Fran 

Mason. Charlie explains the funchon of the advocate from ACL. "We had F m  corne in 

and she was taking the minutes and what we didn't thhk of, she asked." For the h t  

time, public school based personnel were part of a planning meeting centering around 

Jeffery's needs. The new rnembers of his team would include a speech therapist, 

occupational therapist, the principal and a resource room coordinator. A classroom 

teacher was not present at this time because they did not know the specific individual who 

would fi11 this position in September. 

Charlie explains the purpose of the meeting. "It was for her [Shirley, resource 

room coordinator] to have an idea of where Jeffery was coming from - to create his 
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IEP." Barb felt a little discourageci at this meeting because of the answer she meived 

h m  the board maiastream coordinator in reference to her question around a teacher 

assistant for Jeffery. She recalls this conversation: 

1 asked her one question. "What will happen if the TA that is for Jeffèry is 

not compatible?" She said, ''Weii compatible with you or with Jeffery." 1 

sad ,  "Well both." Well the idea is - it would depend." She didn't teil 

me, depend upon experience. 'The union." she said. 1 said, "How hard 

wodd it be to have someone new if it wasn't working." It would be 

difficult because they are covered under the union. So she said, "It could 

be difficult." 

During this meeting, it was also agreed to implement a procedure to monitor 

Jeffery's behavior while he was at school. A daily communication book would be used to 

report back to the home. This would contain entries nom the school each day and carry 

correspondence f'rom the home back to the school. The information could then be used to 

report back to Jeffq 's  doctor, as to how he was progressing. This idonnation could 

then be used to make necessary adjustments to medication or follow-up treatment 

rneasures. 

Barb States, "We had communication going back and forth when school began." 

Charlie explains, ". . . the book is so we can have a perspective to go back to Dr. Chaulk 

and Say - is there some type of a pattern - guide of how he is douig. . . . maybe a solution 

- structuring something that would work." 
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". . , persona that we should know evervthuia 97 

Jeffery entered primary in September. His placement was in regular class with an 

hou. an a half a week allotted to resource mom. Barb expresses her feelings with respect 

to Jeffery's placement. Tt just hurt me to know that we had to put Jeffery into a leaming 

center [resource room]. You know he wouldn't be going normally into school." Barb 

expressed her feelings to Shirley French about the placement. "1 told her it just hurt me 

that he wouid have to follow in there because 1 felt he wouid be ostracized by the other 

kids you know. You know how that can be." It was mid September when Barb asked 

Shirley about Jeffery's IEP . She recalls that conversation. "September 16 when 1 asked 

about the IEP - 'Gee, I really don't think he needs one."' She went to Ms. Marks, that's 

the principal of the school. Ms. Marks said, 'Tes, draw one up." Charlie's position on 

the development of an IEP was, "You're defmitely drawing one up." Neither Charlie nor 

Barb had input into the development of the IEP at this time. 

Charlie and Barb mal1 that they first met with Vickie Park, the classroom teacher, 

at the first parentlteacher meeting in October. Later that evening, they went downstairs to 

meet with Shirley. the resource coordinator. At that time she presented them with the 

finished IEP document Charlie and Barb both descnbe the meeting that evening and 

their feelings with respect to the IEP with which they were presented. 

Charlie: 

Shirley sort of said "Weil yeah, anything you guys got a problem with?" 

Well, if 1 don? h o w ,  and there's ail those pages, we're supposed to just - 

well, what does this mean? 1 don't have a chance to do it in the meeting 



because I'm concentrathg on too many other things. 

Barb: 

She brought out the IEP and you're the fellow [Charlie] who looked it 

over. I figure he knows, he is more in tune than 1 am with these things. So 

she brought it out and she asked about it. Charlie made a change he asked 

for and that was it. 

Charlie: 

That included puthg the Education Program Assistant [TA] in the middle 

colurnn [a heading]. That was the only change that we made. It's our first, 

like it's our first time in the school, and then you know some people had 

the persona that we should know everythhg. Well, 1 don't know 

everything. 

Barb: 

I know nothing and he probably knows less and that's more than 1. My 

youngest is 24. So it 's been quite a few years. 

Charlie: 

That's how many years ago we were in school. . . . 

Chariie dso remembered that he informed Shirley, the resource coordinator, for 

purposes of the IEP, that Jeffery was not on Cylert anymore. He also noted that they had 

not received a report fiom Jeffkry's occupational therapist. He indicated that they never 

did get that report. 
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''Everythine: was smooth until Februarv. . . . 99 

The communication book that accompanied Jeffery back and forth to school each 

day provideci a link between home and school. It allowed Barb and Charlie to know how 

each day was progressing for Jeffery and to have a written account of bis behavior for the 

purpose of providing appropriate programS.. Barb explains: 

Yes, or if he had a bad day, like he was on Ritalin, it didn't work. He went 

from that two weeks later onto Cylert. 'This is al1 recorded in this book. 

When 1 go back to the children's hospital, i was able to Say, look this is 

what happened with Jeffery, he busted o u -  windows almost. So this is al1 

that this has been about and it was because it was canied over from 

preschool. 

The daily entries in the communication book were fiom Alice, the TA, and not 

Vickie, the classroom teacher, and o d y  occasionally from Shirley, the resource 

coordinator. Barb did not have a concem with the daily reports coming only fkom Alice. 

She explains: 

That was not a problem for me, you see, 1 felt very cornfortable with this 

persoo [TA]. She's with Jeffery al1 those hours and she cm pretty much 

read him. Shirley sees him an hour and a half a week up to that point. 1 

didn't see there was any problem. 

In February the relationship between the home and school became strained. Barb 

describes the events and circumstances surrounding the deterioration of the relationship. 

1 can show you a date 1 looked at the book and 1 was very down about it.. 
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Februaxy 13 was - this is not positive. There is not much positive here. 

Are you telling me he cannot l e m  or are you telling me something else. It 

meant that Jeffny was inattentive and not focused. 

In Febniary when 1 wrote this, it's not positive, everything 

changed. It was written anyway and with that, that changed the whole 

communication - everythmg. 1 asked for a meeting, and the reason 1 said, 

it is because parent-tacher night, 10 minutes is not enough time to go over 

JeEny's - encompass Jefféry's education. We have not seen the IPP 

since that time you see. Nothing. 

When 1 wrote that, the 1ea-g coordinator [Shirley] had been 

photocopying pages fiom the book and she decided that she should be 

reading the book everyday. She should also be writing in the book. 

Barb's response to the TA'S comments regarding Jeffery's behavior, and her 

request for a longer meeting to discuss his program, resulted in some procedural change 

at school with respect to the communication book. Charlie indicated that within a day or 

two of Barb7s comments and request, Vickie, the class teacher, began to initial the entries 

made by the Alice in the communication book. Barb States, "Which we have never had 

before . . . . this carrieci through until the 2oL of Febniary. . . . when we went in and 

had our meeting." 

The week der Barb wrote the note, she and Charlie went to the parent-teacher 

night and had a meeting with the classroom teacher for approximately ten minutes. Barb 

comments on that evening. 
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At that time we did and then we went down with Shirley. Down to the 

leaming center and we d l  did not have the IPP. . . . at this time we were 

not too impressed. So we asked when we had the meeting, we asked to 

have Fran [parent advocate] come in with us. 

She explains why they wanted a person h m  family support of the local ACL to 

accompany them to their meeting to discuss Jeffery's program. 

We asked her to come back in with us because we felt that something was 

going on. We weren't sure what was happening and 1 felt Like 1 couldn't 

hast thern totally at that point. Because 1 didn't know what 1 had done that 

was so wrong. 1 just asked for a 10 minute - more than a 10 minute 

meeting because it wasn't going to encompass what we had to go over. 

The request for a longer meeting with Jefféq's classmom teacher Vickie to 

discuss his program would now dso indude Shirley, the resource coordinator. Charlie 

had some very specific thoughts on her presence at this meeting. 

Well I didn't want Shirley. 1 want to know about the classroom. I don't 

want to know about the learning center. 1 want to h o w  about the 

classroom and the one that's the boss, as far as I'm concemed is the 

teacher, not the leaming center coordinator. She rnight be the resource of 

everythmg, but you don? coordinate the classroom. It's still gohg to be 

the teacher, that 's the boss. 

During the first parent-teacher interview in the fa11 tenn, Barb and Charlie met 

only with Vickie and Alice. They later went down to see Shirley in the leaming center. 
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The upcoming meeting would tentatively include those people plus, at Barb and Charlie's 

request, the parent advocate Fran, and the principal Ms. Marks. Charlie speaking of the 

resource coordinator states, "She also wanted to bring her supemisor into the next 

meeting - suddenly wants to bring the coordinator of mainstream." Chatlie began to 

speculate on why things were beginning to develop in a particula. manner with respect to 

the upcoming meeting. He mes, 

See the whole thing started when Barb requested a meeting to be longer. 

They already know that 1 am quite active with the school and 1 believe in 

integrahon and al1 that M. So, maybe they seen something that wasn't 

thm. 

Charlie discusses another point that was brought to his attention. Re states, "1 

look at the learning center as a segregation class. 1 never mentioned anything lke that. 1 

never taiked about that." Charlie's concern around the leaming center was not whether 

he viewed it as segregation or not. His problem was with the school wanting to increase 

Jeffery's t h e  in there from one and a half hours a week to five hours a week. He 

explains, 

The only reason they gave me, it's not because it's going to benefit him in 

the classroom, it's for him to Iike coming to school. That's my problem. 

So, if Jeffkry is doing bad in school next year. What does that mean, he 

goes back for another three hours. 

Charlie and Barb explain that just pnor to this, they had read a piece in the 

newspaper about a court decision in an Ontario case where the court had given the School 
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Boards the right to decide the appropriate program placement for a child with disabilities. 

Barb states, "Charlie became panicked." Chariie explains, 

When 1 read this now - the teacher can decide whae my chiid goes, 1 start 

to whoa - red flag. Then the signature cornes in [on the communication 

book]. Maybe two weeks d e r  1 seen this new case reversal and 1 thought, 

"oh, they are gooing to do something to Jeffery." 1 don't h o w  what. 1 

went on the defensive. 

Bah comments, 'Wow it's blown way out of proportion. It's unbelievable." In addition 

to this Barb also reflects on the response she later received tiom the resource coordinator 

with respect to her note and a request for a longer meeting. 

That's all I rneant - that was dl. But, of course 1 can write very sharp. 

The learning center coordinator told me - she said, "You know you can be 

very sharp with the pencil." I thought, "well if I have a problem, if I don't 

address it - I'm not on a professional level like you people." So, 1 mean 

I'm not going to use the choice words. I'm just going to tell you this is 

(pause) - 1 want an answer. 

The parficular entry in the communication book to which Barb had written her 

response was not atypicd fkom other entries. On the contrary, this type of note about 

Jeffery being inattentive and docused was much the nom. Barb recalls her reasons for 

writing her response to the TA'S observations that particdar day. 

They are d l  typical pretty much, unfocused, inattentive, yep, pretty much 

- the odd day. We had many indications, and 1 was so tired of seeing -- 
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after looking at this book since November, and seehg that he's off C ylert, 

and this is the prognosis - like this is not - to me 1 felt down. I felt this 

is not positive. That was my reaction - what 1 wrote. 

1 just biew. 1 looked at it al l  and 1 thought, this isn't positive, he's 

primary. niings are going on I'm not told about. Things that are written 

in the book are contdictory. 1 mean I want to know about his behavior. 

1 have to take this child to the children's hospital. You know 1 need the 

signincant things written down, so 1 can back up and say, "well okay, we 

haven't had many positive days since he has been off Cylert. Has it been 

because it takes three months for him to get back down to his self or 

what?" So that's why the book is carried through. 

Barb cites specific examples of behavior that were not recorded in the 

communication book. She recalls: 

Such as the day he jurnped across the table at a little boy and grabbed him 

by the neck That was not put in the book. A day out in the schoolyard 

when one boy held him down and one boy kicked him. That wasn't put in 

the book either. Then 1 had a case where he and a little girl got into a little 

racket, and she hit hlln in the head, and that was not put in the book. 

Ba& and Charlie were at the school each day, either volunteering in some 

capacity, as in Barb's case or just dropping off or picking up Jeffkry. They saw the TA 

everyday and the resource coordinator, maybe every second day. Barb relates that there 

were things that they had addresseci over the last six months, but they were of no great 
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signincance. She States, "I felt cornfortable." and Chris comments that, "Everyihing was 

smooth mtil February when we requested the meeting." 

"'You have made me get mv hands slamed." 

When the meeting tlrdly took place on February 20&, their parent advocate Fran 

and the supervisor h m  the board were not in attendance. Charlie's comment 

summarizes their approach prior to going into the meeting, "We went in and tried to 

pacify everything." Increasing Jeffkry's time h m  one and a half hours a week to five 

hours a week in the resource center was discussed. Barb and Charlie each held a diEerent 

view about this change. They explain: 

Barb : 

1 felt it wodd be good for J e f f q  to go into the learning center more 

o h  than what he was in there already. Because I am up there everyday 

with him, 1 see the parents, how they react. 1 see how JeEery reacts to the 

other kids and 1 felt that, pahaps it would do him good to be in there. 

Charlie had a problem because Shirley's idea was to make him like 

school. 

Charlie: 

Not îhat there was a problem learning in the classroom. Just for him to 

like school. 

Barb did not have a problem with that because she felt that Jeffery needed down 

t h e  and this would be great. They agreed to meet again in one month. Meanwhile, the 
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schedule for Jeffery to come to the lcaming center was prepared by the resource center 

coordinator. It was not acceptable to both Barb and Chariie. During the meeting they had 

agreed to four weeks in the leaming center. The resource teacher had drawn up a 

schedule for 30 school days that wodd take them up to April 18" . Barb relates the 

reasons behind the change. "'We said we wanted to meet back in one month - four weeks. 

Weii, she felt that because March break was there and Easter was down the end of March, 

that she would like to have this go 30 school &YS." The schedule was revised to reflect 

the initially agmd upon time and Barb reporte. that Shirley, the resource coordinator, 

later wrote apologizhg for the misunderstanding. 

Barb explains how she and Charlie felt and relates their concerns around this 

change in the schedule. 

Charlie became irate over that. 1 became a Little distnistfiii at that point 

too. Again, because I felt she was playing us somewhere. 1 went back to 

see her on Tuesday. We had an hour and a half tak, at which time she told 

me . . . "Charlie is worried about segregation." 1 said, 'Wo, Charlie is 

womed about Jeffery being, down the road, put into a classroom and 

there's nothing we can do about that. Like we can't make a decision. Like 

the case in Ontario." 

It was also during this same conversation that the resource coordinator Shirley 

told Barb that her supervisor at the board office did not h o w  why Jeffery was not already 

seen on a daily basis at the leaming center. Barb reporteci that Shirley wanted her 

supewisor fkom the school board to attend the next meeting that was to take place in a 
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month's time, to review the implementation of kffery's new schedule. Barb describes 

her response to having this supervisor present at this meeting. 

1 asked her if she had spoken to her superior, why was it important for her 

superior to come in and tell us what the guidelines were, I am not 

interested in ha,  send a papa. I don? need her at the meeting. 1 don't 

want her there. I said, "You're going to alienate Chariie, if you try to do 

this. You're going to alienate Charlie and 1 don't like her. 1 don't want 

her there." 1 don't Wre the response 1 had h m  her in the daycare meeting 

we had last May or June. 

Bah  also relates that during this meeting Shirley questioned the professionalism 

of Alice, the TA. Barb States, "She went as far to tell me the TA was not professional." 

Charlie ad&, "Or professional enough." Barb indicates that Shirley asked her to promise 

not to tell. Bah  was not sure why she was told this and indicates her confusion and 

uncertainty as what this al1 rnight mean. "Maybe she's waiting for me to come back and 

tell Alice and Alice go back to hm, you see. nien eveiything is mixed up. The 

[communication] book's out. 1 don't how.  But I know 1 didn't do that because that's not 

rny place to do that with ha." 

The other issue brought up at this meeting was how the communication book 

could and should be used. That is, who has the authority to write in it andor sign if and 

the potential weight it carries as a legal document. Barb recalls that Shirley made the 

comment that, "Well you're going for an adoption- if this was brought out in court - the 

TA has ceriain guidelines she should go by." Barb and Charlie did not realize that the TA 



should not be signing the book. Barb explains, 

We didn't realize the TA wasn't supposed to do it. She cm be held Liable. 

I asked where did this corne bm? Where was this discussed. I said "you 

discussed this with [board maktream supe~sor]." She [Shirley] said, 

"Yes, she is my boss." 

Barb and Charlie were not pleased that Shirley and her supervisor had discussed 

Jeffery's pending adoption. Barb felt that since she wrote the note telling them that 

things weren't positive and she wanted a longer meeting to discuss Jeffery's program, 

relations had been on the decline. Charlie's states, ". . . fiom there it has just gone 

downhill." 

Barb wanted to be sure that their decision to limit JeBey's tune in the leaming 

center would not interfere with their existing relationship with Shirley. Barb stated, "I 

hope you're not upset and you know we have a good relationship going here and I don't 

want to destroy anything." It was at this same tirne that Shirley indicated to Barb that her 

supervisor did not know why Charlie didn't already h o w  that the communication book 

should be signed by the classroom teacher or the resource coordinator, and not by the TA. 

Charrie explains where he thought this impression originated. 

Shirley for some type of impression thought that 1 was the biggest friend to 

her boss @oard rnainstream supexvisor]. 1 said, "Well 1 just know her 

through the board (ACL)." This person - supewisor - said I should have 

known that the TA can't sign the book. I should have known! 1 just 

started schooI! 
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Barb ad&, "Yes, because Charlie is with ACL, he was supposed to have dl the answers." 

It was also dining this conversation with Shirley that Barb indicated that she and 

Charlie wodd like to continue on with the book as previously done. Barb relates 

Shirley's response, "Well you have made me get my han& slapped 1 should have a job 

description." Barb's reflection on that comment was, 'Because it was Like our fault that 

this book has caused this havoc up there. 1 know it hasn't. It's a personal thllig." Barb 

explains rasons for this assumption on her part. 

She felt that the TA [Alice] and 1 were friends. The TA is very nice. She 

Lives in the area. I'rn going to talk to her. 1 see her. Her daughter also 

babysits Jeffery. That caused fiction right there. That caused a little bit 

of fiction, 

Barb also indicated that the resource coordinator Shirley told her that Alice, the 

TA presently working with Jeffery, would not be with him next year, that they [school 

personnel] had made a mistake in placing her with the new students comkig in, and that 

she should have been placed with older students. Shirley related who Jeffery's TA would 

be for the next school year, in Barb's words, "a very good fnend of hers." Charlie 

coments, 'That's only because the [communication] book is so detailed that she 

[Shirley] doesn't Like it." Barb agrees with Charlie's opinion stating: 'Tm positive. I'rn 

positive of it. But, 1 can't Say that, can L" 

Another point that would surface in the meeting between Barb and the resource 

coordinator Shirley was the role of the principai Ms. Marks. B a .  comments on the 

situation: 
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She told me that I'm to corne to h a  with anything regarding Jefféry. We 

didn't need the principal at the next meeting because even though the 

principal is her boss, she's employed through mainStream . . . [board 

mainStream supervisor] is her employer, and the principal really didn't 

have any idea about what was going on in the leaming center. 

Charlie and Barb felt that since up to this tirne Ms. Marks, the principal, had sat in 

on only one meeting, and that was in June when they were preparing to bring Jeffery into 

school in September, perhqs Shirley's opinion was correct. In addition, Barb believed 

that Shirley was being really nice and that maybe they should look at things again and try 

to be more trusthg of Shirley's advice. Charlie cornments, "That was another split 

[between the two parents] they managed to create." 

Since the implementation of JeEery's new schedule in the learning center, Shirley 

had been writing in the communication book each day. Barb describes the situation: 

She would M t e  in the book everyday nom that point, "He's having a 

great day in the leaming center. He's having a great &y in the leaming 

center." Well, al1 these days for the last month have been great days in the 

learning center. But up in the classroom, poor old Jeffery is chaotic. He's 

having one heck of a month. 

The resource teacher was now writing in the book daily. But this was not the case 

for the classroom teacher with whom Jeffery spent most of his day. Barb reported that 

the classroom teacher wrote in the book "the odd time - the odd, odd time." 



"Where's the outcornes - the objectives?" 

The next scheduled meeting for Bah and Charlie with the school involved a 

discussion of Jeffery's IEP. Two days pnor to this meeting Barb and Charlie happened 

upon Jeffery being disciplined by the classroom teacher. Both were upset with the way in 

which the teacher handled Jeffq's discipline. That evening Barb wrote a note stating 

that she did not fdly understand what JeEery had done. Barb expected that the next day, 

Thursday, when she went to pick J e f f q  up, the classroom teacher would fi11 in the 

details for her as to what exactly happened. Ba& was not told what happened, but as she 

states, she was told something more interesting by the classroom teacher. The classroom 

teacher related thai., 

You know today- the principal has a tree downstairs, and she always, if a 

child does a good deed, they always mention it on the PA and put their 

name on the tree. Jeffery began to cry and he looked at me and said, "They 

don? think I'm the goodest." 

Earlia that morning Barb had met Jeffery and the TA in the corridor on their way 

to the library. Barb descnbes the circumstances around the encounter and what 

implications it would have for the scheduled meeting the next day. 

When 1 was walking back through the school on Thursday moming, 

looking for a mitten, she and Jeffery are wallcing to the library. 1 Say "hi, 

what are you doing?'Jeffery's head was down and he was very quiet and 

I thought that's strange. The TA tells me in the hall, they've decided to 

take Jeffery out of the classroom when he's having a bad t h e .  Take him 
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for a walk. Do something with h. 

Barb's reaction afta this was to c d  Fra& the parent advocate, to seek advice on a 

course of action. Barb recalls the details around this conversation- 

'Pid you give them permission for this?" 1 said, 'No 1 didn't." So she 

said, "When you go into the meeting you ask them, why was this decided? 

What's the outcome and what are you looking to accomplish?' 

The next day Barb, Charfie and Fran attend the scheduled IPP meeting dong with 

Ms. Marks, Shirley, Vickie the classroom teacher, Alice the TA, and the speech 

pathologist. 

So Fnday, we go in with Fran. We parb and Charlie] went in there with 

different agendas. He was going to discuss what he had to, and 1 was 

going in to discuss the method they use for discipline. 

Barb describes her interpretation of the principal's attitude and what she believed the 

principal's thoughts to be during the meeting. 

The principal is there. She's late mind you and she seems like, 

[sarcasticaliy] "Well gee, you know, I've got to be here, honestly." Mer 

Charlie mentioned the IPP . . . my whole feeling about her was, "Gee! 

What am 1 [principal] doing here? 

When we finished with our first two concems, she more or less sat 

in her chair and this nonchalant attitude and her han& up in the air. "What 

do you want us to do? What do you tW?" or something to that effect. 1 

don? have it word for word and at that time 1 thought, she's a fiend to the 
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school teacher - Jeffery's teacher Vickie, who she brought h m  her old 

school with her. Shirley tells me she's pickie] a very good 6end of the 

principal. But, the principal doesn't b w  what's going on in the leaming 

center. So I'm thinking, we have this person here acting like an airhead, a 

teenager and I was reaily quite irate. 1 thought 'You could handie this 

with a little bit more seriousness." This is not a PTA meeting where 

you're worried who's going to get a prize for what - 1 mean this is a 

child's education. 1 really didn't thuik that was necessary, that little 

attitude she iiad, that little air. 

1 felt that she was giving us the b m h  ofE Like it's not important 

that was the attitude 1 collected £?om her, It did bother me because like I 

said to you, I've had two days that I'rn quite wound up. I'm ready to go 

now and I'm thinking, I've put him in this school thuiking that this is the 

school that is going to help J e f f î  and ihis is the outcorne. 

During the meeting Barb addressed seeing Jeffery in the corridor two days before 

with the TA - his being taken out of class when he was misbehaving. Her concem 

centered around the possibility of Jeffery realizing that, if he doesn't want to stay in the 

classroom, al1 he needs to do is act out and he'll get to walk the halls most of the day. 

Barb States, "Well gee, 1 can wak the halls and see who's got a basketball out there, 

whatever." Barb recalls that at this time the TA spoke and indicated that they were 

presently doing this, taking him from the class if he misbehaves. Barb explains what 

happened next. 
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Fran picked up immediately, [to the TA] 'Tou been doing what?'I said, 

'îweil it wasn't discussed," and she [TA] said 'Well, (long pause)." She 

was stunned at that t h e ,  because she realized that she's going to be in 

trouble with [Shirley] the leaming resource coordinator. 1 don? Imow. 

I'm just assuming at this point. 

Barb recails that at this point Shirley intex-jected stating thai they were going to ask 

at this meeting to take him out of the classroom, if he misbehavei Charlie's response to 

that position was that, 'They already did it the day before." Barb continued to question 

why he was being taken out of the classroom and how much time he was missing in the 

classroom. Barb comments that Shirley who "can always answer everythmg'" on this 

occasion "sits down and keeps quiet." 

Charlie had corne prepared to discuss the LPP at this meeting. Throughout the 

year, he had been guided by Fran, the parent advocate, to learn how an IPP is developed. 

He explains: 

hoking at the IPP and 1 got some stuffthat 1 didn't know at the start of 

the year. But, when Fran came down, she said, "Well Charlie, how do you 

gauge this?" Like the 1s t  page of the PP. You can't gauge it. None of 

that M i s  possible to gauge. So how do you know if he achieved it or 

did not achieve it? Imagine this would be what you wodd intend to do. 

This is the technique. That's your objective' your outcome. If you don't 

have an outcome, how cm 1 change the technique to make sure that it 

reflects what we are trying to do? [They say] "Oh well, we h o w  what it 
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is." CI say] Wo. No. This is the team. When 1 ask you for a copy of the 

IPP, it's because 1 want to see what's wrinen there." 

Barb recds that the school p m e l  entered the meeting without a copy of the 

IPP. She describes that situation. "They corne in the classroom, by the way, with not one 

of them carrying the IPP. We did. We had it. They did not have it. They didn't have it!" 

Bah recalls the response fkorn the resource coordinator, "Oh well, 1 could go down and 

get it." Charlie describes what happeneci next. 

There was some scrambling when the principaI came in and said, "Yes, 

that would be a good idea." Whoosh! One went downstairs to get it and 

came back." 

Barb commented, " So we go over the IPP. Well heaven behold, there's nothing 

written in the IPP. It doesn't show what he has accomplished." Charlie made reference 

to Jefféry's five-hour placement in the learning center and how this was not included in 

his IPP. Charlie describes the principal's input into the meeting at this point. 

"1 believe what Charlie is tryhg to Say is, how do we warrant five hours 

for Jeffery to be in the learning center, if you don't have nothing Like that 

P P  objectives]." 

Charlie continues, 

Nobody at that tirne would bring the thing [goal], "oh it's for him to like 

school" because they h o w  I would go nght through the roof. Not this 

tirne." 

Fran, on Charlie and Barb's behalf, asked a number of questions related to Jeffery's 
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The principal didn't UEe i t  She kind of - the hair went up on the back, 

and Fran asked on our behalf, "Are there any improvements since the last 

meeting regarding Jeffery in the classmom?" Well of course, no, and if 

anything, it had deteriorated. Then she went on to ask if he improved in 

the classroom, could we look at putting him back in, instead of leaving 

him in the leaming center for four and a half hours. 

Charlie's concem was also with the issues that were raised by Fran around 

evaluation of the IEP goals and objectives. He states, "Who's gauging it? What's the 

setup? What's the mechanisn for bring him back?" Charlie states his concerns about the 

lack of clarity with the IEP objectives and how these were going to be evaiuated. 

Where's the outcornes - the objectives? If you look at the last page, "to 

cornplete a task with very little prompting." What type of task are we 

talking about. "To cary  out assigned task with minimal support." Well 

that's dependhg on the assigned task. "To use words as a means of 

problern solving." How do you gauge that? "Appropnate conversation - 

interaction with his peers." Well that's good, but who gauges that? The 

principal said, ''1 understand what Charlie wants Uistead of the book." 

Now let's remember that the book is a little thorn in their side. 

Okay, 1 must be the oniy guy in Townville that has îhis book written that 

way. But, that's the way they sure made us feel. 
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"1 didn't think it was our right," 

It was dacided at the meeting to change the method of reportkg on J e f f q  each 

day. The new procedure wouid involve recording on Jeff'ery every fifteen minutes. 

Charlie States, 'We got to b d  this, the IPP and the clasmom, in meen minute blocks. 

Then you cm use this to make a statistic on when he's bad and what we have to do to 

change it." Bah and Charlie thought that this was a good idea The recorduig would be 

done in the classroom by the TA. Barb comments, T h e  teacher doesn't have time as we 

know." The leaming resource coordinator would also do some of the recorduig when 

Iefféry was in the leaming center. 

In addition to this change, Barb and Charlie discovered at this meeting that the 

Speech Paîhologist will be withdrawing her services kom Jeffq .  Their reaction to this 

news is expressed in their following comments: 

Charlie: 

The speech and hearing is also saying, '4 didn't see Jeffery for the last 

three weeks and 1 find 1 can spend more tirne with somebody else with 

more need right now." 1 don't have anything in my book saying he was 

doing that good. 1 don? have anything here that he is doing anythuig. 

Barb: 

Nothing saying that she was stopping, either by the way, to give her 

services to another chiId. 

Chariie: 

At the meeting she proposed that she would corne back in Septernber. 
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So let's make sure it's in the minutes. September you're re-assessing 

Jeffery to see how he's doing. 

When the meeting was over Barb was uncertain as to what was acnially to take 

place with respect to the IPP. Her comments, '7 r e d y  don't think that got covered too 

much. They're going to n11 something in, but I have no idea what. 1 really don't know 

what o u .  role is." Barb was upset after this meeting and was unable to recall if their role 

in the IPP was discussed at the meeting. Charlie was able to recail what had taken place. 

He states, "She's going to tentatively present it to us. A completed draft." Bah 

cornments, 'That's what she was supposed to have been doing when we got the last 

report card." Barb and Charlie would not have input into the development of the draft 

document. Barb comments on this, "1 didn't think it was our nght. We don? know what 

our nghts are, we really don't. We don't know." 

Up to this point Charlie and Barb had not received a copy of the IPP. He states, 

"They' re writing i t  They are writing it." Charlie explains what will happen once he is 

handed the completed clraft. 

She's going to present it to me and I'rn going to Say "1 don? like it." What 

I figure 1'11 do is, present me the papa and then I'rn going to Say "in two 

weeks we'll make an appointment." I'm corning back with Fran d e r  I've 

had a chance to review it, after she's given me some ideas h m  what she 

has seen before, and 1 might know some other people that had an IPP and 

then look at it. 

Charlie already has an idea of what he is looking for with respect to a program for 



Jeffery. He explains his present situation with respect to the IPP. 

Now since then, well we've done some research too and 1 want the core 

curriculum. What they teach in the classroom. Next thing I want is the 

adaptation to make this feasible. 

". . . how c m  I make sure that 1 am gettinp: the best for him." 

Although Charlie's experience with the IPP process has been brief, Iess than a 

year up to the point of this intemiew, he was able to provide insights into what he felt 

could hprove the process. His experience with respect to parent involvement in the 

process prompted the following cornments. 

Parent participation not just the teacher. 1 think 1 h o w  my child a lot 

more than they do to start, and they're making the iPP without knowing 

what rny child is like. That would be the fkst uiuig I would tell them. 

Again based on his experience with the IPP process, Charlie had this to say with 

respect to attending the meetings with school personnel: 

Also cdl [local ACL] and have someone corne with you. Ifyour child has 

a problem you shouldn't be going in alone, because it seems you are able 

to get rnuch M e r  if you have someone with you. 

Charlie felt that he, as well as school personnel, should have been better prepared 

about the development of an IPP. He explains his concems: 

Some type of guidelines that are standard. It wodd be a set of guidelines 

as  to what an IPP looks like and go fiom that model. An individual one, I 
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don? mean a standard one for everybody. You would have some type of 

idea, what it is that you are going to sign. Lüre they presented me with this 

thing and I just looked at it. They wanted us to sign it - that was it. 1 

signed because 1 didn't know better. nien 1 got my niend to corne and teil 

me that there's some stuffwe should be doing, that we're not. In that case 

they educated me. 

1 would say there is a book out there for a child with a disability 

and what the IPP should look like. 1 believe anybody with a child with a 

disability should read that book fint We just received a book today and 

there's an awfCi1 lot of stuff that 1 wish I could have known. Also, the IPP 

- the main thing I would be asking, would bey 1 wodd want a review 

every three months. 

Charlie felt that if school personnel were able to address the issues or questions 

that parents forgot to ask, or did not know to ask, during the IPP process, parents could 

benefit and the possible codkontations between the home and school could be prevented. 

He explains, 

Delineating some of the questions you might forget, that they know should 

be asked and you're able to ask them, and it also doesn't make you look 

iike the bad guy. Especially when you're new to this. 

Charlie further explains this point by refening to the incident when Barb wrote the note 

about things not being positive. 

It's just that we had a great feeling about it [school] and suddenly they 
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sean to think that - we're not against them - but that we're a s h g  SM. 

My wife said that she was tallting to another EPA [TA or Education 

Program Assistant], a fiend of the family, and she said that the biggest 

mistake that we made is, as soon as we mentioned that it wasn't positive 

f&ack we were getting - canceled the whole deal [home-school 

relationship] . 

Charlie also had some advice on what to look for when trying to decide about 

choosing a particula. school for your child. He believes that it is important to be well 

informed when you go to school. As he explains, 

There were some decisions that were made at the start we thought were 

nght But, we didn't know better. That's the part, if I don't know better, 

how cm 1 make sure that 1 am getthg the best for him? 

Charlie advises caution and trust when dealing with the school system. 

You have to be cautious. Yes, you have to trust them, but as soon as you 

see something happening that's afEcting your beliefs, that's when 1 think 

that you have to really step in and say, "hey we're not playing a game 

here." My wife is also of the belief that you ahost  have to have another 

meeting to see where they're coming frorn. 

Charlie feels that it would be important to know the attitudes and philosophy of 

the people who will be working with your child and if they are open to parent 

involvement. He explains: 

1 would Say go to the school and ask them if you can sit in on a couple of 
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classes, just to see how tbings are happening in there, especidy if they 

have a leaming center. Define the leaming centa. Get a definition of 

what their meaning is: 1s it a school that is totally integrated or do they see 

it as segregation? Do they have the training needed to be able to carry out 

the task if the child has a disability? Do they have knowledge on the type 

of disability that the child has? Are they open to a team concept? Are 

they open to communication or is it a one way thùig? Are they receptive 

to some of the ideas that a parent might have? 

Charlie feels that is important for a parent to be able to ta& the classroom teacher 

on an individual basis. He expresses his concern that a meeting may become dominated 

by particular individuals making it difficult to get to know the positions of school based 

personnel on the issues at hand. He explains: 

1s it possible for the parent to talk to the teacher in homeroom and then the 

learning center, so that you get the real views. Because we were attending 

meetings and we had at the start - thek version - both of them [classroom 

and resource]. Suddenly, we anend some meetings and the teacher is not 

allowed to speak, because the person that is the leaming center coordinator 

is the one that wants to speak, and the teacher is the one that knows 

Jeffery, because she is with him the most. 

Charlie is of the opinion that his current situation with respect to this would not 

change until the present leaming center coordinator moves on. However, he does 

acknowledge that a solution to their current situation at the school will require their 
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involvement. He states, "1 bnow it's our own confikt type thing. It's not sornething 

somebody else can fbc. It's just something we'U have to. Trying to h d  out what's right 1 

guas." 

Charlie and Barb have also been supportive to the school through the passing on 

of any information they h d  with respect to FAS and ADHD. But Barb states, "'Whether 

they're reading it or filuig it under file 13,1 have no idea" 

Charlie sums up his cment feelings with respect to the IPP. '4 wish there was 

sorne type of panel set up with what to expect h m  the IPP - what it is and what you can 

expect fiom it. Because nght now 1 don't know." Barb and Charlie express their 

current situation with the school personnel. Barb states, 'Wow it's blown way out of 

proportion. It's unbeiievable and it's only prirnary." Charlie adds, "It's been a long 

fight." The interaction Charlie and Barb have had through meetings with school 

personnel around programming needs for Jeffery has eventually resulted in decreased 

communication between thernselves and the TA. Charlie's comments, "We had an 

excellent partner, and suddenly now since this meeting, the TA might have sent tive 

sentences to us." This final comment by Barb summarizes her feelings about the present 

situation at school, '7 now feel it's them and us," 



Mav's Storv 

Donald was 14 years old at the tirne of this conversation. May infonned me that 

Donald was not born with a ctisability and explains the circimistances surrounding his 

disability: 

He was 10 days old. He had a cerebd bleed. It did minimal brain 

damage, but it wasn't diagnosed until he was 11 months old. Then when 

he was 15 months old he went into seizure status. We were living out of 

town at that tirne, and by the time the ambulance got to us, and got him 

into the hospitd, he was in s e h e  status for over an hour. That's when 

his brain damage was done. 

May is not sure of Donald's classification, but describes him as having a lot of 

needs. 'Xe can't feed hunself and he doesn't have communication. So al1 of his personal 

needs have to be done for him." But she is quick to observe, 'Xe is very alert and aware 

of his surroundings. In addition to his personal needs, Donald also has side effects fkorn 

his medication. She states, 

He tends to get side effects to the drugs very easily. His condition is 

known for very difficult seinires - unable to control them - and even now 

we don't have control of his seizures. He had 4 or 5 seizures before he 

went to school this moming. 

Donald's worst seizures are what May referred to as multi-focal seizures, ". . . in 

that they involve several areas [of the brain]." She describes the conditions that exist 

with these seinires: 
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He doesn't lose consciousness, but it does involve a lot of different parts 

of his body and he does vocaiizations and moaning with them. His eyes 

can roll back, his face will contort and he will t u . .  His position will 

change and that sort of thing. 

". . . an integrated dacement that would work." 

Donald attended a developrnental preschool for about three years, after which hme 

he entered the public school system. May believed that an integrated placement would be 

bea for Donald. May met with a special education Mmember  from the school board to 

discw what she was looking for in a placement for Donald. It was determined that he 

would not be able to attend his neighbourhood school because it was not wheelchair 

accessible. A school was suggested and the principal and a teacher l5om that school went 

to the preschool to observe Donald. May met with the principal and the teacher at the 

preschool at this tirne. She describes that encounter: 

In planning for it, we met with one school and the response 1 got fiom the 

principal and the tacher was very negative. It seems iïke - "he drools - 

who's going to supply the Kleenex - who's going to do this - who's 

going to do that?" You know just any petty, petty Little thing they could 

find for it not to work, not to have him integrated in the classroorn. 

May would not challenge the attitudes of school personnel at this tirne. She felt, 

". . . it's not worth it, to start school with that kind of negative attitude. So, 1 just said to 

the person fiom the school board, 1 said, T m  not fighting this."' Because Donald had to 
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be bussed anyway. May felt that there were other options available to her. 

May was promoting an integrated placement for Donald during this period of 

transition planning around his entry into the public school system. But this position was 

not shared by dl. A team meeting prior to Donald's move into public school did not 

support May's view of an integrated placement. May states: 

An inter-departmental meeting was held At the meeting were five 

mernbers of the school board administration staff, the principal of the 

school being considered, the director of the preschool Donald was 

attending, a physiotherapist, an occupational therapist fkom St. Thomas 

hospital, and a speech therapist. According to the notes, 1 was not at the 

meeting, the comments and attitudes of those at the meeting are reflected 

in the notes. The only person at the meeting who supporteci my request for 

an integrated placement was the penon who had met with me previously 

at my home. The consensus of those at the meeting was that Donald's 

needs could only be met in a segregated setting. The types of comments 

made by the principal when 1 had met him previously were repeated. 

May recalls her position around having Donald placed in a segregated class. "1 felt 

that for the most pari people were against it and they wanted him put in a segregated 

class. However, I refuseci to dlow it to take place." 

May had not committed herself to a particular school for Donald, and it was at this 

tune that she suggested to the school board staff that ' k e  look at 0 t h  schools." She 

explains what she was looking for and her reasons for doing so: 
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What I was looking for was an integtated placement that would work. I 

felt to start off, that was the highest prionty. Rather than fight to have a 

particular school, 1 wanted a school - something that would work. So 1 

was looking more at the people who were going to work with him - they 

were open and w i b g  to work 1 felt if 1 started with a negative, and 1 

started out by beating my head against a w d ,  it would never work, and 

then they would use that as a reason to put him in a segregated class. So 

my main focus was - he's going in an integrated classroom and I'm going 

to find the best placement for him 1 can - where it might work. That's 

what I was looking for. 

May would eventually find a school where the attitudes of stanwere supportive. 

". . . it was a completely different attitude with the staffthere. They were cornpletely 

open to him. So he went to Denson School and 1 found the staff there were excellent." 

May met with the principal and the teacher pnor to Donald's enterhg school: 

1 met with the principal and the teacher ahead of time, but basically that 

was it. There wasn't a whole lot of meetings. . . . 1 think the teacher did 

go to the pre-school and spent some - a little bit of tirne there to meet 

Donald and to see how they [staffJ worked with him within the setting. 

During this time May worked rnostly with personnel from the school board 

administration office, whom she h e w  fiom previous meetings. Initially, these meetings 

were concemed with meeting Donald's personal care needs and the hiring of a TA. 

When Donald actuaily entered school he was placed in a grade one class h e a d  
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of a primary class. This was a move aimed at helping to provide a successful enûy into 

public school. May explaios the reasoning behuid this move: 

There was one teacher that had taught grade primary and was doing some 

study with regard to her own education and was following the students 

through primary to one. So, she was moving h m  a primary to a grade 

one class with the same students, and it was felt that because she was 

already familia. with these students and them with her, it would be easier 

putting Donald in her class, because these kids weren't new to the school 

system, they had - you know - were a Iittle bit more mature. Donald was 

a good size chiid, so he wasn't tiny for the class and they just felt it would 

ease that situation. So he was actually put in a grade one class. 

Donald also spent the following year in grade one. May explains that the decision 

to have Donald spend a second year in grade one was based upon the following reasons, 

". . . to keep hùn at his own peer level and because again she [classroom teacher] was 

staying teaching grade one. She was now familiar with him. . . ." May recalls that, "as 

far as the school is concerned, that went reaily well." May was pieased with the 

relationship that existed between the home and school during those two years. She relates 

that most of her contact during that time was with the TA. And that the TA and the 

teacher got dong well and worked well as a team. May states, "So my comniunicating 

with the TA - it al1 flowed back and forth." 

May recalls the circurnstances surrounding the decisions about a grade two 

placement for Donald and how she felt about those decisions: 
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His second year in grade one. He was sïck quite a bit and again the 

seinires were out of control. So what would fkequently happen is, he 

would have a major seinire, either before he left for school, maybe on the 

bus, or when he got to school, £ht thing in the moming. Then he would 

end up sleeping for a couple of hours because it just wiped him nght out. 

As a result, when it came to the end of the year and started 

pl-g for grade two, they had a number of rasons why he should not 

go into grade two in that school system. 1 was g e b g  this nom the school 

board administration people - everywhere. A new teacher - the class was 

going to have two new teachers, it was going to be split - they were going 

to work part-time each. 

The class - the previous teacher - had built a treehouse in the 

classroom - physically there was not enough room for Donald in the 

classroom unless they tore that down, and then al1 the other kick couldn't 

use it. They couldn't leave hùn in grade one again because there were a 

number of children coming up nom primary who had behavior problems, 

and there would be a new teacher in grade one again, and that teacher 

would not be able to handle DonaId's needs, plus al1 the behavior 

problems. As it tumed out - I was not told th is  at the time - but his TA, 

who was familiar with him, was going on. She was a qualified teacher and 

was taking a teaching position. So there was going to be a new TA as 

well. 
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1 was told things like, if he were in a segregated class, he would get 

one-onsne, he would get cornputer, which he wasn't able to get in the 

integrated class, and a nimiber of other &gs. 1 did not approve of this, 

but because he had spent so much time sick that year and really wasn't 

gaining a whole lot h m  the class, 1 didn't feel 1 had much to stand on to 

fight it. 

These reasons were revealed to May during a p l h g  meeting. She states, '4 

was informecl of a i l  this stunat a meeting, but it had all been pre-planned." May was 

able to recall that the principal, the resource teacher, the teacher assistant, the teacher, and 

one, if not two, people nom the school board administration, were present at this meeting. 

May relates how she felt at this meeting. "Weil, 1 felt 1 was being manipulated. But you 

h o w  they had already corne to the decision, what they wanted and they were making it. 

They were feeding me information to make me go the way they wanted me to go." May 

went to this meeting alone as was the case for most meetings. "Yes 1 was aione. Most 

meetings 1 have always been alone and that's difficult." 

The next year Donald was placed in a segregated class against May's better 

judgement. She states, 

1 was against it in the first place. But to myself, 1 said 1 would give them 

one year to prove me wrong. In my own mind 1 knew this was the wrong 

placement for Donald. 1 wouldn't cornplain. I wouldn't kick up a stink. 

Let's see what h a p p a .  

Over the period of the following year May was able to drop into Donald's class on 
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a m u e n t  basis. She was not impressed with the Ievel of support Donald was receiving. 

She felt that the demands placed upon the teacher and supports due to the nature of the 

students in the class, in con- to Donald's nature. predisposed hïm to less attention 

h m  the teacher. She cornments, 

Donald being a very happy, agreeable non-demanding child in a class of 

eight other childrai; some of whom are mobile, some of whom are 

aggressive, some would get into things - - he was being totally ignored as 

far as 1 was concemed." 

May went on to elaborate on her observation of Donald's placement in the 

segregated class: 

He got certain basic things - like he got his physio. But as far as the 

cornputer work - that was not happening. Most of the times 1 went in, I 

found Donald sitting in fiont of the television, usually without even so 

much as a toy to stimulate him on his tray, which is something 1 did 

cornplain about. 

This was the same type of circumstance May found Donald in when she used the 

local institution for respite care for two weeks during one particula. summer. She 

explains: 

During the two weeks he was there, Donald started chewing his hands. 

That is a habit we have never been able to break. When we went to visit 

Donald, we fiequently found him in the hallway, opposite the aaff 

(nursing style) station. Ail the residents of that wing would be sitting on 
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one side of the haIl. It was intended that they watch the television, which 

was suspendeci h m  the ceiling above the standesk, on the other side of 

the hall. This would be very dificult to do as the hall was only five or six 

feet wide. There was nothïng else for the residents to do. They were 

given no other games, toys or activities to stimulate them. 1 found this 

particularly fhsûating because 1 had told the staff several times that 

Donald was not to be left in his wheelchair with nothing on his tray for 

him to play with. 

May had no meetings that year to discuss Donald's program. She reveals, "1 never 

got an IEP for h i .  that whole year. Nothing was going on." This was not what the 

school board had promised when May reluctantly agreed to this placement for Donald. 

Donald spent two years in the segregated class. May had planned to remove Donald f?om 

that setting at the end of the first year, but personal circumstances prohibited her fiom 

spendùig the t h e  she felt was necessary, to have Donald placed in an integrated 

placement. However, by Christmas of that second year, she made ber intentions hown 

to the school board: "So 1 called the schooi board administration and told them I wanted 

Donald out of the segregated clasmom." Up to this point May had still not seen an IEP 

for Donald and raised that issue with them at this t he .  

It would be some time later before May would receive an IEP for Donald. "1 

fïnally in March of that year got an IEP for Donald." May had no input into the IEP and 

had little confidence in what they presented to her. She explains, 

One of the key things that they had on that IEP was having Donald watch 
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TV and be observed. As fm as 1 was concerned, they were just covering 

their butts because that's al1 they had been doing with him. 

Her reaction to the IEP and the subsequent meeting she arranged with the teacher 

is described in the following comments: 

The completed IEP was sent home with Donald. 1 had no input into it's 

preparation and when 1 received the IEP, I hit the roof. 1 made an 

appointment to meet with Donald's teacher to address my concerns. Prior 

to going to this meeting 1 went through the IEP several Mies and made 

some jot notes to remind me of ail the points 1 wanted to address. The 

meeting started and 1 noticed that the teacher was not taking any notes. 

Part way through the meeting 1 asked the teacher, "Are you not going to 

take any notes on the changes 1 want." His response was, "Well, 1 will use 

yours." Mine will tell him nothing. They were very brief and were only 

meant to trigger rny mind because 1 h e w  what I wanted and to make sure 

that 1 did not miss anything. 

It was another couple of months before 1 received the revised IEP. 

It turned out that 1 had been right. My notes were not suflicient for the 

teacher to follow to make the changes that I had requested to the IEP. 

May believes that the only reason she got the IEP when she did, was because they 

lmew she was angry, and that Donald was being removed fkom the class. She States, 

1 do not think 1 would have gotten the IEP. Because 1 did speak to other 

parents that 1 h e w  whose children were in that class and none of them 
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were getting IEPs. So, to me it was a texrible setting. 

May describes the effect she felt that this two year placement had on Donald. 

'4 saw regression in Donald Donald became very Iethargic, totally paid no attention to 

what was going on around him. He just totally regressed. He was a different child 

again." 

May insisted that Donald's next placement would be at the local school the same 

school his younger brother attended. The change in Donald was so dramatic that it did 

not go unnoticed by parents, teachers and stafl'at his new placement. 

Even though the people Donald came into contact with at his new school 

had not known him before, the changes that took place in him were so 

obvious that they were aware of them. So much so, that when he hally 

went into the local school, every week, every month, the teachers, the 

staff, parents within the school, would corne up to me and say he's 

changed so much. 

Tour walking a fine line." 

Donald's new placement would have been grade four, but instead school 

persomel decided on grade five. The move was deemed necessary because the grade four 

classroom was upstairs, and rather than move the grade four class downsrairs, they 

decided to put Donald in grade five. May's feeling with respect to this decision cm be 

heard in her comment reflecting on that decision: 'They decided in their wisdom to put 

him in grade five." 
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May felt that Donald responded to being around the active children, but felt that 

this school was not a good setting for him. She explains why 

The reason 1 Say it is not a good setting was, there were empty roorns in 

that school. You had a one-on-one TA, and the teacher had the TA take 

Donald out of class almost totally. So much so, that at the end of that year 

- 1 was somewhere else - 1 met someone who was working as a part-time 

teacher and who had worked in the school, and she asked me, "Well, 

what's going to happen to your son's class?' 1 said, "Well, what do you 

mean? #y should anything happen?" 'Weil," she said, '%rith the 

cutbacks the segregated classes are behg cut out." 1 said, "My son is not 

in a segregated class." He had spent so much time in a room by himself 

with the TA, that people literally thought he was in a separate class. 

It would seem that May and the school had different ideas as to what constituted 

an acceptable program for Donald. 

They thought nothing of taking hun out of class tirne to go for a walk, and 

she [TA] thought that this was the big thing. She was getting him out, 

she was taking him to Robbin's Donuts. They were missing the whole 

point. 

As in previous years, May was not included in the planning of Donald's program. 

She inciicates that she was called in and presented with the EP for her to sign. Her 

position of being non-confrontational, especially during the h t  year, prevailed in this 

situation as well. She explains her dilemma: 
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1 was presented with a completed document and asked to sign it. 1 don't 

recall that 1 did make changes in that particular year. Again, a new school, 

a new setting, I was trying not to make any waves. This was the pattern 1 

found myself following. The first year in a new school with new staff, 1 

tended to let them get their feet wet and see how they adjusteci to Donald. 

1 tried not to be too demmding about things. 1 didn't want to upset 

the teachm and 1 was a h i d  that if I dicl, it would set up walls and 

make things wone. You're wallcing a fine line. How far can 1 push to 

getthg Donald's needs met without getting the teachers upset? 

She continues her reflections on that year: 

So the first year 1 didn't do a whole lot. He did spend a lot of tixne in the 

other room. But he was irnproving, in that he was around an active bunch 

of children. So he was being stimulated. He was cornhg back to his old 

self - with the stimulation he was staflng to do 0 t h  things. He was 

starting to vocalize again - the sort of things he used to do. 

66 . . . in mite of the svstem" 

Donald's entry into grade six took place without any transitionai planning and as 

May's comments indicate, this was something she experienced reguiarly: "He went into 

grade six. There was no planning on the transition or anythmg. Each year 1 am never told 

who his teacher is going to be next year." 

In grade six a MAPS was conducted for Donald, at May's request. It wouid prove 
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not to be a good experience, con- to the intention of the MAPS. May camiot recall al1 

the people who were at this session, but she does recall that she had a resourcdadvocate 

penon with her. She recalls the events as they unfoldeci at that meeting: 

1 don't remember who was involved to have a MAPS for him. Actdly  

Sheila [resource/advocate] came down with me for that and it was 

homble. The teacher's attitude was, "The only reason I'm on the 

basement floor - I'm not with the other grade six's and up near the Library 

is because of Donald." His homeroom teacher m. Starky] said that! 

This was one of four obstacles that May wodd encounter during this MAPS 

session. The other three concemed a) Donald's peers being at the session; b) looking at a 

typical day in Donald's schedule; and c) the development of a circle of fiiends around 

Donald. May recalls the circumstances surrounding each of these issues: 

It was my understanding that a couple of his peers would be there. When 

1 arrived for the MAPS, 1 was told that the teacher m. Starky] herself 

decided they were not going to be there, but I was not informeci. They, the 

facilitatm ws.Dunphy] as weii as the teacher m. Starky], would not 

allow the MAPS to progress to lookuig at his daily schedule and what 

could be done. Well, the facilitator wouldn't do it. She said, 'No that's 

up to the teacher." The [school system] was doing MAPS at the time and 

not doing that step. 1 have another &end who a MAPS was done initially 

for, and that was why 1 was encouraged to do it, and again, for their 

MAPS, they did not do that step either. . . . Because what they were being 
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told was, it was up to the teacher to plan the student's day. It was not up 

to us to say how it's going to be done. 

One of the t h g s  that came up, was that it was felt that a circle of 

finends should be set up around Donald. His homeroom teacher m. 
Starky] was trying to stipulate, that if a circle of fiiends was being set up 

around Donald fiom bis classmates, she would have to decide if those 

classmates were going to be allowed to be part of his circle of friends. So 

1 did not pursue a circle of friends for Donald that year at all, because 1 

wasn't getting into this. 

May also had concems as to how the session was handled by the facilitator Ms. 

Dunphy from the school board office. She explains: 

The fact that it progressed and she ws. Dunphy] did not stop the negative 

statements towards Donald - the fact that even though 1 requested some of 

Donald's peers for their input - the tacher m. Starky] detemiined on 

her own without consultation, without anyone else, they were not going to 

corne, and yet the facilitator w s .  Dunphy] did nothing about al1 of these 

things fiom the teacher. 

In addition to May's concems about the teacher and facilitator, she was not 

impressed by the silence of Angela the TA. She States, 

The TA was there and the M A P S  session - when you're going around 

with the different questions - you know - your dreams - your fears and 

that sort of thing - every time they came to the TA [Angela], the TA had 
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absolutely nothing to say. 

May not only had to ded with an attitude on the part of the teacher m. Starky], but also 

on the part of the TA [Angela]. She recalls: 

A conversation that the TA he had most of the year, that year, was relayed 

back to me. Her comment as a TA working with a child supposedly in an 

integrated setting was, '7 don't laiow why he's here. He's not going to 

l e m  anything anyway. He should be in a segregated class." 

The MAPS should have been a positive experience giving greater insights into 

Donald's strengths and needs - how his life rnight look with proper supports and how it 

could look without these supports, and what his parents wanted for him. May's dream 

may have tumed into the nightmare that day. "1 was extremely angry even before I lefi 

the MAPS session. 1 was just fhious. 1 just couldn't believe things that were being said 

and the way the whole thing was being handled." May could not answer why Mn. 

S t e  Donald's teacher, wanted to be able to decide who would be included as his circle 

of fiends. May continues with a description of an action taken by Mrs. Starky that year 

with respect to Donald's seating arrangement in her class. 

There was a lot of things with that teacher. She would put the students in 

the homeroom - the desks would be in a horseshoe shape, so she could be 

basically in the center. Donald was shick in the back corner, despite of 

being told, at my insisteme, by the principal to move him in several times. 

It got to the point that the principal would go down and physically move 

hirn in, but she would aiways put him back. 
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May refmed to Mrs. Starky, Donald's grade six teacher, as, "The teacher who 

was segregating b." May also explains the circuIflSfances surrounduig a skaîhg party 

with Donald's class: 

I would drive Dondd to the skating ri&. That was no problem. 1 even 

told them I wouid stay and go skating with him. They were shocked that 1 

was going to take him. This was both the teacher and the TA. "You're 

going to put him in the ice?' 'Yes he loves it." He'd go skating al1 the 

t h e ,  

1 went and 1 took Donald skating and some of his classmates asked, 

mostly students f?om other classes, couid they push Donald on the ice. 1 

said sure. 1 always let them - they had to be superviseci so they didn't do 

crazy things. One of his classmates asked and he actually pushed Donald 

twice, and 1 thought nothing of it until I got back to school [after the 

skating session]. 

Their teacher was out sick that day. The substitute teacher 

approached me because he felt he was in a position and didn't know what 

to do about it. He had received instructions that moming, over the phone 

fiom the homeroom teacher, that Donald's classmates were to be told, that 

they were not allowed to push Donald in his wheelchair, on the ice. He 

had relayed that message to the students. One of the students obviously 

disobeyed him and he wasn't sure what to do about it, because he 

disagreed with the instructions. He felt they were wrong, but he didn't 



h o w  what to do about the fact, that the student had disobeyed him. 

May summarized the situation in grade six with respect to the attitudes that Donald had to 

face. "You had a teacher who segregated him and a TA who doesn't believe he should be 

there." 

Mer the incident at skating was made hown to May, she became upset and went 

to see the principal. It was here that the blame for ail her problems regarding Donald was 

placed directly at her feet She explains: 

1 was told by the principal that the reason 1 had so many problems, was 

because it was my o m  fault, that 1 cornplallied about everything - that al1 

the problems that Donald had were my own making and that sort of thing - 

- that I never had anything good to say." In response to this encouuter 

May wrote the supervisor at the school board. 

The actions of DonaId's classroorn teacher are in stark contrast to those of the 

substitute teacher. May explains: 

He tumed out - he was very good. He actually substituted for Donald's 

class earlier that year, and it was the fkst time 1 had got something home 

fiom school that the other kids had done, working with Donald. There 

was that much of a difference between the way he worked with the class 

and allowed Donald to be part of the class than the other teacher. It was 

the first t h e .  

Donald's brief experience with inclusion was obviously a pleasing expenence for 

May. Her next comment expressed her feelings about Donald's experience in the public 
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school system up to grade six: "Anyway. he managed to get through in spite of the system 

and not because of it." May was determined that Donald would be moWig from that 

school and into junior high the next school year, despite suggestions that Donald remain 

at that same school the coming year. She desmies her position on that suggestion: 

At one point 1 was talking to the principal and 1 was taking about planning for 

Donald for going into junior high. A f k  his previous c o m e n t s  and that - the 

principal had the nerve to Say to me, that someone suggested that Donald stay here 

next year. I said, "I'm telling you right now, he's not." 1 came home. 1 called the 

school board administration and 1 spoke to Diane [Supervisor of Student Services] 

and 1 said, "Donald - just so you know; 1 don't care who says it, who thinks it - 

Donald is not staying in that school next year. Donald is going to junior High." 

". . . to discuss the focus of his IEP" 

Prior to Donald's entry into grade seven, May had a meeting with the principals 

from the elementary and junior high schools, Junior High resource teacher, and speech 

and physiotherapists to discuss Donald's move to junior hi&. One of the things that May 

had been trying to achieve over the years, was more peer involvement, or peer teaching 

with Donald. She saw that this could be accomplished by pulling back the TA and 

getting the teachers to plan, so that there is peer teaching. She broached this issue at the 

meeting: 

I have had no success with that at dl. . . . talking about the need for teacher 

assistant - the junior high school principal said, 'Well, he will need a Ml- 
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time." The elementary school principal said, "Weil, no, you're going to 

need a £ùii-time plus, because you have to cover your lunch hour." So at 

that point 1 i.terjected and said, 'Why cadt Donald be left in the 

classroom with the teacher while the TA takes the lunch hour." That's as 

far as 1 was able to get That has been done over the years. . . . Which was 

a money saving thing for the system. 

May did not feel veiy confident that this scheduling had been of benefit to Donald 

over the years. She explains, "I think what happais a lot of times is, depending on which 

class he's in and who his teacher is each year - a lot of times it means he just sits there." 

She felt that 

For the most part, there was nothing directed by the teacher, as far as peer 

activities for Donald durhg the times when the TA was not there. As far 

as pulling back the TA, however, there's no - very Little in most classes 

now - peer interactions or anything like that. He's just sitting there. 

Donald's entry into junior high prompted May to change her approach of dlowing 

them to get their feet wet with respect to Donald, as she had in past years. The reason for 

this change was necessitated by the structure of junior high with respect to teacher 

assignments. May contacted Mr. Kane, the principal of the junior hi& 

So 1 did speak to hir~ and 1 did ask that at the beginning of the year, that 1 

be able to have a meeting with the teachers to di scw  the focus of his IEP. 

This is the h t  time 1 have ever done that because this year he was going 

to have different teachers for every subject, and 1 wanted to talk to them." 
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May met with the class teachers, the resource teacher, and Mr. Kane the principal 

at the start of grade seven to express her concems and explain what she was looking for in 

his IEP. She explains: 

Basically, what 1 wanted and 1 explained to them was - before you get 

starteci on this and go d o m  the road and spend hours developing 

something that is not acceptable, let me tell you what 1 think, so we don? 

have to re-write it. You're not cornrnitted to this because you spent so 

much fime on it. So we did have some conversation. They worked on it. 

I asked the principal several times when it was going to be finalized. 

This was the only meeting May would have with the group until she was 

presented with the IEP in completed form. She had no other input other than the initial 

meeting. She recalls, "1 think it was May of that year 1 finally got it. There were a 

number of changes and things I didn't like in it." May had particular concems with the 

language used in the document and some of the objectives that had been established for 

Donald. 

I had my notes of things. Most of it was just wording. A lot of it was 

negative. Just the phrasing of things in a negative way, instead of in a 

positive way. For instance, Donald would get excited and vocalize. And 

they were talking about trying tu stop the vocalizations, and one of the 

things 1 put in was, that Donald would be given something to distract him, 

or an activity. A lot of it was just negative phraskg. Although there were 

some things that were very specific. For example, 1 requested the puiling 
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out of the TA. Some of the teachers would allow, and had written in his 

IEP, for periods of time anywhae fhn 30 seconds to huo minutes. My 

comment was, "but there are times when the TA is gone for lunch for an 

hour and Donald is alone, why do you have to restrict it Wre this?" 

When May began to question their [school personnel] work that had been done on 

the IEP, she felt the atmosphere of the meeting began to change. She cornments, "The 

resource teacher irnmediately got very upset and jumped on me and said, '1 hope you 

realize that this IEP was planned in conjunction with [two school board personnel] and 

whoever else was involved nom administration at the the."' She felt the position taken 

by the resource teacher, Ms. Parsons, changed the mood of the meeting. May explains 

how she interpreted the mood of the meeting d e r  the comments made by Ms. Parsons. 

"So as soon as the resource teacher started this, the hostility started building and you 

could feel it from alI the teachers, because they felt 1 had no right to question what they 

had done." 

May does acknowledge that some of the "stdf" in the IEP was not inappropriate. 

The meeting 'kalmed off' fmally when the mernber of the school board administration, 

who had been part of the development of the IEP, arrived and agreed with May on the 

things she had requested. 

The end of grade seven came and went without the completion of an IEP for 

Donald. "It's the end of the year - the IEP isn't done. He's had no programming 

basically, other than his physio - you know that cornes fiom his physiotherapist and the 

speech therapist al1 year." 
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" . . . through - the whole vear without an IEP." 

In grade eight May received an IEP for Donald. This time May adopted a new 

approach to getting an IEP completed for Donald. She enlisteci the support of Diane, the 

school board Supervisor of Student Services, in helping her get an IEP developed for 

Donald that year. May describes why this particular person was contacte& "1 found her 

very good to work with. I had dealt with her regarding issues in the past and found her to 

be very supportive. . . . She's very committed to integration, to the exchange of 

information." May recails the details around thek first meeting to develop the EP. 

I called Diane, who would be the person in charge fiom school 

administration, and we set up meetings. It was the resource teacher, Diane 

and myself. At the first meeting we brainstormed about ideas where to go 

and things to do with Donald. It was taking the grade eight curriculum and 

we had asked the teachers to give some main subject rnatters that they 

would be covering. For example, in science they were going to be 

studying the classification of animais, in social studies they were going to 

be covering weather. 

So what we did is, we looked at how many of these c m  we take, a 

few of them for the year and cross them over. For example, if they were 

studying anhals and weather and the English class they're studying 

poetry, can we have poetry on animals and weather? The resource teacher 

had a concern about the perceived amount of work that was involved. 

Diane eased her concems by relating that the three of them would be 
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May explains the next step in the process: 

We are ail going to go out and coilect what we can fkd and we will corne 

back for our next mecting and try putthg it toge*. What we will do is 

put together a sample module to present to the teachm, as a guide for 

them to do the IEP. 

This may have worked quite well at the tirne, except that Ms. Parsons, the 

resource teacher, did not show up at the next meeting because she had scheduled 

something else. She was later questioned about her absence by Mr. Kane the principal 

and Diane, who felt that she should have been t h m  because this was a planning meeting, 

and it was her responsibilîty to be there. May and Diane proceeded with the development 

of the module without the resource teacher present. May explains their rationale behind 

the development of the concepts in this sample unit: 

For example, if we were discussing animalq animais would be irrelevant 

to Donald unless you focus on things that he had been exposed to. We 

decided - well we have a dog, there are cats in the neighbourhood, birds 

when he is outside, and he has taken horseback nding - so those are 

animais that are cornmon to work with. We could relate that to his math in 

dealuig with numbers 1- 4, in saying like four paws, one nose - this kind 

of thing and interrelate them again with poetry and English. 

In social studies we decided his aspect would be the home and 

school not the country. There was mention of dealing with historic 
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figures, and I said, %at would mean nothing to Donald, so let's deal with 

current figures. At les t  if he watches the news on TV, he might see them 

there." That part was actuaUy in the final IEP. 

A third meeting was scheduled and Diane brought the sample module. Ms. 

Panons, the resource teacher, was also able to attend this meeting d e r  missing the 

second meeting. Because Ms. Panons or Diane had not foilowed up with each other with 

respect to what had taken place at that second meeting, an embarrassing and mecessary 

conflict ensueci. May explains: 

The resource teacher came to this third meeting with reams of stuff on 

animals, 

poetry and diffcrent things. Mer saying she didn't have time to do the 

work, for some reason she went ahead and did this whole ream of stuff. 

She had animals fkom a c a  Donald doesn't know anything about 

animais fiom M c a  He doesn't know anything about Aûica Animals, 

sea animals - whole raft of stuff that was totally inappropriate - and then 

got very upset because she said, "I spent hundreds of hours doing this" - 

but she had been tofd not to do it." 

May felt that it was almost like Ms. Panon's actions were deliberately üying to 

set up road blocks. However, May's also questioned Ms. Parson's ability to provide 

support to teachers and to Donald. 

1 did not feel during the two years that she was resource teacher, that she 

was giving any appropriate guidance with regard to the IEP, and what was 
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herself, what was appropriate for Donald. 

May also relates that during grade seven and eight, she and the resource teacher 

had talked about the resource teacher being able to a m g e  various things, but they were 

never done. May explains: 

When we talked about thuigs iike the circie of niends, things being done 

Wre books being made up - large books - large pictures being done - and 

she could arrange it - none of this was ever done - nothing. Finally, at 

the end of grade eight around April, 1 finally get his IEP. So, in effect he 

[Donald] went through the whole year without an IEP. 

The TA - Grade Seven and Ei&t 

The teacher assistant, Terry, was the one who probably worked more closely with 

Donald during the school day. It was more closely than May liked because it served to 

relieve a teacher fiom assuming any interaction or planning with Donald, if they so 

desired - something that May had been trying to change for years without any success. 

May did not approve of Donald's TA during these two years and thought that ". . . as far 

as any programming with Donald - it was a write-off? 

May describes her experiences with respect to her interactions with the Terry over 

aspects of Donald's program. 

. . . a lot of issues had corne up with regard to the fact that this TA he had 

in junior high was not doing the work, 1 felt he should be doing. Donald 
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had swgery during grade eight. Because of that surgery he had his 

hamstrllig lengthened and part of his physio program had to be cut. Mer 

a few months, when he had recovered, and 1 had spoken to the doctor, and 

1 had spoken to the physiotherapist, 1 went into the school and spoke to the 

TA. I told him it's time to start doing the whole program again. His 

response was, "Weil, 17m doing the whole program." 'No, we cut part of it 

out three months ago." "Weli, what part?" So 1 started explainhg to h i . .  

He had no idea what 1 was tallcing about. 

May recalls that she had persodly told Terry, and that he did not remember the 

exercises she had described to him. When she asked him for the written copy of the 

physio program, neither the TA nor Mr. Kane, the principal, was able to fhd a copy of the 

program. May took her copy fkom home, copied if and gave it to them. She recalls, 

They were only doing a small portion of his physio program. When 1 

gave him a copy and showed him the physio program and showed him the 

exercises 1 wanted reinstated, his response was, "1 never did those." 

May also had to deal with issues surrounding the TA not taking Donald to class. 

She States, 

For example, you'd have to get hirn down the stairs to get him to the 

workshop. So if it was only a one class thing, the TA decided on his own 

not to take Donald. So it was sornething 1 had to address because the TA 

did not have the right to make that decision. 

May felt toward the end of grade eight that this particular TA was not doing the 
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work with Donald that she felt should be done. She wrote and complained to the school 

board saying that she felt ". . . it is in Donald's best interests that he have a new teacher 

assistant for the next year." She was successfid in her effort and Donald had a new TA in 

grade nine. 

"Thev were thinking cuniculum related." 

May received Donald's IEP in grade nine at the beginning of that year. She states, 

''1 think by October." There were improvements over the previous year, but she felt that 

there were still a few concerns with the IEP. May states: 

In Donald's grade eight IEP there were items which were repeated in each 

individual subject. In an effort to simpli@ this document, 1 retyped it. 1 

listed those items which were not specific to any subject into a g e n d  

category, as goals for Donald, that wodd apply to all classes. At the 

beginning of grade nine, 1 gave the revised IEP to the principal, to be used 

as a guide in setting his grade nine IEP. This year, fïnally, I got his IEP at 

the begïnning of the year. 

The lEP for grade nine was developed with May's involvement. The grade nine 

IEP was a carry over from grade eight. She recalls, '9 think what we did is - because his 

one from 1st year in grade eight was so late in the year, and it hally gotten to a point 

where we sort of liked it, we decided basicdy to go with it." There were changes with 

respect to subject matter. May explains: 

1 asked that the grade nine teachers be consulted because the matenal 
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being taught was going to change nom grade eight to grade nine. The 

topics dealt with in his grade eight IEP were relevant to what was being 

taught in grade eight, but might not be relevant to material covered in 

grade nine. The teachers felt that yes, the topics covered in the grade eight 

IEP could fit within the guidelines of the grade nine curriculum. Because 

of this, it was decided that the subject related portions of Donald's grade 

eight IEP, would be kept for grade nine and the general goals that I had 

ouhed,  would be included. 

May recalls that the teachers were having a difficult time in understanding what 

she wanted for Donald. May wanted Donald's in-class activities related to the curriculum 

at that time. 

. . . if they were in math class, he should be doing something related to 

math. The teachers were having a hard t h e  understanding. They were 

thinking curriculum related - well we're doing higher hctions - how am 

1 going to relate that to Donald? They were not simplifjmg it enough. . . . 

we're saying, well, just subject related is dl  we're doing. 

These issues were addressed at a meeting with Mr. Kane the principal, Kathleen O'Dell 

the new resource tacher, and May. It was at this meeting that they clarified their position 

for the class teachers as to what they meant by subject related. 

This is how we came up with rewording it. So we're not saying that he 

has to do ktions. Al1 we're saying is, if you are studying math, he 

should be studying something to do with math. Okay, so that's al1 we're 
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saying when we're saying abject related. 

Donald would be doing a pardel curricdran in each class. A few minor changes were 

made at this tune to Donald's IEP and presented to May. 

May spoke of Ms. O'Dell, the new resource teacher in grade nine, as being "very 

good." She explains what she rneant: 

When 1 talk to her, she seans to have a much better understanding and we 

are in more agreement on the direction for Donald's IEP. She seems to 

have much more background in program adapting to meet the level of 

someone of Donald's needs - how to adapt - and that programs meet his 

needs - much easier to work with - much more open to suggestions. 

May relates that there has not been a whole lot of communication between herseIf 

and Ms. O'Dell. But whenever she has gone to speak to her on some issue that needed to 

be addressed, May found her to be "very open in accepting me and in giving me h a  

feelings back with regard to both good and her fnrstrations in dealing with the system." 

"It's Iike thev're a h i d  to achowIedge thev don't how." 

May gave her perception of the relationship with teachen over the years as far as 

planning with respect to Donald's program. 

With the teachers - 1 have told them - if there is something that you are 

planning in the school, maybe I have something regarding it at home that 

would be relevant for Donald. Over the years, at different times, I have 

sent supplies in. 1 have bought supplies for the school for Donald. Some 
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of than have been lost on me. 1 have made things. But for the most part, 

the teachen don? even take me up on the offer or even c d .  

May related one instance during grade seven where Donald's science teacher had 

cded about a lab they would be doing on dissecting woms and his concem about 

Donald's involvement, because Donald would mouth things. May's solution to this was 

to provide a bag of gummy wom candies. She explains, "I took them in to the teacher 

and 1 said, 'Were, 1 know the kids are doing worms. You can give this to Donald," and 1 

said, "you can give them al1 one." May recails that other than this, she never gets calls 

fiom teachers. Wothing. It's like they're afhid to aclmowledge they don? how.  If they 

don't admit if or don't confiront it, and it's never dealt with, and they get through the 

year, - and it's gone." 

". . . based on ~roesess - made on his IEP." 

May had requested that the teachm do a baseline evaluation on Donald, at the 

beginning of grade nine, based on his IEP, and then evaluations could be done 

periodically throughout the year to see what progress had been made. She states, "1 know 

that it has not been done, and 1 know that the teachefi have not b e n  doing any sort of 

evaluation." May knows this to be the situation because she gets daily reports nom the 

TA. She states, "Something else 1 had to insist on and fight for." May acknowledges that 

it's not the role of the TA to be giving reports as to Donald's progress. "It is not their 

responsibility." But, as she explains, '4 can't get the teachers to do it." 

May explains her concems around the issue of ownership of Donald and his IEP: 
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The fïrst TA [Terry] redy  was not mature enough to handle what was 

happening, in that, because the teaches were not taking ownership of 

Donald and ownership of the direction of his IEP. Nothing was coming 

down h m  the teachers and this person did not have the ability to do it on 

his own - which they shouldn't have done. But as a resdt there was 

nothing. This year we're very fommate in that the TA [Cd]  does have 

the ability to do things on his owa He has worked and done programming 

with Donald on the cornputer and different thing~ and is much more alert 

and competent and has therefore done a lot of things for Donald on his 

own and made progression on things. But, he still is doing it on his own 

and that is a concern becaw if anything happens, it's al1 going to fall on 

the TA and technically it shouldn't. 

It's the responsibility of the teacher and that is a battle I have yet to 

win. Getting the teachers to realize they are the ones who are supposed to 

- they are responsible for Donald's programming, and they are the ones 

responsible to guide the TA - to give direction to the TA. The TA is not 

supposed to plan and set-up and implement al1 these things. 

Communication between teachers and parent seems to be an area of concern for 

May. She states: 

Never, even now I don't. 1 get feedback, notes fiom the teacher assistant 

on each class. Classes that the teacher assistant is not there, I don't get a 

note on that class. Anytime the TA is away, be it lunchtune or out sick, I 
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get no cornmimication h m  the school. 

May has asked the teacher for correspondence on these classes. She comments, 

"Yes, 1 have gone to M. Kane] the principal and p s .  O'DeU] the resource teacher and 

everything and asked. Some years 1 have had better success than others, to the point, that 

the teachers will at least initial the comments made by the TA." May indicated that the 

same situation persists this year. She states, T m  getting nothing again, if the TA is not 

there. At one point, 1 did go in and cause an issue about it. For a few weeks the teachers 

did initial it, but then it stopped again." 

There were concerns centering around when Donald's evaluation could be done 

and these were brought up by Mr. Kane at a meeting. May provided the following 

solution: "One example 1 gave him was, if the -dents are writing a test in math or 

something, then that period codd be used for doing some evaluation on Donald's IEP." 

May is confident that this has not been done and wonders how they can write his report 

card. She relates her position with respect to the present, and past, report cards: 

I will no longer accept report cards fiom teachers telling me that Donald 

knows his name; Donald smiles at me when 1 cal1 him. That is not 

acceptable. His report card this year is to be based on progress made on 

his IEP and 1 will accept nothing else. 

Donald stayed home for the week during the first term examinations at the school. 

May did receive evaluations from each of the subject areas aftemards. She felt that these 

evaluations should have been done at the beginning of the term and used as baselines. 

May is uncertain about what to expect in the second term report. She comments, "We're 
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comllig up now for the mid-texm report for the second term. 1 am waiting to see what's 

going to happen there." 

The issue of appropriate progpnunhg has been one of the major obstacles that 

May has had to deal with throughout Donald's schoohg. It has been such a concem to 

her that she was able to state that, "Attitudes at junior high, as far as acceptance of 

Donald being there are good. It's the progmmmhg that is lacking." 

". . . someone thev know nothing about. . ." 

May's greatest concem about the IEP process centered around Donald's exposure 

to the junior high systern. She felt that his various subject teachers had not done their job 

with respect to any programming for Donald. She States, 

My attitude was - here it is, it's the end of April, this is the second year in 

a row that the teachers have not done their job. They couldn't - they 

didn't have anything to do it with. No progranunhg has been done for 

Donald. 

May's following cornments help to explain what she feels to be the problem with the 

level of programming at the junior high level. 

A tacher is only Uivolved with Donald usually for one year. They go in 

and they talk about doing up an IEP about someone they know nothing 

about, and they refuse to involve and ask questions of the parent, who has 

known the child al1 his or her Life. It's stupid. 

At the time of this interview Donald was in grade nine and May wanted him 
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placed back in grade eight for the coming year. May felt, that at the end of grade eight, 

they had at le& made some progress in the development of an IEP. May also indicates 

that that year was '?he year that I felt 1 had the most involvement into the planning of his 

IEP. . . ." Her contribution to the IEP process and her effectiveness as a resource penon 

has been demonstrated through ber ability to adapt material to the curriculum in the 

development of a sample module. May expresseci h a  views on the involvement of 

parents in the IEP process: 

I think you have two problems. 1) You have teachers who are in the 

system and are resistant to change, and 2) you have parents who up until 

the last few years have had their kids, for the most part, in segregated 

classes and have just handed over responsibility carte blanche. 1 lmow a 

fiend who's a teacher and who has battled with parents, when she's had 

special needs student in her class, to get them in to take part in meetings to 

plan for things. Unfortunately, with some people you have resistance on 

both sides - both the teaching staff and the home. 1 honestly don? know 

the answer, but what 1 find very htrating is that those of us who want to 

be involved are still being blocked out by the school. 

I don? lmow how you can change the parents who don't want to be 

involved, who Say take him, he's yours. You deal with it. Historically, 

many parents have looked at school as  a babysitting service and have not 

wanted to becorne involved in the IEP process. I donTt know what can be 

done about that. But, I reaiIy wish something could be done about the 
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teachers' reluctauce to talk and even get to know the parents. 

Since May had volunteered at the school, there were oppominities for teachers to 

discuss issues saound Donald. But May related that most of the time they would simply 

Say, "Hi." This point about teachers' reluctance to tallc and even get to kmow parents ieft 

May feeling somewhat perplexed. She explains: 

Knowing that there were so many things that weren't being done and when 

1 went to see the principal, he would tell me, "Well the teachers don't feel 

that they know how to do this, or they know what îhey should be doing." I 

couldn't understand it. You know they're telling the principal that when it 

cornes to adapting programs to meet Donald's needs, following his IEP, 

that they don't know what they should be doing. 1 have agreed and told 

hem, you know if you have any questions, cal1 me. Contact me if there's 

anything 1 can do. 

May feels that the organizational structure of ou.  Junior High schools complicates 

the matter. She explains: 

1 think in Junior High level it becornes really an issue because of the fact 

that they have so many different teachers. They're only teaching the child 

one subject. They may see him three times a week, which is actually 

another reason for me wanting to put Donald back in grade eight. Two 

years ago at this school, they started with the middle school program for 

grade seven's, in which two teachers team to teach two classes. So that 

you only have two teachers teaching the core subjects to those two classes, 
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so there are fewer teachm. Next year they're supposed to start it in grade 

eight. My feeling is that hopefully, if 1 put Donald back in grade eight, 1 

only have two teachers to deal with instead of five and that wiil facilitate 

the teachers in getting to know Donald better - getting more involved with 

his IEP and better knowing each o t k .  There's only one teacher that 1 

h o w  that Donald has right now and I only know him because it's the 

music teacher who's been very good with Donald tbrough seven, eight and 

nine. 

May describes this specific music teacher as being the best with Donald with respect to 

including him in his class. She explains, 

It just happens that he has a personality and an ability and he works weil 

with Donald. He doesn't exclude Donald. He doesn't ignore Donald. He 

does So he's the only teacher that 1 really know this year at dl. 

Outside this specific teacher there has been no teacher, since the fkst couple of years of 

school, with whom May has been able to establish a good working relationship. She 

explains what she believes to be the reason for this good relationship during those fint 

few years: 

1 think it was a good team between the whole school - it was a good team. 

Thae was positive fiom the principal, positive kom the resource teacher, 

and a good qualified TA who actually had her teaching degree and worked 

well with the teacher. So it was much more open. I think everybody just 

felt more cornfortable. The main teacher in the room acknowledged she 
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had no expenence and that. But, she had support fiom her principal and 

her resource teacher with regard to planning and programming. So much 

so, that the resource teacher and the principal each &y, on their own, to 

d o w  the TA'S break the,  the principal and the resource teacher were the 

ones who went in and substituted for the TA. That's how positive and 

involved they were. So I thkik the whole positive atiitude fiom the top 

down played a large part in it. 

". , . less aDt to do i t  if vou have a witness." 

May's expenence with the IEP process enabled her to provide the following 

advice to other parents or guardians of children with disabilities on hding a school in 

which to register their children. May felt that the attitude of the principal with respect to 

speciai needs students wouid be important. 

The first thing you would do is to go and talk to the principal and find out, 

because the principal has such an influence over the rest of the schooi, to 

f h d  out basically what his or her attitudes are with regard to the speciai 

needs student. 

May states the importance of this attitude, "That's going to basicdly set the tone 

for whatever is going to happen." The involvement that you will have in your child's 

program plan will depend upon you. "It's gohg to be up to you to request the meetings 

and you're going to have to fight for the involvement you want." 

May also provided particdar advice with respect to the IEP meetings. 
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Don't go alone. Most people I know have gone to most of them alone. 

Sometimes it's been okay. Sometimes it hasn't Anybody else 1 talked to, 

I've always told them to take somebody . . . even if that person only takes 

notes. Because when you l ave  the meeting you can focw on what's 

going on at the moment. You can't rrmember at the end of the meeting 

and you can't remember the details. So it's better to have someone, even 

if that person does nothing else but take notes for you to refer back to - 
what's been decided - what's been agreed upon at the end of it. So that 

you have something concrete and it's going to be up to you to follow up on 

those agreements and make sure these are done. Because my experience is 

when you're at the meeting, they don't get foiiowed up on. 

May suggests taking someone knowledgeable about the LEP process if possible, but if that 

is not possible, just the presence of another person with you may prevent you fiom being 

intimidated at these meetings. 

Eyou know someone who's involved in the system and can help you 

that's good. But, most people don't, so even if it's just a fkiend, a 

neighbour - someone. Just  the fact that there's someone else there will 

sometimes make the people at the meetings sit back and be more careful in 

how they treat you. Ahost like there's a witness there. 

in the past May has expenenced situations at meetings with school personnel 

where she has felt that she has been mistreated, and that the icnowledge she has about her 

son was undermined. She explains: 
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1 haven't run into it bad I have know other people who have. But for 

example, the time when the principal said, "Weii, you know it's my fault. 1 

never have anything good to Say. AU 1 have is negative stuff.'' 1 don't 

think he wouid ever have had said that in fiont of a witness. So 1 have 

experienced it - not as bad as  I lmow other people have. But, basicdly 

being made to feel that you don? kuow anything. You know, "weyre the 

teachers - we're the professionals - we're -ed in this - we know what 

we're doing - and you're just going to have to do what we want"- kind of 

attitude. 1 h d  they're much less blatant, if they're going to do it, they're 

less blatant about it if you have another person there. Not dl of them are 

going to do it. But, if they do, 1 think they will be less apt to do it, if you 

have a witness. 

Professional development 

In efforts to try and help schooi personnel become more knowledgeable, May has. 

over the years, taken it on herself to d o m  them about any summer programs or courses 

directed at cumculum adaptation and IEP writing. But she relates that any attempts at 

this have proven to be ineffective. 

When 1 am aware of aaining prognuns, like sutnmer programs in program 

adapting and IEP . . . I've taken the pamphlets into the school and lefi 

them in the teachers room . . . given it to the principal . . . to see if any 

teachea would follow up on them. 1 have never heard that aoy of them 
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have, 

The information that May has this year pertahhg to training in program adaptation will 

be given directiy to the resource teacher. May explains her reasons for this move: 

ActuaUy' this time I was planning on taking it directly to the resource 

teacher, as 1 Say because I feel she would be open to it. Not because 1 

think she needs it, but to encourage - going up to talle to her about what's 

going to happen to Donald next year, because as 1 said, my plan is that he 

wiU go back to grade eight and he wili not progress into high school at this 

point in t h e .  So, therefore looking at that end and saying, okay he's 

going to have eight and nine here again, let's get some of our teachers 

going. 

In some way May's next statement seems an appropriate point at which to 

conclude her reflections on the IEP process. She states, "lt's not just for Donald though, 

there are other special needs students in the school. 1 know that. so no matter what grade 

level they're in - in some way it's going to benefit the school system." 



CHAPTERFIVE 

Findings 

This chapter presents the kdings obtained h m  one semi-stnictured interview 

and one follow-up interview with parents of each of four families who participated in this 

study. The results of the analysis are discussed in texms of the foilowing two major 

themes that emerged: (a) barriers to the IEP process, and (b) facilitators of IEP process. 

Each major theme was comprised of categories, each of which contained a number of 

sub-categones. 

The experiences of the parents in this study do not necessarily represent the 

expenences of ail parents who seek out IEPs for their child, nevertheless, commonalities 

among theu experiences can contribute to research literature and our professional 

understanding. 

Barriers to the IEP Process 

Attitudes 

In their quest to obtain an IEP for their child, parents often felt they ran into a 

"Wall of attitudes" or "mental roadblocks." Various synonyms for "Wall" include bastion, 

barricade, divider and fortification. For roadblocks various synonyms include blockade, 
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barrier and obstruction. The metaphors describe attitudes where school personnel saw 

disability and deficits fïrst which prevented them fbm seeing the child behind the 

disability. 

Valuing the child. The negative attitudes parents perceived the school personnel 

held translated into actions that devalued the student as a person who has dignity in 

his/her own right. The following examples support this position: As one parent noted, 

Well, corne to discover, Gina wasn't pulling her pants down far enough, 

and the t e a c b g  assistant wasn't going in making sure it was happening. 

So Gina would be sent home, and not only that, Gina would sit out in the 

front foyer, waiting for the taxi to corne pick her up - wet - while al1 the 

other kids were changing classes - watching. This done a lot, and like I 

could never get them to see that. 

We need only place ourselves in the position of this 17 year old girl to imagine 

the indignity and embarrassrnent of such an experience. Another parent's report serves to 

illustrate how this attitude of devalukg the child is evident in a placement decision. 

They had a number of reasons why he should not go into grade two in that 

school system. The class - the previous teacher had built a treehouse in 

the classroom. Physically there was not room for Donald in the classroom 

d e s s  they tore that down and then ail the other kids couldn't use it. 

We do much to devalue a person's worth when we prize the presence of an 

inanimate object over that of her/his inclusion or place within the group. One cm only 

specdate, if this reason would have been used to exclude Donald, if his disability had 
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been of a physical nature only. These actions speak 1oudIy to attitudes that devalue the 

worth of the person. Such attitudes are damaging to all children, alienate the parents and 

compromise the IEP process. 

L a n m e .  Negative attitudes were ais0 apparent to the parents in the written 

language used in the writing of IEPs and evduations of the children. Parents often felt 

that things were phrased in a negative way and inappropriateiy worded, focusing more on 

what the child can't do, highlighting the deficits, instead of their assets. Some people 

may interpret a person's disability as so encompassing and debilitating, that they see the 

person as incapable of doing a n m g .  In general, society has always been dominated by 

a view of disability that taught us to see disability as inability. Beverley's description of 

Molly's resource teacher during grade two and three as being a very negative person 

serves to illustrate a deficit fkst perception. 

Everything about Molly was negative and whatever she had to Say or 

write, or whatever, was always done in a negative tone. Molly is confined 

to a wheelchair and can 't participate at this time. 

In this author's experience, it was common practice for teachers to &te IEPs 

highhghting a studmt's deiïcits and then m g  to develop programs around those 

deficits. Later training for teachers promoted developing programs fiom a Iist of needs 

that were identifid based on a student's strengths. Tachers were now trained to look for 

a student's assets, build on their strengths, not their deficits. 

A deficit fïrst perception used in Wnting student evduations, can send messages 

that we may, or may not, intend to relay. When Gina's teachers used a deficit f k t  
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perception to &te her grade nine evaluaîion, her father related what he felt was the real 

message behind this evaluation. 

It was given to us on graduation day and I wasn't going to spoil the day, 

because 1 knew what was inside of it. 1 waited until the middle of Juiy, 

and 1 opened it one Saturday afternoon. Each teacher said different thùigs, 

but they d l  used certain terminologies that were all identical that put Gina 

down. It angered me a great deal that one person wrote al1 this stuff about 

her and the school supportecl her. It hurt me a great deal. It was very 

degrading. But it tore my heart out and then it made me laugh that these 

people - these professional teachers are so mail. Because to me, it 

wasn't to get back at Gina because she will never read the letter. 

These examples of negative language interfere with the IEP process in the following 

ways: First, negative language keeps the focus of programhg on remediating deficits 

ïnstead of building on student stren*, and lirnits access to oppomuiities that might 

otherwise be available. Secondly, regardles of the context, no parent wants to have their 

child taiked about in language that diminishes their child's worth. Therefore, such 

language serves to establish a barrier which alienates the parents as Pamiers in the IEP 

process. 

Resistance to oroblem solvine. Negative attitudes were dso evident through the 

actions of school personnel toward the student in the classroom, and in their approach to 

problem solving. One parent felt that the way his daughter's needs were addressed was 

indicative of a system where his daughter was not valued. This attitude of devaluing the 



child precluded an atmosphere of creative problem solving. 

If you don't believe that the child should be taught, then you don't teach 

them. It's a value system. There are some of us who believe that Gina' s 

peers help teach Gina because she has a thirst of reason. That Gina is 

valuable. She can leam. She cm be a productive member of society. 

That us as her teacher, myself included there, if she's not learning 

something, it's not because she doesn't want to. It's to me, we're doing 

something wrong. Let's txy something different instead of sayhg she 

can't, let's h d  if yes, but where. 

Another parent, Robert described the school's approach to problem solving 

around his daughter's needs, as always a source of fiction. Instead of rising to the 

occasion and an opportunity to challenge, "They turned a mole hi11 into a mountain quite 

quickly." Still another parent, May relates her experience with the principal and teacher 

at a school she approached, about her son's very tirst placement. 

The response I got fiom the principal and the teacher was very negative. 

"Tt seems like he drools. Who's going to supply the Kieenex? Who's 

going to do this? Who's going to do that?" You know just any petty, 

petty [sic] little thing they codd find for it not to work - not to have him 

integrated, in the classroom. 

The feelings and experiences described by these parents about the approach to 

problem solving by school personnel, may not say as much about their ability to problem 

solve, as it does about their willingness to at Ieast try. This lack of willingness to hy may 
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send strong messages to parents about the diminished importance of their child in the 

eyes of school personnel and serve to create barriers to the IEP process. 

Child as cause of the oroblnn. In some situations negative attitudes focused on 

the student as  the cause of the problem. 'The teacher's attitude was 'the only reason I'rn 

on the basement floor - I'm not with the other grade six's and up near the library is 

because of Donald."' These attitudes t o w d  the student were also present in the school's 

approach to problem solving. 

The previous resource tacher also was very negative - very negative in 

her approach. Always focusing on the negative rather than on the positive. 

on what Molly c m  do, and what h a  strengths and abilities are. She 

always focused on what she can't do. What she's missing out on. You 

know they can't meet her needs and this is why. Because it's her fault. 

That fiutrates me to no end right fiom the beginning. 

When the attitude of school personnel was such that the student was seen as the 

problem, recommended solutions focused on the exclusion of the student, rather than 

their inclusion. One parnit [whose daughter was nonverbal] explained how scbool 

personnel interpreted his daughter's behavior as inappropriate, and recommended 

placement in a class for students with behavior problems. While the parent explained his 

daughter's behavior as a means of communication. 

When Gina gets fiustrated, she'll just grab at you. "This is not what 1 want 

to do. I don't want any part of this." Everyday in the book borne-school 

communication book] - "Gina is grabbing at me." They were blaming it 
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on Gina going to see the wrestling- That got nothing to do with it. But 

they would not hear of that. They thought Gina was v q  aggressive and 

should be in a behavior class. 

When the student is seen as the cause of the problem, the proposed solutions 

recommend taking some action directly ag- the student, such as removing himmer 

from the class, or from the school as in Gina's case. The same approach is used in the 

following scenario. The following suggestion was offered as a solution to Molly's 

apparent tiredness, and subsequent sleeping in the aflernoons. 'Wow of course the 

teacher's attitude at that time was, 'Wouldn't there be anotha place that Molly could go 

in the afternoon because she seems to get so tired?"' 

This same problem, with the same student is addressed in another school year, by 

a different teacher, with a different attitude and approach. The attitude of Molly's new 

teacher did not question her placement in his class. Her mother explains about working 

with the classroom teacher, "Even when we sat down to do her lPPs [same as IEP], 'Why 

do we have to keep saying - so she can be included with the class. That's a given. 1 

expect her to be included with the class."' 

Solutions to the problem were now redirected fiom taking action directly against 

Molly, to taking action, or making adaptations, to the environment. When a contrary 

view, seeing the environment (not the student) as the problem, solutions were focused 

outside the student, and on the present inclusive environment. This new focus facilitated 

the IEP process through collaboration between parents and school personnel. A parent 

explained her feelings about this new perspective: 
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It's a rnuch more positive sort of year and they've gone the extra step. 1 

think we're learning, that if Molly falls asleep, it's because she's b o r d  

So we've figured out how MoUy can have earphone inserts, to be able to 

Listen to things, because in grade four they're doing things that could be 

rnuch more quieter. So we need to figure out how we c m  include Molly 

with something similar to what the rest of the kids are doing. Like if 

they're doing silent reading or whatever, then she's doing some, she has 

earphones for the cornputer in the class. So she can be doing some work 

while they're doing silent shinand that So there seems to be - they're 

much more keen to explore new things this year. 

When school personnel focus on the student as being the cause of the problem, it 

does little in the way of creating an atmosphere of cooperation and collaboration between 

the home and school, essential to the IEP process. We only need think of our own 

children and our experiences with the school system to understand that to any degree. 

Limited expectations. Some parents in this study also indicated that attitudes of 

limited expectations for their child would impact directly upon the type of program their 

child would receive. One parent reported knowledge of a comment made by a teaching 

assistant regarding her son, that reflects this concem. "1 don't know why he's here. He is 

not going to l e m  anything anyway. He should be in a segregated class." This next 

parent's comment reflects how important he felt attitudes were in programming to meet 

the needs of his child. "If you don? have a TA [teaching assistant] that believes that the 

child's going to leam, d l  you are going to do is waik the halls." 
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When we b i t  expectaîions for our children to their present level of functioning7 

we deprive them of the opportunity of reaching their full potential. There is no 

différence, in this respect, for children with or without disabifities. In this author's 

experience in working with students with disabilities, expectations are very much related 

to the kind of program that wilI be implemented with a mident - whether we will attempt 

to challenge them or not. If we believe them incapable of leaming, then they are often 

assigned busy work or may just sit and do nothing at dl. 

Reiection of the child. Parents also described experiences that demonstrated 

subtle rejection of their children in the clasmorn. 

The desks were put in a horseshoe shape, so she [teacher] could basicdly 

be in the center. Donald was stuck in the back corner, despite being told at 

my insistence, by the principal, to move him in several times. It got to the 

point, that the principal would go down and physically move him in, but 

she would put him back. 

Our actions speak louder than our words. This teacher was undoubtably sending a strong 

message to the other students in her class, about how she felt about Donald, and people 

with disabilities in general. 

In addition to rejection within the classroom. there was exclusion from class 

activities. 

The teacher took me aside to tell me, that she knew 1 would understand, 

that Molly would not be able to be involved in the Christmas concert that 

year, because they would not be able to get her wheelchair on the stage. 



There were three stairs. 1 could have taken her up myself. 

Both these experiences, although different in the degree of rejection, send strong 

messages to parents about their child's acceptance and inclusion. In this author's 

experience, the kind of relationship that wiil develop between the home and school, will 

in large part, be contingent upon the acceptance or rejection of the child by school 

personnel. A limited view of the student undermines hisher potential and o h  translates 

directly into an IEP with Iimited expectations. 

Coo~eration and teamwork. Positive attitudes thaî accepted the chiIdren and 

weicomed them into the school and classroom, produceci an atmosphere of cooperation 

and collaboration between the home and school. One parent referred to teachers with 

such positive attitudes as being "like a rainbow in the storm." This parent explained that 

when you meet teachers with positive attitudes, "It makes everyihing just that much easier 

and you see Gina leaming something - actuaiIy leaming - it's something." 

Another parent found this positive outlook in her son's first school, but has not since 

experienced it in any of his other placements. She explained the benefits of positive 

attitudes at her son's school: 

1 think it was a good team between the whole school. There was positive 

fiom the principal, positive fkom the resource teacher, a good qualified 

teaching assistant, who actually had her teaching degree and worked well 

with the teacher. The main teacher in the room, aclmowledged she had no 

experience, but she had good support fiom her principal and her resource 

teacher, with regard to planning and programming. So much so that the 
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resource teacher and the principal each day, on their own, to allow the 

teaching assistant's breaktime, the principal and the resource teacher were 

the ones, who went in and substituted for the teaching assistant. That's 

how positive and involved they were, so 1 think that the whole positive 

attitude h m  the top dom played a large part in it. 

Unfortmately, these parents experienced few occasions in their children's schools 

where such positive outiooks and team dynamics were present. The negative attitudes 

parents perceived h m  school personnel precluded an atmosphere of cooperation and 

collaboration. These attitudes served as barriers, hindering the development of the EP 

and excluding the parents ' involvement in its development . 

The comments of this parent serves to capsulize what parents had to Say about 

what they experienced, felt about the iEP process and where the problem might originate. 

1 found that we weren't always focusing on her best abilities. You know 

the things she could do weli. It was never the question, How can we do it? 

It was, Can we do it? You know, maybe we can't. 1 think there needs to 

be more of an interdisciplinary approach withùi the school somehow. 

We're w o r b g  together to solve problems. 1 don't think that happens 

enough. I think parents feel alienated, and feel like they're asking for way 

too rnuch, and 1 think, that 's why parents don't get involved at times, 

because they're just happy that the school takes them, and why interfere. 



Trust and Remect 

When any parent sen& their child off to school there is a certain trust that teachers 

will do what is required for their child. This trust remains in place d e s s  it is disturbed 

by some action that results in a breach of that trust. The respect that accompanied that 

trust, aiso begins to deteriorate. 1 feel that the fïndings in this study indicate that parents 

felt they experienced a breach of this trust, and subsequent loss of respect for school 

personnel. 

Placement decisions. The IEP process began when parents met with school 

personnel to discuss a placement for their child. AU parents in this study wanted 

integrated placements and hoped their child would be welcomed by the teacher, included 

as a member of the class, and have an IEP developed. These are the same things any 

parent would expect from their child's teacher. Nevertheless, each year their child's 

placement became a concem for these parents. This concem was realized by either of 

two conditions: fïrst, schools would sometimes challenge the student's current integrated 

placement, and want her/him moved to a different school, where the necessary supports - 
considered as segregated placement by parents - were in place. 

"It's hard for Gina here. There's only a resource teacher here for half a 

&y. Gina needs this and the other thing and the best place for Gina to get 

everythïng she needs is at Ridgewood High and Frank Hick's class." 

Frank Hicks is a teacher in a segregated classroom. This is not what Gina 

ne&. This is what they need. 

Parents in this study reported that when school p e r s o ~ e l  questioned the inclusive 
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placements of their children, they did so by tryîng to convince the parents that other 

(segregated) placements would better meet their child's needs. The parents felt that the 

motive for the change was in the best interest of the school and not the chiid. T o u  

h o w  they had aiready corne to the decision, what they wanted, and they were feeding me 

the information to make me go the way they wanted me to go." Parents were mistnisting 

of school personnel when it came to the schwl's attempt to move their children into 

segregated setnngs. 

Secondly, parents became apprehensive over the uncertainty of how next year's 

teacher wodd receive their children. Parents were never, or rarely infonned, who the 

child's teacher would be for the coming school year. This was an obvious concem for 

parents that went unaddressed by school personnel. One parent relates how she felt about 

never being informed about next year's teacher: 

. . . now that we are coming to the end of this school year, 1 am panicking 

about next year, because 1 do not know who her teacher will be. We had 

repeatedly asked, as each school year was cornhg to a close, that - two 
basic questions: "Would Molly's teaching assistant be coming back the 

followuig September? Could Molly hook up with her new teacher for the 

following year, before the current school year ended?" Try as we rnight 

and promises were made and never carried through in previous yean. This 

was a request that we made probably three years mmbg. 

Mistrust of school personnel became critical for the parents of one child, who felt 

that the school had complete control over where their child should be placed. These 
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parents became very concemed, when an Ontario supreme court decision, gave school 

boards the power to determine a student's most suitable placement. "Charlie is womed 

about JeEery being down the road, put into a [segregated] classmorn and there's nothing 

we can do about that. Like we can't make a decision." 

The concems expressed by the parents in this study, with respect to their 

children's placement and teachers, on the one hand, indicate a sense of mistrust for the 

school system and, on the other hand, an iosensitivity to their ne&. It would be difficult 

to have respect for someone you feel you cannot trust. 

Balanced ~artnershi~s. A common characteristic shared by the participants in 

this study, was their choice to be involveci in the development of their children's 

educational plans. Parents were quite willing and capable of contributhg to the IEP 

process, but were denied access to any form of partnership with the school. Typically, the 

ody role assigneci to the parents by the school, was providing their signature to an E P  

document, that parents had insisted be developed in the fint place. 

Parents acknowledged their inexperience with IEPs, but actively sought 

participation in their child's program. This participation usually came at the parent's 

insistence. "We made it clear Eom the start that we had to approve everything in regards 

to what they were doing with her." At other times, parents became persistent in their 

request that school personnel develop an IEP, and when necessary parents sought help 

outside the school. '4 pushed myself on them." Parents were also consistent in their 

resolve that an IEP be completed for their child. One parent stated how he felt about 

having an IEP for his child, "You're defhitely drawing one up." Parents became very 
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With the teachers - I have told them - if there is something that you are 

planning in the school, maybe 1 have something regarding it at home, that 

would be relevant for Donald. 1 have sent supplies in. 1 have bought 

supplies. 1 have made things. But, for the most part, the teachers don't 

even take me up on the offer or evem cd. 

In most cases, to insure that an IEP would be developed, parents Literally 

developed the IEPs themselves. 

I spent basically that whole year, much to Erin's [fiendladvocate] chagrin, 

heiping to develop the curriculum for Molly. Because even though 1 had a 

receptive teacher, I still wasn't sure that some of the materials would be 

adapted in the class. So I began doing some books and writing some 

books and deveioping some things and that kind of stuff, ail tactile stuff. 

During parent-teacher interviews, parents descnbed situations where teachen had 

the principal and/or resource teacher with them. At these meetings the teacher barely 

participated during the interview. Special Services personnel, or the principal, would 

have the most input at meetings, even though they would have the least amount of direct 

contact with the student during the school day. This lack of input by classroom teachers, 

either attending or participating in these meetings, was a major concem and common 

experience for d l  parents. 

Parents were mistrustfiil of school personnel even when they felt that their ideas 

and suggestions were being well received. 
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I spent an afternoon with the guidance counselor two weeks pnor to school 

opening that year for grade ten and to me evaything was hW-dory .  But 

1 could see it was just emotion. 1 think she patronized me, that's the best 

way to put it. 

With few exceptions, parents in this study reported that they never felt part of any 

team or an equai partner in the IEP process. Based on their past experiences in dealing 

with school system personnel, al1 the parents were in agreement, that an advocate should 

attend meetings with them. This point was emphasized by al1 parents, especially when it 

came to meeting with school personnel around issues related to program planning for 

their child. 

Communication. In addition to their resolve for an IEP, parents were supportive 

in working with the school and helping develop these programs. They made themselves 

accessible where possible by spending M i e  volunteering at the school their child 

attended. But school personnel did not use this easy access to parents to include them in 

the development of an IEP or in dealing with issues related to their child. 

1 felt iike 1 couldn't trust them totally at that point because I didn't lmow 

what 1 had done that was so wrong. 1 just asked for a 10 minute - more 

than a 10 minute meeting because it wasn't going to encornpass what we 

had to go over. 

Parents fond this distancing among teachers to be unsenluig and were perplexed 

by its occurrence. 'l really wish something could be done about the teachen' reluctance 

to tdk and even get to lmow the parents." This silence and distancing on the part of 
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teachers became dinlcdt to deal with. '1 mean the teacher wouldn't even talk to me. Sbe 

would çee me on the playgromd and she'd tum and walk the other way." Other parents 

expenenced similar situations where opportunities were available for teachers to 

communicate with them, but teachers did not use these occasions to have any form of 

communication with the parents. "Things are going on I'm not told about. 'Rings that are 

ktten in the [communication] book are contradictory. Like we would see the teacher 

assistant everyday. We see the [resource teacher] maybe every second day." This 

silencing and distancing may be even more problematic for parents at the junior and 

senior high school levels, because of subject teaching and the greater number of teachers 

involved with the students. 

A perceived failure to carry through on promises, develop programs, or share 

information with parents about what was happening with thei. child, created mistrust and 

a lack of respect for school personnel. 

. . . the mainStream support, who is the most useless person I have ever 

met in my iife. When I'm at a meeting 1 don? even look at him. 1 donPt 

b o w  what he is getting paid for, but it's not to help people with mental 

handicaps. 

The parents in this study, had many oppominities to experience situations, that 

would leave them with feelings of mistrust and lacking respect for the school personnel. 

Pro fessionalism 

When we think of professionals, we tend to think of a specific group of 
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individuals who possess certain expertise that is not readily available to al1 of us. The 

knowledge shared within the group is closely (secretively) managed and dispensecl by 

those who are already members of the (exciusive) group (i-e. medical schools, law 

schools, etc.). This seems to be vny rnuch like Skmc's bureaucratic mode1 already 

discussed A certain status is attributed to those within the group, by 0 t h  outside the 

group, who do not have ready access to this knowledge. When members do not readily 

share this lmowledge with those outside the group, a hierarchical relationship is 

established, precluding an equd partnership, and maintaining a professionaVclient 

relationship, with its underpinnings of power and control (Skrtic, 199 1). 

The IEP process requires that both school personnel and parents work together, 

and see each other as equd and contributhg members in a partnership. The 

professionaVclient relationship is not a firamework that is conducive to the IEP process. 

Rivilemi status. Parents felt that profesçionalism as they experienced it, acted as 

a barrier and helped to distance them fiom the educaîional process. Parents O ften felt that 

they were made to feel like they didn't know anythuig. "You know, we're the teachers, 

we're the professionals. We're trained in this. We know what we're doing and you're 

just going to have to do what we want kind of anitude." Another parent expressed her 

concern about being made to feel small. "Just what 1 had to Say about Molly wasn't taken 

seriously or that they knew it al1 and you didn't know anything." Robert felt that school 

personnel undennined the knowledge they had to share about their daughter. 

But the interesting thing was that al1 this information that they asked for 

and got back to them [fkom the hospital case conférence] was no different 
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than the information that we had given them. But it wasi't - you h o w  

they had to hear it h m  the professional. They didn't believe us. So when 

someone says we as parents can't corne in and show hem something 

related to our daughter, that we do &y in and &y out, it tends to be a bit of 

a kick in the ass. 

Parents often encountered school personnel who did not aclmowledge their 

inexperience in writing objectives for the child. Parents felt that this tramlateci into 

inadequate programing for their child. Parents reported that school personnel rarely 

sought parents for their assistance, and resisted the expertise fiom outside the school 

system that was made available to hem, through the efforts of parents. One parent felt 

that, 'Wniversities - parents are not seen as a resource." Parents were usually never 

included in development of the IEP, nor did schools accept resources offered from 

outside the school system. Parents were frustrated and couldn't understand why school 

personnel took such a position. 

They go in and they talk about doing up an IEP about someone they know 

nothing about, and they refuse to involve and ask questions of the parent, 

who has laiown the child ail his or her life. It's stupid. 

1 said, "al1 you guys [school] do is hang your hat on communication. Have 

you yet brought in someone to teach sign language to you? 1 can bring in 

my people to do it, but you don't want them in here. I've offered you, and 

offered you, and offered you, and here we are back at square one." 

Exclusive club. This stand done attitude complicated the IEP process through the 
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development of poorly constnicted objectives that parents felt were not meeting the needs 

of their child. One parent uses an example to illustrate how restrictive school personnel 

were in writing objectives. She wanted teachers to have more interaction with her son. 

"Some of the teachers would allow [peer interaction] and had written that in his IEP for 

periods of 30 seconds to two minutes." Another parent descrïbes her impressions of the 

IEP review meeting she attended, 'We go over the IEP. There's nothhg witten in the 

IEP. It doesn't show what he has accomplished." Parents were tired of receiving 

evaluations that told them nothing about what their child was doing, or the progress they 

w a e  making. They wanted to be able to pinpoint what was, or was not, working and 

have something that the following year's teacher could continue. Parents wanted more 

fiom evaiuations than they had been previously accustomed to receiving. 

1 will no longer accept report cards îÏom teachers, t e b g  me that Donald 

knows his name. Donald smiles at me when 1 call hini. 

Gina is pleasant to teach. She's this, she's that. But what's she 

learning in your cIass? 

They were not tracking her progress whatsoever. They kept telling 

me they don't do this. 1 didn't reaiize exactly what I meant, and 1 didn't 

realize what was missing, until my son started school. In primary, when 1 

had rny nrst teacher interview, she got out al1 his work fiom the very 

beguining of school til here. 1 thought, ". . . this is what is missing with 

Molly. 1 can see his progress in h n t  of me." She Cparent's sister] helped 

me develop a graphing system for Molly - three days a week at school. 
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This was like homndous to get them to accept this. It was too much 

work. Nobody had time to do it. 

Like the last page of the IPP, you can't gauge it. None of that stuf f  

is possible to gauge. So, how do you know if he has achieved it, or did not 

achieve it? But you lmow that, if you have what you intend to do, this is 

the technique, that's your objective, your outcome. If 1 don? have the 

outcome, how cm 1 change the technique, to make sure that it reflects 

what we're trying to do? 

The fktmtions of parents around appropriate programming for their child 

prompted them to take action to improve these programs or in some cases, to develop the 

program. Experiences such as those describeci with the iEPs and the IEP pmcess, 

prompted parents to become educated about developing and adapting program plans for 

their children and dernand membership in the exclusive club. 

Parent as ~roblem. When parents tried to ameliorate this situation, they were 

sometimes blamed for their child's problems, and were told so by school personnel. 

1 was told by the principal - that the reason 1 had so many problems, was 

because it was my own fault - that I complained about everything - that 

alI the problems that Donald had, were my own making and that sort of 

thing. That I never had anything good to Say. 

The cause of problems for school personnel has now shifted fkom the child to the 

parent. Another parent was told by her son's resourte teacher that it was her (parent's) 

fault that she (resource teacher) had been discipIined by her supervisor. T o u  have made 
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me get my han& slapped." Sometimes, parents were not directly told that they were the 

cause of their child's problems. One parent explains that at IEP meetings with school 

personnel he felt that their attitudes toward him expressed a certain sentiment. He 

describes how he felt, ' 4  was labeled as one who rocks the boat and you cannot satisfy." 

Power stnipale. Parents had similar perceptions of how their desire to help and 

become involved in their child's program, had deterioratecl into an issue about power and 

control. Parents felt that the professional stance taken by school personnel, precluded a 

cooperative and collaboraiive involvement in the IEP process. One parent characterized 

his relationship with the schools, as a "power struggie". He felt this needed to stop. He 

believed that they should al1 hold each other accountable and get back to the real issue, 

which was his daughter' s education. 

AU parents related similar experiences, recognizing power and control, as an 

issue with which they were forced to contend. 'You're w a k g  a fine h e .  How far c m  1 

push to getting Donald's needs met without getting the teachers upset." Other parents 

used such expressions as, "them and us," and "on our own turf," which speak to a 

division of roles, and the power and control that directs the relationship between home 

and school. With the power and control resting only on one side, this reinforces a vision 

where parents see themselves as "outsiders." This division is evident in Bill's comments 

about his perception of where things stand between him and the school. "So we're back 

to that stage where it's just - home's home and school's school." 

In a rare occurrence in this study, a parent's description of how she related to one 

of her daughter's teachers, illustrates the effect on the communication process when 
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Well we just ta& to each other Wre regular folks - not me talking to 

someone who is up here - who is an authoritative position. Which in 

some years - that's the way 1 felt with some of the teachers - who might 

be a Little bit older than myself. 1 think, 1 kind of felt, that they knew what 

they were doing. They didn't need to ask me anything. I thllik there are 

ways, that at times, parents are kind of reguiated to feel very small. 1 

think, I kind of felt that way a number of times, in regards to other teachers 

- not being able to communicate. 

Parents were sometimes offered a choice of an integrated or segregated placement 

for their child. Despite the availability of integrated options, there were occasions when 

school personnel wanted the student placed in a school or class considered by parents to 

be a segregated placement. Parents were being told that these placements would better 

meet their child's needs. Sometimes parents felt they were being rnanipulated into 

accepting the school or school board's decision: 

1 was informed of al1 this SM at a meeting, but it had been pre-planned. 

1 felt, 1 was being rnanipulated. But you know they had already corne to 

the decision, what they wanted and they were making it. They were 

feeding me the information to make me go, the way they wanted me to go. 

Another parent described this manipulation as an attack upon them and their child, 

"It was a gang bang, as far as Robert and me sitting there. It was just negative." 

Sometimes parents held their position and insisted on an integrated placement for their 
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"Well Gina is going to Central High." " No Gina isn't going to Centrd . 

That's a segregated program." 'Wo it isi't." "Yes it is." 1 said, "Gins is 

going to Lakeside High. Gina is going to be mainsîreamed with her 

neighbourhood kids - peen d o m  at Lakeside High." 

This codbntation around the issue of placement, clearly illustrates a power struggle 

between the parent and school official. 

There were otha occasions, when parents yielded to pressure, agahst their better 

judgement. They knew that the placement the school had chosen, in their mind, was not 

the best one for their child. 

1 did not approve of this, but because he had spent so much time si& that 

year, and really wasn't gaining a whole lot fiom the class, 1 didn't feel 1 

had much to stand on to fight it. 1 was against it in the first place. But to 

myself, 1 said, "1 would give them one year to prove me wrong. 1 wouldn't 

cornplain. I wouldn't kick up a stink." 

The issue for parents was never about gaining control over their child's program. 

One parent expressed her position, "1 wanted just to be helpfbl more than anything, if they 

needed me so that their job would be easier. That was always my intent." For these 

parents, their involvernent in their child's Life at school was a natural extension to their 

involvement at home. Parents were understanding of the school's position with respect to 

programhg for their child, and expected that school personnel would need time to get to 

know their child in order to prepare an IEP. "She was probably the first child, with as 
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many needs, as she has. So, that it probably was their first experience with sorneone in a 

chair, who was fully dependant." Another parent also expressed a similar understanding. 

1 wasn't happy, but 1 understood there was some growing pains for the 

school because Gina was the k t  challenged student that they ever had. 

Gina was blazing a trail. They kept hanging their hat on this thing. So it 

had ailowed me - it gave me more time to give them because of it. 

These parents were knowledgeable of the fact that school personnel, in order to 

develop an IEP for their chilci, would need time to get to know hidher. This parent, like 

the others, h e w  that developing IEPs required that school personnel get to know their 

child. However, she expresses a concern that was also relayed by another parent - that 

school penonnel would use some form of retribution against her and her son, if she 

became too demanding. 

Again a new school, a new setting. 1 was m g  not to make any waves. 

This was the pattern, I found myself following. The b t  year in a new 

school, with a new staff. 1 tended to let them get th& feet wet and see 

how they adjusted to Donald. 1 triecl not to be to demanding about things. 

1 didn't want to upset the teachers and staff. I was afraid if 1 did, it would 

set up walls and make things worse. 

ûwnershi~ 

Histoncally, Special Education has assumed ownership of 'special students'. Io 

segregated classrooms, ownership was never an issue. This same thinking, on the part of 
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signincaut factor which jeopardized ownershîp of the child and her/his IEP by the 

classroom teacher. 

In the experiences of aii  parents, who cumulatively had d&gs with 30 or more 

teachers, there was ody  one exception, where the classroom teacher actually assumed 

responsibility for the child's program. In al l  other experiences, the primary responsibility 

for the child's program was assumed by the Special Services personnel in that school. In 

one case. where the mainstream support teacher was only half-tirne, the school tried to 

have the student moved to another school where fûll-tirne Special Services personnel 

were in place. 

Policv to ~ractice. What are the implications for policy development at the school 

board level, when major stakeholders are not inciuded? Simply saying that a school 

board has a policy of full inclusion, does not mean that automatically the attitudes or 

necessary skills are present in each school, or teacher's classroom, to implement such 

policy. The student's placement in an integrated class, did not mean that this placement 

went unchallenged by the school or the classroom teacher. Where ownership was 

questioned, the writing of the IEP became the responsibility of the ieaming resource or 

mainstream support personnel in the school. In such environments, the implementation 

of the program by default went to the teaching assistant. 

It seemed that when the classroom teacher iissumed responsibiiity for the student's 

program and included him/her as a mernber of thc class (only one parent experienced this 

happening) other aspects of the IEP process began to fa11 into place. Parents explained 
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that the flow of the IEP planning meetings changed h m  the principal or resource teacher 

speaking for the classroom teacher to the classoom teacher actually chairing the 

meetings. The parents felt they were equal partners in the meeting and the meetings were 

faster and l e s  acrimonious. Parents were invited by the class teacher to actively 

participate in class activities with their chihi They describe the development of the IEP 

that year as being drawn up in "hamiony" with the resource teacher. This particular 

parent felt that these changes were due to the classroom teacha doing, as he expressed it, 

". . . the lion's share of the work on it and the communication that went into it." 

Whose iob is it anvhow? The ownership issue, or responsibility for the student's 

program, and the perceived amount of work involved in the development of IEPs, was a 

major concem for teachers. A parent reported the comments of one resource teacher, 

"Well who's going to do d l  of this? 1 have this and this to do. 1 can't be expected to do 

all of this." A parent recalls her daughter's cIassroom teacher's comment, with respect to 

the parent's request that they track her daughter's progress, "Well it was too much work. 

Nobody had t h e  to do it." Another parent was told by one principal that the teachers 

don? have t h e  to be responsible for bis daughter's program. In light of these attitudes, 

teaching assistants were ofien targeted to assume the duties that the teachers were to busy 

to handle. For the parents of one child, the following explanation sheds light on the 

relative importance of ownership. 

Probably because of the ownership issue. 1 think was probably why we 

would go to these meetings without great expectations, and perhaps a fair 

bit of stress about them, because we didn't think anything was going to 
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transpire, and we thought we would probably lock h o m  again, and not get 

very far. 

When there was no clear acceptance of ownership it becomes increasing difficult 

to have the task completed because everybody does not see it, as being their 

responsibility. Therefore, nobody cornpletes it. In the absence of any ownership and 

subsequent development of an IEP, the child may be subject to the following program 

described by Donald's mother. 

He vent  so much tirne in a room by himself with the teaching assistant, 

that people literally thought he was in a separate class. They thought 

n o h g  of taking him out of c lw  to go for a wdk, and she thought that 

this was the big thing. She was getting him out. She was taking hun to 

Robbins' Donuts. They were missing the whole point. 

In one case, a teaching assistant who was a trained teacher, actually carried out the 

adaptations and implementation of the child's program. Like the teacher, the attitude of 

the teaching assistant toward the child facilitated or complicated the IEP process. 

Tara [teacher assistant] went in there to teach Gina Well to be the 

teacher's aid Right off the bat, Tara and 1 just hit it off. Her philosophy 

is the same as mine. Gina needs to learn. We need to adapt the program. 

She told me she never saw the mallistream support. She had done al1 the 

examining. Gina would write the exams with the other kids. Things with 

the principal, the other students, with the teachers was ail going great, 

outside these little glitches of getting the adapted computer program. 
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In this particular example, the TA virtualIy took ownership of Gina's program. For this 

particular parent, it was the fht tirne in a number of years that he felt his daughter was 

actuaily leaming something. While board poficy indicates that classroom teachers are 

responsible for the development and implementation of programs for ail -dents in the 

class, every example in this study, except one, appears to be contrary to board policy as 

ownership was typically delegated to the TA. The exception was in the case of Molly's 

grade four teacher who accepted Moily into his class and took ownership of her program. 

Parents were not content with the teaching assistants doing the work of the 

teachers. One parent stayed away fkom parent-tacher interviews one year because of 

this. "1 was so fhsûated with h a  because she diddt take-accept ownership of MoIly, as 

one of her students. 1 felt that - I guess it was just - 1 don't h o w ,  a really ftustrating 

year for me." 

Another parent expressed concerns about the teaching assistant doing the 

teacher's job and the implications of that practice. 

He is still doing it on his own, and that is a concem because if anything 

happens, its going to fdl on the teaching assistant, and technically it 

shouldn't. It's the responsibility of the teacher, and that's a battle 1 have 

yet to win. Getting the teachm to realize they are the ones who are 

responsibility for Donald's program, and they are the ones responsible to 

guide the teacher assistant, to give direction to the teacher assistant. The 

teacher assistant is not supposed to plan and set-up and implement al1 

these things. 
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As mentioned previously in these hdings, there was only one instance, from ail 

the data provided by these parents, which collectively represeats about 25 years 

experience in the system, whae a parent descri'bed the classroom teacher as taking 

ownership of the child and his IEP. 

Elementan, and secondary school differences. One parent reporteci that the issue 

of ownership becomes even more complicated in the junior high school because students 

have so many different teachers. "They're only teaching the child one subject. They rnay 

see him tfiree times a week" The fewa number of teachers that their child has, will 

increase the amount of contact between their child, the teacher and parent. 

. . - 1  only have two teachers to deal with, instead of five, and that will 

facilitate the teachers getting to know Donald better, getting more involved 

with his IEP, and better howing each other. 

In primary and elementary school students were exposed to a classmom teacha who 

taught most of theu program. Two students in this study entered junior and one into 

senior high school, where they were ïntroduced to subject teaching and consequently a 

greater number of teachers for each grade level. While the IEP process seemed to rnirror 

the primary and elementary experiences, it is not clear kom this study that ownership and 

the IEP process became more complicated as students moved into junior and senior high 

school. What is clear, is that parents would certallily encounter more difficulty in the IEP 

process, if the pattern of relationships experienced at the primary and elementary levels 

continueci on into the junior high and high school levels, simply because of the number of 

teachers with whom a parent wodd have to interact. 
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Kevstone of the IEP omcess. It appearç that negative attitudes of the c~assrwm 

teacher precluded owncnhip, whereas, positive attitudes facilitated teachen accepthg 

ownership and was reflected in the teacher's cornmitment to problem solving and 

worlcing closely with school personnel and parents. When parents experienced positive 

attitudes from school personnel they usually describeci those individuals as creative, not 

anaid to ask questions and willing to reveal their vulnerability, and as being open to 

suggestions. Parents in this study seem to consider the positive attitudes of teachers in 

the IEP process as being more important than the teacher's actual skill levels in writing, 

adapting and implementing programs. 

AU parents hoped that teachers would include their children as part of the class 

and accept ownership or responsibility for their child's program. 

1 wanted Gina to have an adapted program and that the teacher own Gina. 

That the teacher utilize the teaching assistant to assist her in getting 

materiais and to use the mainstream support person, whose job it is to 

help the teaching assistant find those materials - adapt those materiais. 

The inclusion and acceptame of the student by the classroorn teacher si@@ 

ownership of the child's program and membership in the class. 

He's wonderful. Even when we sat down to do her PPs, because their 

called IPPs this year - but even some of the language fkom her previous 

IEPs, he picked up on and said, "Why do we have to keep saying - so she 

cm be included with the class." He said, "That's a given." He said, '7 

expect her to be include with the class." So he has been great, and it has 



236 

been one of the less stressfd years, that 1 have ever had in many years, and 

I'm doing less as far as curricdum adaption. 

Unfominately, parents experienced few occasions throughout thei. children's 

school histories whae such teacher attitudes were evidmt. The opposite of this situation 
. - 

was more the general rule for the parents in this study. It was not&dent h m  this study, 

whether a teacher's positive attitude promotes acceptance of ownership, or whether the 

reverse is mie. Howevq both seem to be present or absent together. When present, 

parents were welcomed into the IEP process and reported that they felt they were equal 

and contributing members of a team. When absent, as in most cases within this study, the 

results for parents were the reverse, they were not welcomed into the process, nor did they 

feel like equal, contributhg merubers, or part of a team. They were placed in a position 

that necessitateci them to seek alternate means to get an IEP for their child. This in turn 

placed them into a confiict situation with the school systern. 

Facilitators of the IEP Process 

Some things can be seen as both facilitators or barriers in the IEP process. Part of 

that interpretation depends upon the position taken by the respective participants in the 

process. In this section, 1 will speak about things normally seen as facilitators of the IEP 

process, but recognize their potential influence as a barrier. 

Parents' Earlv Strategies 

Parents used a number of strategies to try and overcome the barriers they faced in 

securing an IEP for their child. These strategies varied with the degree of difficulty 
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parents mcountered h m  school personnel. They were evident h m  the tirne of initial 

contact with school persorne1 and continueci throughout the child's school placements. 

Trustine Basic senses. Some parents focusecl on hding a placement for their 

child where the attitudes of staffwould be open and accepting. Participants in this study 

acknowledge the attitude of the principal and the classroom teacha as an important factor 

in determinhg how the IEP process wodd d o l d .  They hoped this would ensure an easy 

transition into their child's new placement and avoid conhntation around supporthg the 

needs of their children h m  the very bep.tning- 

What 1 was looking for was an integrated placement that would work. 1 

felt to start off, that was the highest pnority. Rather than fight to have a 

particular school, 1 wanted a school - something that would work. So, 1 

was looking more at the people who were going to work with him. They 

were open and willing to work. 

When it came to hding a placement for their child, parents were initially more 

concemed with the attitudinai milieu of the staff at the school, than the staf fs  ability to 

develop IEPs and adapt programs. They were also concemed that the necessary supports 

be in place for their child. 

My big thing was, I wanted everything to work out, because my concem 

was for the 0th- children, as well. You know if things aren't going - if 

Molly is not supported well, then the other kids are going to because 

of it, and we didn't want that to happen. 

Parents expressed a concem that, if their children were seen as being a disruption 
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to classroom routine, then school personnel could use this as an excuse to recommend 

them being removed to some other (segregated) environment. It has been the experience 

of this author, that children with challenging needs in integrated sethgs were more often 

Like parolees on probation. Any breach of behavior couid warrant their removal fkom 

society (integrated classroom) and placement back in the institution (segregated 

classroom). These same standards were not always applied to the other students without 

challenging needs within the class. Their placement was considered pemianent, and 

required a much more serious offense than at times being disruptive to other students, to 

be permanently removed. 

Wait and see. Other parents gave schools time to adjust to their child, before 

seeking the IEP, and only when schools were not forthcoming with the IEP, did they then 

become more insistent, and seek assistance fiom outside the school. Parents were aware 

that the schools needed time to adjust to their children and allowed for a period of 

orientation where school personnel could have thne to get to know the student, before 

developing an appropriate program for him/her. 

How can we h e l ~ .  Parents also became volunteers in their child's school, thus 

providing oppominity for direct daily communication with teachers. Parents were 

interested in knowing about what was happening with their children. It also provided 

them the opportunity to leam more about the school their children attended. Parents 

intended this strategy (volunteering) to facilitate the IEP process, however as already 

discussed, teachers did not use this proximity to parents to include them in programing to 

meet the needs of their child. 



Parents Accessine Expertise and S u ~ ~ o r t  

The parents in this study were not content to drop their children at school and 

have no otha  involvement in that aspect of their lives. When early strategies on the part 

of parents faikd to accomplish their goal of having school based p e r s o ~ e l  develop an 

appropriate IEP for the child, they sought the help of others. 

Writinn letten. Parents sometimes wrote govemment ministers and supervisors 

of special services at the school board administration level. Sometimes these people at 

the board were identifid by parents as an &y. "I found her very good to work. I had 

deait with her regarding issues in the past and found her to be very supportive. . . . She's 

very committed to integration, to the exchange of infornation." Throughout this study, 

parents have reported focusing on the attitudinal orientation of individuds toward 

integration as a key cornponent, when seeking support. 

These actions taken by parents in an attempt to have their rights, and the nghts of 

their children respectai (EP and parent participation), served to draw attention to the 

issues. In the parents' perspective, these actions were sometimes seen as futile, but at 

0 t h  t h e s  were instrumental in assuring that someone was accountable for the lack of 

action by school personnel, and ultimately services received by their children were 

improved by such action. 

Becominer advocates. Because parents were active mernbers of their local ACL 

(Association for Cornmunity Living), they were in a unique position that provided them 

access to an advocacy support network. A major area of advocacy provided to the parents 

came in the form of someone to accompany them to IEP meetings. This became such an 
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important part of the advocacy d e  that parents were always quick to point out that you 

should never attend an IEP meeting alone - "to make sure that you dways had someone 

with you." 

Parents had a number of rasons why it was important to have someone with hem 

at meetings. One of these reasons included someone to take notes. 

I've always told thcm to take somebody . . . even if that person only takes 

notes. Because when you leave the meeting' you can focus on what's 

going on at the moment. - what's been decided - what's been agreed 

upon at the end of it. So that you have something concrete, and it's going 

to be up to you to follow up on those agreements and make sure these are 

done. Because my experience, is when you're at the meeting, they don? 

get followed up on. 

Parents also saw the presence of another person at the meeting with t h a ,  as a 

protection against intimidation. 

Just the fact that there's someone else there will sometimes make the 

people at the meetings sit back and be more careful in how they treat you. 

Almost like there's a witness there. 

Other reasons given by parents for having an advocate with them at these 

meetings included, getting issues addressed that the parent felt needed attention, and 

asking pertinent questions that the parents didn't think of asking. Parents were also 

aware that even the seating of personnel at these meetings was important. 

The fint meeting they tried to sit ali  on one side, but [this tirne] they had a 
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couple of chairs in between and 1 know better than that. So Marlena sat 

between one and 1 sat between the others. You how,  like 1 don't play this. 

Thai's corhntational right there. 

By becoming hvolved in their children's education, these parents were leaming 

more sophisticated strategies. This was being accomplished by gaining more know Iedge 

(educational) through affiliation with other parents (ACL) and professionals. In light of 

this study, the chmghg role of parents, nom novice to expert (in advocacy and 

education), could be reasonably argued b r n  either a facilitator or barrier position. 

Leamine - iirofessional - knowledee. Because parents wanted their children's 

inclusive placement to become more than a social club (this too was questionable with 

the amount of reported thne spent out of class), and because school personnel failed to 

provide IEPs, or provided poorly cortstructed IEPs, parents took it upon themselves to 

become knowledgeable about IEPs. 

Three of the four families in this study had a MAPS session conducted for their 

children. Unforhmately, the MAPS was not irnplemented as it was originally designed. 

In each case, step seven, planning of a day in the life of the child, was left out of the 

process. Parents were upset over this as they recognùed the implications of this move. 

%y eliminating the critical final step in the MAPS planning process, this would severely 

restrict the classroom teacher in his/her ability in complethg the development of the IEP. 

1 though that was the most important step, because then it would at les t  

give the teacher a sense of - these are the things I c m  do. The school 

board said, "no, that's not our [planning tearn] job. We don't teil the 
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teachei riow to do their job. It's up to the teacher to plan the day." It was 

a really disappointhg process because they didn't and I still felt - weii 

there's the teacher - she still doesn't know what to do with Molly in class. 

It was V e I y  £hI.strating. 

Parents felt that step seven in the MAPS process was so important that it should be 

allowed to proceed. 'We argued with her [school board facilitator] about that, and we 

could not make her understand how important it was that we should do it." 

Parents also questioned the behavior of the classroom teacher at a MAPS session. 

1 was extremely angry even before 1 left that MAPS session. 1 was just 

funous. 1 just couldn't believe t h g s  that were being said, and the way the 

whole thing was being handled. The other things, like the comments the 

teacher would make, during the process of the MAPS - I found upsethg. 

' V a s  it a case of the facilitator not picking up on it or simply not being 

well enough trained?" 

The parents' observations with respect to the actions of school personnel at the 

MAPS session seem to indicate that parents were better prepared and had a greater 

understanding of the MAPS process than the school personnel themselves. Parents 

indicated they had initial preparation before attending the session. This was arranged 

through their support group and not provided through the school board. One parent 

actually helped the school principal prepare by supplying print material about the MAPS 

process. 

The parents of one child, on the advice of their support network, established a life- 



style pI&g committee around thei. daughter. This committee consisted of an 

interdisciplinary team of people, each of whom was involved Ui some aspect of the 

child's Me; education, recreation, family fiend/advocate, itinerant teacher, social worker 

and pediatrîcian. The principal of their daughter7s school was involved as a team 

member. The criteria the parents used for selection to this committee employed a unique 

strategy. 

The criteria for - or we required - people who had the abilities to make 

decisions, so that's why we didn't ask, the TA or the teacher, but those 

who had the authority to make decisions, so that we wouldn't prolong 

processes. 

In addition, their purpose was to mate  an opportunity for other people involved 

in their daughter's life to take ownership of some of the issues, thus relieving some of this 

burden fiom the parents. Their unique way of accomplishing this eventually led to the 

principal's support in transitional planning for their daughter. 

The other important thing, was that it was significant to have 0th people 

help us identify, for other people, that certain things were important, so 

that the principal was also hearing this fiom other people and not just us. 

There were acnially times when we would have concems but we would - 

Say there was an education concern - but we would get someone else to 

ask the question on the cornmittee - rather than it corne fiom us - so that 

there wasn't a constant sort of head butting, with the education system. 

The ciifference in getting parent issues addressed by professionals, or not 
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addresseci, may be found in making the issue not only the concem of patents, but also 

others who empathize with the parent's position. 

She [principal] was very defensive at first. Very defensive at times, when 

we had concems about school - specific concems about a certain issue, 

whatever. But it certainly helped 1 think, to have other people hear us, as 

that buffer, and to tum it into a discussion, so that there was another 

perspective, that she could perhaps Look at and that. 

Such strategies proved to be effective and was evidenced when the principal "joined the 

team." The parents felt that proof of this happening occmed when the principal agreed 

to introduce, or at least identify for than, who Molly's teacher would be for the coming 

year. 

We received a phone cal1 in June, before the end of the school year, last 

year. Sheila, asking if we'd like to do some transition and meet the new 

teacher, who'd be coming to the school. There would be a new TA and 

new teacher, arriving at the school. She specificdly hired this teacher with 

Molly in niind, asked specific questions in regard to integratian, and al1 of 

that kind of stuff. Then she and 1 connected in the summer. 

Both MAPS and the lifestyle planning cornmittee are examples of valuable 

educational practices. Their intend is to remove barriers between parents and teachers 

and to improve the IEP process. The irony in this is that these educational practices can 

become potential barriers, if school p e r s o ~ e l  resist accepting, what is seen as 

professional h o  wledge, fiom perceived non-pro fessionals (i.e., shooting the messenger). 
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Parents also used their support network to become knowledgeable about writin& 

evaluating IEPs and adapting programs. Parents had little lmowledge about IEPs, when 

their children nrst began school. But their persistence to have a program for their child 

necessitated their self education about the process. "Well we've done some research too 

and 1 want the core curriculum - what they teach in the classroom. Next thing I want, is 

the adaptation for Jeffery to make this feasible." 

The education of parents about the IEP process was accomplished through the 

utilization of expertise fiom people in their support network 

1 brought the IEP home and although it looked okay, I knew there was 

somethuig missing. But again I am not sure how knowledgeable we were 

at the time. The goals seemed appropriate, but there was no means of 

getting there. So 1 called Erin [niend/advocate]. She put the pieces of the 

puzzle together for us, and helped us to understand, what could be 

accomplished. 

The education of parents about the EP process eventually enabled them to spot 

poorly written IEPs, and to question their effectiveness, in meeting the needs of their 

child. This became obvious to parents, to the point where parents began to actually 

rewrite the IEP, provide suggestions on how to adapt activities in the classroom, and 

develop examples of adapted curricula 

Teachers' Professional Develo~ment 

The need for teachers' professional development through in-service is seen as an 
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ongoing concem for provincial Departments of Education and individual school boards 

aromd the implementation of new curriculum and teachuig strategies (i-e., cmperative 

iearning, team teaching, etc.). 

School board initiated. What was obvious by its very absence in the experiences 

of these parents, was any indication that profasional development for their children's 

teachers was being provided to any degree by the school board around the issues of 

inclusion and program adaptations. Parents may simply not have known what was taking 

place at school, with respect to professional development amund inclusion. This view 

may be highly specuiative, however, in light of the time parents spent at their child's 

school volunteering, or in trying to have IEPs developed for their children. It would seem 

unreasonable to think that school personnel howing the parent's interest in helping with 

their child's program, would not take every oppominity to S o m  parents of any 

professional development directed toward implementing an appropriate program for their 

child. Whether there was professional development or not, is not clearly evident fiom the 

study. What is evident fiom the study was the need for such professional development. 

Well teachers don? feel they know how to do this, or they know what they 

should be doing. . . . You lmow they're telling the principal that when it 

cornes to adapting prograrns to meet Donald's needs, following his IEP, 

that they don't know what they shodd be doing. 

Individual teacher initiated. Parents described only one example where a child's 

teacher took it upon herself to learn more about inclusion. In this particular instance, the 

teacher was ridiculed by her pers for her action. "She said, ' you know 1 have done this 
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and my peers think I am a fool, for doing this.'" 

Parent initiated. Parents &O became promoters of professional development for 

teachers of their children and their children's school. They us& two approaches to try 

and prepare school personnel with current information and programs to better prepare 

them to work with their children. One way parents attempted this was through providing 

fiterature about their children's disability to their school. One parent questioned if the 

material they were sending into the school was actually use& "Whether they're reading it 

or filing it under file 13. 1 have no idea." Another parent passed on information to the 

school regarding specid training programs. 

1 have also taken into the schools, when 1 am aware of tmining programs, 

Like summer programs in program adapting, and IEPs and that kind of 

stuff. I've taken pamphlets into the school and left them in the teachers' 

room, to see if any of the teachers would follow up on them. 1 have never 

heard that any of them have. 

Teachers ' Professional Accountability 

Teachers have a responsibility to the students they have in their classrooms. They 

are entrusted to deliver a program of studies and evaiuate the shidents' progress in these 

studies. In the hierarchical structure of our educational systern, administrative personnel 

in schools and at school board Ievels are d l  accountable for the actions of their 

subordinates. Where accountability happens the IEP process is facilitated, and in its 

absence it becomes a barrier. 
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Individual teacha. There was only one example, in ai l  the years represented by 

the data in this study, where parents described a classroom teacher fiilfilhg hidher 

obligation to their children, where the teacher accepted ownership for their child's 

program and the responsibility for the development of the IEP. There were many 

situations, where classmom teachers or resome teachers simply failed to come to IEP 

meetings, and parents felt that no accountability was requued by the supervisor for their 

actions. 

Administrative su~ervision. There were few examples where teacher 

accountability came under close scmtiny by administrative supervisors. Teachers were 

not taken to task for their obvious breach of responsibility. Parents ofien felt that teachers 

were supported in their actions by their supervisors. "The principal said they don't have 

time to teach G k "  At other times, if supervisors did not support the actions of teachers, 

they appeared to do nothing to question them. 

The fact that it progressed and she ws. Dunphy] did not stop the negative 

statements towards Donald - the fact that even though, 1 requested some 

of Donald's peers for their input - the teacher W. Star@] determined on 

her own without consultation, without anyone else, they were not going to 

come, and yet the facilitator ws. Dunphy] did nothing about al1 of these 

things fiom the teacher. 

In one instance, a resource teacher's absence at an IEP meeting was questioned. "Yw 

and that did eventually come up at another meeting, with the principal and Diane and ha, 

because Diane thought that she should have been there." 
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Policv im~lementation. The children of parents in this study were d attending 

schools where inclusive education and required IEPs were school board policy. With this 

policy in place, there was very little evidence of any application of its practice. In light of 

the praent fïndings, we rnight consider if school system personnel would be held 

accountable if they did not follow policy, as in the case of implementing a new science or 

math curriculum. The one example in this study where policy was followed by Molly's 

teacher, her parents and the principal expressed great satisfaction with the parent and 

school communication and interactions and with Molly's progress that year. But 

unforhtnately for the majority of Molly's education or the other students refmed to in this 

study, board policy was not practiced to this degree or in fact at dl. 

Attitudinal Barriers 

k e  were many occasions when parents in this snidy felt that they could not 

trust and respect school personnel. This trust and respect was, to a large extent, 

contingent on teachers' atthdes toward the child; what they d i 4  or did not do, and how 

they did it. Schulz (1985) refm to personal experience to relate how lack of respect for 

her son, show by the teacher resulted in her subsequent lack of respect for that teacher. 

When asked what she would be doing in the fdl, she replie& "Oh, I'll be 

teaching a bunch of nuts over at F i f i  Avenue School." My son was one 

of those "nuts." It was not a good year for him. His teacher had no 

respect for him; she expected very little fkom her students and got exactly 
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that. How could 1 respect ha? (p.8) 

Shulz continuai by saying that when her son fomd a teacher who expected him to 

leam, she felt that her son leanied more in that one year, than al1 other years combined. 

She saw this teacher, as valuing her son as a person who could leam, and as accepting 

responsibility. In addition, she felt that this teacher ais0 vaiued her as a parent and 

assured her that everything was under control in the classoom. Schulz (1 985) believes 

that, ''Respect for the child is, of course the essential bond between the parent and the 

professional" (p. 7). The experience of Schulz is consistent with the experience of parents 

in this study when they encountered teachers, or teaching assistants, with similar attitudes 

toward their child. 

Tumbull and Tumbull(1986) see trust and respect, as being essential to the 

emergence of effective and meaningfid communication among parents and professionals. 

Meaningful and productive communication is seriously compromised in the absence of a 

trusting and respectfid relationship. Sarason (1 995) states: 

. . . it is also obvious -- to Say that the assets of parents cannot be perceived 

and realued by educators unless the relationship between the two parties 

bears the stamp of respect and trust. And when those features are absent 

you have the situation where people talk, if they tak at dl7 past and not 

with each other. (p.50) 

Turnbull et al (1986) M e r  ernphasize that such a relationship c m  also have an 

e t  on the child, "When teachers and parents find themselves in adversarial roles, 

distrusthg each other, children SUE&' (p.116). Communication and respect are crucial to 
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any effective parent-teacher relationship and are o h  lacking in parent-teacher 

codbntations (Schulz ,1985, p.5). Parents and teachers often fail to recognize that there 

is a lack of communication and respect. They must fint become aware of the nature of 

the problem before they can remedy it. "Awareness, therefore, seems to be the starting 

point" (p.8). 

Turnbull and Tumbuil(1986) m e ,  "When family-professional relationships 

become problematic, there often is a tendency to place the blame on one or the other 

party, to define the problem as existing in either the professional or the family." (p. 1 18). 

This is a position that was consistent with the hdings of this study. For example, one 

principal told a parent that she was the cause of al1 her son's problerns. In other 

examples, parents blamed fkiendships between school principals, teachers or support 

personn& as the reason for a lack of accountability in prograrnming for their children. 

The following two factors are identided by Schulz (1 985) as being detrimental to 

the parent-teacher relationship and are supported by the findings. First, she States that, 

'There has been a reluctance on the part of school to admit that they need help." (p.5) 

This was evident in the resistence of schoot board personnel to complete step seven in 

the MAPS process. Secondly, there is ". . . the reluctance on the part of the teacher to 

accept the abilities of the parent" (p.5). This is seen when parents were asked to sign IEP 

documents when they were mely completed, but were not included in the process of 

developing, imp lementing, monitoring* or evaluating the program. Biklen ( 1 9 85) 

reported the comments of a parent expressing the same sentiments: 

1 really do believe that parents lmow their kids better than the teacher. If 
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the goal of education, particuiarly with special kids, is to get them into the 

world and bction. Leavhg parents out, 1 think you are missdg a whole 

lot in the program. (p. 150) 

Sarason (1995) speaks of the ''political principle" as justification for parental 

involvement in decisions which affect them, or their children. Accorduig to Sarason: 

. . . among the most effective barriers in accepting and acting in 

accordance with that principle were our ways of denning the assets and 

deficits of people, barriers as strong beîween the diffemt layers of school 

hierarchy as they are between that hierarchy and parent-comrnety 

groups. One of those barriers, of course, is in the form of rigid boundaries 

professionals erect to ensure that "outsiders" (who may be other kinds of 

professionals) remain outsiders. (p.7) 

Sarason (1 995) fiutha points out another barrier being a failure to see the other person as 

having assets and being capable of contributing to the process. This position is not based 

in considerations of power alone. He states, 'There is more to it than that, and the 'more' 

is that people are seen as having nothing to contribute in the way of ideas or lmowledge 

or experience" (p.40). Remarkably similar to statements fiom parents in this study, the 

following statement by Schulz (1 985) supports Sarason's position, and serves to caphue 

the essence and extent of practices, which devalue parents' Loiowledge and contribution. 

There have been so many times 1 wanted to Say, I have a son who is 

retarded. 1 taught him to walk, to use the bathroom, to feed hirnself, to Say 

his first words, to interact with the family. 1 know my son; 1 can help you 
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Power Strucîures 

The fiterature has described the role of parents in IEP meetings as one of 'passive 

participant" (Goldstein et al. 1 980), giving and receiving of idormation as opposed to 

educational planning (Yoshida et al. 1 978), and where the signing of a completed IEP 

document is fiequently the purpose of an IEP meeting (Penny & Wilgosh, 1995; Witt et 

al., 1984; Tumbull& Tumbull, 1986). This was the same purpose parents experienced, 

in this study, when they attended IEP meetings. Van Reusen (1994) reported a study that 

examined parental involvement in the placement/lEP process ten years after P.L.94-142, 

which ". . . characterized the conference as one of decision telling, not decision making" 

(p. 469). Parents in this study, reported few instances where they considered themselves 

to be part of the decision making process. They were in most instances part of the 

decision telling process. 

Sarason (1995) States, T t  is unreallstic to expect that a profession will without 

extemal pressure, be motivated to take the initiative to include outsiders in its customary 

decision-making ways" (p. 24). The major obstacle to parent involvement seems to stem 

fiom a relationship between the two sides that centers around 'power and turf, a situation 

conducive to nonproductive struggle" (Samson, 1995, p. 55). The education system 

disempowen families by keeping them at the periphery. 

They [parents] provide information, approve plans, receive reports, and 

attend parent-teacher meetings. Yet, Little is done in the typical program to 
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equip families with the skills and opportunities to collaborate with staff on 

assessmenl planning, teaching, and program evaluation. (Kozlo ff , 1 994, 

p. 126) 

The hdings indicate that these same roles discussed here were experienced by parents in 

this study. What must be noted is that these roles were expenenced, in the first place, 

only after parents themselves became the impetus for the development of these plans. Al1 

parents were kept on the periphay and wouid have remainecl there, poweriess, except for 

their persisteme to have educators provide an appropriate program for their children. 

Tumbull and Tumbull(1986) report a number of barriers identified by parents as 

contributhg to their expected role of passive participant in IEP conferences. Three are 

particularly relevant to this snidy: 

1. A lack of understanding of the school system, that is, lack of knowledge about 

what are their rights peTtaining to special education and IEPs. Findings in the midy 

reveal that initially, parents were unsure of their rights and lacked knowledge about 

developing and evaiuating IEPs. When forced to become advocates for their child, 

parents begin to acquire the knowledge and ski11 to develop appropriate objectives and 

evaluation procedures. 

2. Parents reported a sense of feeling inferior to school personnel. They 

experienced this feeling because of a sense of diminished power in decision making 

(Tunibull and Tumbull, 1986). Sarason (1 995) reports that in his experience where 

power stmggles became an issue, it was not because that was the initial "purpose of the 

participants to make power so central but rather in some way to improve the substance 
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and quality of the educational experience" (p.28). Findings support the positions of both 

Turnbull and Turnbull(1986) and Sarason (1995). Parents reported having Little input 

into their children's program. It was their intent to be helpful to the school system, not io 

engage in a power struggie with them. Parents felt that school personnel made the 

decisions without their input and parents either went dong with the decisions, or 

chdenged them. 

3. Parents also reported feeling intimidatecl by the large nurnbers of professionals 

at meetings ( Tumbull and Tumbull, 1986; BMeq 1987; and Gilliam, 1979). ) This 

intimidation probably has more to do with the professional's communication style than 

the actual numbers of professionals at rneetirigs (Tumbull and Tumbull, 1986.) Findings 

in this study are consistent with Turnbull's hterpretation of the professional's 

communication style - any sense of intimidation felt by the parents seemed to be more 

related to how the school personnel talked about the child and interactecl with the parent, 

as opposed to the number of professionals present at any meeting. 

Parents' ability to contribute more in conferences when an advocate was with 

them is borne out in the literature (Turnbuil and Tumbull, 1986). This çtudy helps us 

undentand the nature of the advocacy support and the outcomes it can produce. Al1 the 

parents in the study related feeling more relaxed and being able to concentrate more on 

the issues at hand This enabled them to keep track and later follow-up on what was 

agreed to at the meeting. Parents in this study were emphatic about having the presence 

of an advocate at the meeting. They repeatedy stressed the advice that one should never 

go to an IEP meeting alone. 



Turnbull and Turnbd (1986) identified a number of attitudinal barriers 

sometimes held by professionals that inhibit parent-professional relationships: 

1. Through a sense of unequal power distribution parents are made to feel 

vulnerable when asking for help. A position aclmowledged by Gorham (1 975). 

2. Rofessionals distance themselves h m  parents and parents describe this 

distancing as being accompanied by a lack of empathy on the part of the professional. 

3. Parents are sometimes viewed as less observant, less perceptive, and less 

intelligent. Parents feel that professionals find their opinions and impressions as 

Unimportant. 

4. Rofessionals fïnd parents to be "pushy" and "resistant" (p. 126). 

These attitudinal barriers identified as sometimes being held by professionals, 

were also identified in school personnel by parents in this study. Parents felt that school 

personnel sometimes made them feel inferior. 

Well, we just taik to each other like regular f o k ,  not me talking to 

someone who is up here; who is in an authoritative position. Which in 

some years that's the way I felt with some of the teachers who might be a 

little bit older than myself. 

Parents also felt that school personnel had little ernpathy for their situation. When 

parents were m g  to document their child's pattern of behavior, and were relying in 

part, on the reports fiom school personnel, they omitted aggressive outbmts of behavior, 

by Jeffery while at school. "At the same t h e  the reason for the book is so that we can 

have a perspective, to go back to Dr. Chadk and Say is there some type of a pattern guide 



of how he is doing." 

Al1 the parents in this study felt that school personne1 either ignored or 

undemiined the howledge they had to share about th& children. "You know they had to 

hear it h m  the professional. They didn't believe us - which was really interesting." 

Parents in the study also reported that they believed school personnel found them difficult 

to deal with. One parent reported feeling Like school personnel had labeled him "as one 

who would rock the boat and you camot satisfy." Another reported, "1 was told . . . that 

al1 the problems that Donald had were my own making and that sort of thing . . . ." 

Parents presence in the IEP process was certainly not welcomed and school personnel 

made sure they knew it. 

hplementation of the IEP 

Hmary  and Rempel(1994) see a need for more research in parental involvement 

in the implementation, evaluation, and modifications of the IEP. Little (1992) reported 

because a program has been written does not necessarily mean that it is being 

irnplernented. He States: 

With the program on paper it remains to be seen if it becomes a program 

in action. Evidence fiom numerous site visits, direct interviews, and 

conespondence, indicates the existence across the country of "discrepancy 

scores, or a lack of correspondence between stated e s  and actual 

practice," the difference between intention and action. (p.39) 

Findings indicate that parents m this study experienced this discrepancy addressed by 
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Little, and because they were forced to play a sophisticated advocacy role, they wanted to 

be better infomed about developrnent and evaluation of the IEPs. 

Penny and Wilgosh (1995) reported that parents believe that the educational 

opportwrities available to their children are a direct result of parental advocacy. In this 

study, it was only when parents became advocates for their children, that school 

personnel at least attempted to better address or improve educational oppominities for the 

child, in the fonn of qualified personnel and programs. 

Collaboration: structures and ~ractices. Rhodes (1995) states that special 

education has served to create separate school communities establishing '?hem'* and 

3s". Many authors have addressed the inefficiencies of a dual system of education - 

"special" and "reguiar"(Stainback & Stainback, 1984; Biklen, 1985; Lipsky & Gartner, 

1987). In the last hundred years or so, we have been successful in creating a dual system 

of education. Initially, a system of specialized education was developed to serve the 

needs of children who were considered "exceptional" or "special." 

The intended purpose of special education then and now has not changed. Special 

education was designed to be part of the system of general education but it developed into 

a system on its own. What was origioally conceived ?O help students with special needs 

may be the very thing that has now become a liability for those students, for whom the 

concept of special education was designed to help (Stainback & Stainback, 1987, p. 35; 

Little 1992, p. 1 1). Ferguson and Asch (1 989) state: 

A "cult of expertise" seems to gather devotees equally fiom among the 

ranks of educators, doctors, therapists, and professionals of al1 levels and 



259 

degrees. Parent narratives repeatedly desmie the power struggles around 

the most valuable cultural commodity: specialized knowledge. The 

negative version of this is to devalue the worth of knowledge that parents 

have about their own children. Concems are dismissed. Requests are 

patmnized. Reports of home behavior are distrusted. CertainlyT this is oot 

mie for al1 parent - professional relationsT but it seems endernic to special 

education with its historic association with a clinical mode1 that has Iittle 

mom for ""amateurs." The positive version of this is to overvalue the 

knowledge of the experts. This leads to educators and others persistently 

dennulg problems of child and parents so as to acquire ""specialists" for 

their comprehension, not to mention their solution. (p. 123) 

n i e  findings suggest that this dual system of education provided the foundation, 

and the long-standing attitudes and beliefs about the role of special education teachers, 

generated the legitimacy for ownership of the child's program by special education 

personnel. In their contact with dl schools, parents either dealt with the principal, or 

special education personnel (resource or mainseeam support). Special education 

personnel assumed responsibility for developing the E P  and were the most vocal at 

meetings with parents, classroom teachers' involvement was characterized as  mostly non- 

existent. 

S M c  (1 99 1) believes that to program effectively to meet the needs of students 

with challenging needs is beyond the "paradigms of practice" of any single profasion, 

and requires an interdisciplinary approach. The degree of interdependency and the 
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availability of essential personnel "depends in large measure on the Local history of 

special education services, which reflects values embedded in political cultures at the 

state, local, and school organization levels" (p. 1 86). Skrtic (1 99 1 ) uses the t m  

"adhocracf to describe the kind of system necessary to implement the requirements of 

the EHA (The Education for AU Handicapped Children Act). The adhocracy is a 

problem-solving organizational structure characterized by innovation and geared to 

creating new programs. Biklen (1 989) point out that the "creative" style of problem 

solving left open by the IEP to help students develop skills and build competence, often 

only leads to detailed plans for ''remediating inability rather than acquiring ability in 

different ways" (p. 45). Skrtic (1 99 1) maintains because the requirements of the EHA are 

adhocratic - 

A problem solving organization in which interdisciphary teams of 

professionals collaborate to invent new personalized programs - they 

conû-adict the value orientation of the professional bureaucracy in every 

way, given that it is a performance organization in which individual 

professionals work alone to perfect standard programs. Culturally, this 

value conflict produces resistence in the form of political clashes, which 

undemine the ideal of collaboration . . . . (p. 1 85) 

Al1 parents in this study, indicated a need for a team approach in p r o g r d g  to 

meet the needs of their children. "1 think there needs to be more of an interdisciplinary 

approach within the school somehow. We're working together to solve problems." While 

parents were in agreement as to the need of this kind of approach in the schools there 



was little evidence to suggest that this is actually happening. 

Sarason and Dons (1 979) also comment on the typical non-coUaboraiion 

orientation of professionals: ". . . teaching is a lonely profession. It is not the loneliness 

of solitude but a feeling compounded of isolation, fnistration, and the pressure to appear 

competent to handle any and al l  problems" (p.407). More recently, Sarason (1 995) 

M e r  points out that the training characteristic of professionals ". . . makes clear that 

there are boundaries of responsibility into which 'outsiders' should not be permitteci to 

intnide" and that 'outsiders' may be other kinds of professionals as weU @. 23). 

Findings in this study provide an often repeated example during the MAPS process which 

included parents and other pro fessionals. School board supervisors consistently refused 

to allow the MAPS team to become involvecl in comprehensive program planning with 

the classroom teacher for the student with a disability, thereby reinforcing the mode1 of 

isolated teacher. 

Berres and Knoblock (1 987) use the placement of students in appropriate and lest 

restrictive environments to expand on the point made by Slatic. They explain that the 

delivery of services by special education personnel in one school district, may differ fiom 

that of another district. These differences may be based upon the life experiences of one 

gmup of planners, a s  compared to thoselthe experiences, of another group of planners. 

Experiences and subsequent beliefs about program delivery become the measure to 

interpret how best to deliver the savice. The result of this interpretation among districts 

can result in two students of similar abilities, one being segregated in one district while 

the other is having a program based on fidl inclusion in another district. Biklen ( 1 985) 
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referred to this scenario as the b'developmental twin'' argument. These differences are 

explained more by the individual differences between teachers and not between school to 

school or district to district. Evidence h m  the study supports this position. Molly's 

grade four teacber supported full inclusion and accepted ownership of her program. 

Molly was fidly included and the parents reportai feeling Iike equal and contributing 

rnembers of the IEP process. 

Sarason (1 995) supporthg positions by Berres and Knoblock. (1 987) and Biklen 

(1 985) States: 

1 have hown schools (not school systems) where the politicai principle 

infonns relatiooships among school personnel and between them and 

parent-community individuals. But in every case, respect for the principle 

was not a matter of fomal policy of the school system but rather of an 

musual and refieshing array of people for whom the principle was, so to 

speak, second nature. (p.34) 

Findings show that when classroom teachers took ownership of a student's 

program and worked collaboratively with other teachers and welcomed parent 

involvement, this behavior was specific to individuals within that system and not 

reflective of the system in which they worked. Sarason and Doris (1979) maintain that 

the development of an IEP requires a harmonious relationship among school personnel. 

Such a relationship can only exist when a penon makes a contribution and at the same 

t h e  feels that their ne& are being acknowledged and met. "Such an ambience cannot 

be legislated and it is no secret that it is oniy rarely found in our schoois" (p.389). 
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The successfbi inclusion of students requires a special educaîion staEto be 

cornmitteci to collaborative practice in general educaiion classrooms (Clearing House on 

Disabilities and Gifted Education). This position is also supportad by Berres and 

Knoblock (1987) and Little (1992) who States thai, "the consultative-collaborâtive model 

is the tme mainstreaming model" (p. 15). Commenthg on schools which practice 

inclusion in her Canadian study, Dyson (1994) notes the following: 

Far h m  protecting themselves h m  the challenge of student diversity, 

[coilaborative schools] use such challenges to problematise and 

reconstnict their taken-for-granted practices . . . they organize themselves 

into fluid problem-solving teams in which teachers with dif5erent 

'specialisms' collaborate to find novel solutions to novel problems. Under 

these conditions, exceptional students provide an opportunity for the 

school to learn about the limitations of current practice and to create the 

new technical knowledge that is needed in order to 'include' ail students. 

0 . 5 5 )  

The findings support the position on the value of a collaborative approach among 

school personnel, but there is little evidence of flexible attitudes or structures to allow this 

kind of creative problem solvkig or collaboration. In one example where collaboration 

among teachers and parent involvement was valued, both teachers were new to the school 

with the classroom teacher only having a few years teaching experience. In addition, this 

class teacher was hired based on the principal's intexview assessrnent of this teacher's 

attitude toward being able to meet the needs of children in inclusive environrnents. In the 
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otha example, the principal was also involved as a contn'buting member of this team. 

Villa and Thousand (1990) characterize the principal as the one in a position to: 

. . . deliberately or accidentally shape the organizationd structure of a 

school and the values of school communit)r, and these structures and 

values may facilitate or thwart the school's capacity to meet the needs of 

al1 students in generd education environments. @. 201) 

Therefore, it is important that the principal understand the needs of students with 

disabilities. "A program cannot succeed where the principal is opposed, or negatively 

disposed to mainstrearning" @Men ,1985, p.30). Findings support the position of Villa 

and Thousand (1990) and Biklen (1985) and the importance of the principal in shaping 

the direction of services to meet the needs of children with disabilities in general 

education. When the principal was supportive, parents reported more positive experiences 

with the school. However, considering the number of school years (25 plus), represented 

in this study, such positive examples were very few indeed. 

Fullan (1992) makes the point that principals should focus upon building 

collaborative work cultures, rather than imposing their individual visions upon staff. 

Hargreaves (1994) s rnar izes  Fullan's point, ". . . when educational visions are 

grounded in the leader's personal and prior vision, they can become not visions that 

illuminate, but visions that b h d "  (p. 232). The process in developing collaborative work 

cultures requires skills such as being careN not to impose one's values, and the ability to 

encourage others to share their values and concem. A leader must be capable of 

rnanaging connict and problem solving9 while at the same time being seen as capable of 
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giving direction and being open or approachable (Fullan, 1992). When parents in this 

shidy, describecl a team process working well in program planning for theïr children, they 

described situations where the principal was part of a collaborative team. They saw this 

as necessary if the principal was to be able to play a key leadership role, in the operation 

of the school. 

Svstem Resistance to Change 

Most of the important changes that have taken place in the schools over the last 30 

years have not corne as a result of local initiative but have been unplanned and the result 

of extemal forces such as the courts (Tyack, 1990). Henson (1995) sees schools as 

particularly resistant to change because of the fundamentai nature of the organization. 

Fullm and Stiegelbauer (in Henson, 1995) explain this fhdamental nature of schools: 

On the one hand schools are expected to engage in continuous renewal, 

and change expectations are constantly swirling around, on the other hand, 

the way teachers are trained, the way schools are organized, the way the 

hierarchy operates, and the way political decision maken treat educators 

resdt in a system that is more likely to retah the statu quo. (p.244) 

The teacher and educational change. Chmghg the way organizations operate 

requires a change in the behavior of the people in those organizations. "It is a well- 

docurnented fact that teachers have historically avoided involvernent in the organization 

in which they work" (Henson ,1995, p.245). The importance of the role of the teacher, 

when it cornes to bringing about change within the school has been addressed by Henson. 
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Haison's position is supportai in the findings of this study as parents explained how the 

IEP process was facilitateci, when the classroom teacher accepted ownership and 

responsibility for their c h i l h ' s  program. When parents in this study, spoke positively 

about classroom teachers, they also remarked that these teachers were involved in some 

aspect of con~uing  their education while teachuig. 

Henson (1995) reporteci that teachers seem to be more open to change when it is 

seen as coming h m  peers as opposed to being handed down fkom central office. 

However, this is contrary to the evidence fiom this study that indicates that when a 

teacher took interest in pursuing evening classes on inclusion, she was ridiculed by her 

peers for doing so. This contradiction may be explained more in light of the attitudes of 

school system pe r so~e l  toward the change being sought (inclusion), than in the source 

(origin) of the change (clasmom teacher). 

Slutic's (1 99 1) position on what he calls "acculturation" of programs may help in 

understanding the different roles assumed by teachers and how these roles corne to reflect 

who assumes ownership of a student's program. Skrtic explains that d e r  teachers leave 

their pre-service professional education programs, they enter into the school's subculture 

with it own way of doing things. 

. . . upon entry into school organizations, during the student teachïng 

internship, and later as employees, teachers are incuicated into an existing 

institutionalized subculture of practicing teachers, with its own set of 

uonns, custorns, and conventions. (P. 1 76) 

This author's own experience in graduate education programs support Skrtic's 
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position on "acculturation." When 1 fond  myself alone, without allies, the only advocate 

among my colleagues for inclusive education, 1 gradudy found it more difficult to 

maintain my goals to integrate students into the regular classroom. My cornmitment to 

what I felt was right, placed me in codkontational t i t~atiofl~ with both administraton and 

feliow teachers. As years went by, the head butting with colleagues/system forced me to 

compromise - settling for partial integration. Findings in this study also indicate that 

teachers who take an interest in professional development around disability issues may be 

ostracized by their coileagues for doing so. 

Little (1 992) uses the temi "paradigm paralysis" in general education as a problem 

Iliherent in achieving inclusive education, describing this as " admitting that it is easier to 

go on doing things the way we have always done them (self-presentation vs self- 

renewal)" (p.40). In relation to the inefficiency of narrowly h e d  categorical programs, 

". . . fint we deny the evidence and when we can no longer deny it, we ignore and usudly 

repress it, and we keep doing that which makes us feel cordortable with our ideolod' 

(Wolfensberger , 1986, p. 10). This is clearly evident in how teachers are prepared for 

their profession. Parents in this study commented many times that they felt things would 

change for the best for them and their children when certain teachers or principals retired. 

"He retires in June and 1 can't wait. 1 hope grade twelve is going to be better." 

Sarason (1995) points out that preparatory programs prepare teachers ". . . to 

organize classrooms, teach subject matter and complete a cuniculum. Teachers leam to 

teach subject matter, not children with diverse personality and leaming styles" (p. 154). 

Skmc (1% 1) maintains that teachers learn to teach by modeling those already in 
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the system, who got their methods h m  0th- before them, and so on. Standard 

pro- are passed on h m  genaation to generation within an institutionalized context. 

Skrtic points out, that the difncdty with this practice stws firom an assumption that 

rarely occurs - that the standard programs used by teachm are continudly modernized 

and updated. He s e a  the failed anempts at innovation over the 1 s t  three decades as 

realization of this assumption. "In most schools, the methods of instruction and the 

curriculum itself are much as they were earlier in this century" (p. 176). 

This position is supporteci by Hemon (1995) who maintains that there are three common 

perspectives on how change occurs in organizations: 

1. There is the technical view that change cornes about fiom increased knowledge 

and technical assistance in the form of new programs. 

2. The power and influence exerted by individuals and groups. The focus is 

political behavior where attention is directecl at the innovation as well as the context of 

the organization. 

3. There is the cultural perspective which looks at shared values, beliefs, and 

n o m  of the organization and emphasizes the importance of organizational context. 

Henson (1 995) states: 

Mer more than ten years of attempted reform, educators and the general 

public are recognuing the limitations of the fbst two approaches. Second 

wave change efforts are inquiring about ways in which culture produces 

barriers that prevent change. (p.259) 

Nenative attitudes. In looking at special education practices, Gartna & Lipslq, 
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(1 987) maintain that educators have focused on the disability and neglected the person. 

In their view, the attitude toward disability is far more encompassing than any physical 

condition. "It is the attituninal milieu more than the individual's physical condition that 

influences societies response to pemons with disabilities" ( p. 70). Benes and Knoblock 

(1987) make the assurnption that the success or failure of integrating students who are 

moderately and severely handicapped depends upon the attitudes and problem solving 

skills of educators. These authors believe that such attitudes about handicaps are as  

important, if not more important, in the integration of students, than the actuai skill levels 

of students being integrated. A position supporteci by Rogers & FreiBerg (1 994): 

The facilitation of leaming rests not upon the teaching skills of the leamer, 

scholarly knowledge of the field curricular planning, audiovisual aids, 

prograrnmed learning, lectures and presenthg, abundance of books, 

though each may be at one time or another used as an important resource. 

No, the facifitation of leaming rests upon certain attitudind qualities that 

exist in the personai relationships between the facilitator and the leamer. 

(p. 153) 

Edington and Koehler (1985) report that, "Most studies show that teachers, like 

the general public, have negative views of both handicapped students and 

mainstreaming." The lack of knowledge about disabilities, experience with handicapped 

students, and training and teachuig these students are also major contributors of these 

attitudes (Edington & Koehler, 1985; Canning, 1994). 

Emerience changes attitude. Biklen (1985) reports that research suggests that 



prejudiced attitudes toward disability cm be changed through the planned "pasonal 

interaction between those who ûaditionally give stigma and those who are its recipients" 

(p.9). Findings support BikIen's position as  illustrated by the change noted in the 

principal afta her involvement the Me style planning cornmittee. Biklen's research is 

also confinneci by the author's own experiences with teachers, who changed their 

negative attitudes toward students with disabilities once these teachers became more 

familiar with the students. 

Research changes attitudes. Henson (1995) aiso notes that tacher involvement in 

research rnakes them more aware. But when teachers are not involved in ongoing 

research, he believes that, ". . . as teachen, we gather to ourseIves that which confirms 

our deepest underlying prejudices and attitudes" (p. 25 1). Research can help teachers to 

become open to their 440wn experience and the experience of others, putting aside 

dogmatic arguments and preconceived opinions" (p.251). Recent studies demonstrate 

that good teachers are not a product of their howledge or methods. But what makes good 

teachers is: 

. . . the beliefs teachers hold about shidmts, themselves, their goals, their 

purposes, and the teaching task. No matter how promising a strategy for 

reform, if it is not incorporated into the teachers' persona1 belief systems, 

it will be unlikely to affect behavior in the desired direction (Combs, 1 988, 

p. 39). 

Research affects change. Henson (1 995) reporting on an analysis of the benefits 

teachers received after being involved with research, found that teachers derive the most 
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benefits when they are involvecl at the highest level. "This type of involvement occurs 

only when teachers iden- a problem that is important to thm" (p. 253). This position 

is supported by my own experiences and interests which have led me into my present 

field of research. My own personal experience in continuing with fiuther professional 

development was a d t  of my connict between his beliefk about integration and what 

was the prevailing educational practice at the tirne. 

Findings indicate that parents were aware of the benefits of professionai 

development in the field of disabilities. Their attempts to encourage teachers to take 

advantage of the research Literature ( provided by parents) or attend summer programs on 

inclusive educational practica were, for the moa part, ignored. The reasons for teachers 

ignoring the input of parents into the area of their professional development are not clear 

fkom this study. On the one hand, if teachers described by parents in this study, 

experienced no confiict with their value system and their present practices, then there was 

little motivation for them to begin their professional development in the area of inclusion. 

On the other hand, if teachers were experiencing dissonance between their values and 

their practice, and were open to learning, it is possible that the necessary encouragement 

ancilor support for professional development in inclusive practices was insuficient or 

absent h m  teacher colieagues, school administrators, school board, or the provincial 

Department of Education. 

s m w  

The hdings of this study were consistent with the Literature on these 
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characteristics: the attitudinal barrim identifid in pardprofessional relationships; 

issues of power and control; perceiveci role of the parent as "passive participant" at IEP 

meetings; the role of parent advocates; the need for interdisciplinary teams within 

schools; special education and the issue of ownership; the effect attitude has on 

relationship with parents of shidents' with disabilities; the role of the principal and 

teacher in ducational change; and system resistance to change. Thae  was ody one 

major discrepancy identified between the literature and the findings. This was with 

respect to teachers beùig more receptive to change, when it is seen as coming fiom other 

teachers, as opposed to be handed down nom district office. Finaily, there were no 

hdings reported in the study, that were not addresseci, in some aspect of the literature. 



CHAPTER SIX 

Conclusions 

In the United States the 1975 (EHA) legislation mandated the right for parents, to 

be uicluded, in the development of their children's IEP. This legislation has also 

irnpacted educational practice in Canada by influencing provincial legislative changes, 

policy changes emanating h m  provincial school acts and at local school board levels. 

Sarason (1995) explains that the problem with the 1975 legislation, is that it failed to 

recognize predictable problems, or the steps that should be taken to overcorne such 

problems, that would be associated with legislation, that moa educators neither strived 

for or endorsed. He states: 

It is one thing to mandate practices; it is quite another thing to recognize 

what was going to happen when the culture of every school in the country 

was going to be altered in ways strmge to its members. (p. 36) 

Sarason (1995), Sarason & Dons (1979) and Skrtic (1991) identified the problem 

as one of institutional change. Sarason (1995) states, ". . . the govemance structure of our 

schools has to be changed, if we stand any chance at al1 of preventing a M e r  

deterioration, in the quality of the experience of children and educators" (p.7). Sarason & 
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Dons (1979) state, ''Between enactment of the law and practices consistent with it is the 

whole, poorly understood problem of how to effkct institutional change*' (p. 391 ). Skrtic 

(1 99 1) states, 'From an organisriitional perspective, the basic problem with the E H .  is 

that it attempts to force an adhocratic value orientation on a professional bureaucracy by 

treating it as if it were a machine bureaucracy" (p. 1 84). Skrtic's point was that the 

interdisciplinary team and problem solving approach necessitated by the requirements of 

the EHA are thwarted. This inhibithg of an interdisciplinary team and problem solving 

approach is accomplished through specific programs and "a comprehensive system of 

personal development" (p. 1 85), which assumes that there are known procedures for 

educating children with disabilities and that this knowledge just needs to be distributed. 

Sarason and Dons (1979) explain that this provision by law for "in-service training for 

school personnel to enable them to cope with the consequences of increased 

mauistrearning is explicit recognition that what is at issue is changing the attitudes of 

schooi personnel" @ 379). 

Skrtic (1991) continues to explain that once teachers acquire these new practices 

and training procedures for educating children with disabilities, they wiil simply change 

how they have nonnally perfomed theu work which for both classroom and special 

education teachers has traditionally been in isolation. He states: 

Change in a profasional bureaucracy requires change in what each 

professional does because each professional does the entire job 

individuaily and personally with his own clients. But because school 

organizations are managed and governed as if they were machine 
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bureaucraties, attempts to change them typically follow the rational- 

technical approach which assumes that additions to or changes in the 

existing formalization will result in changes in the way the work gets 

done. (p. 166) 

In this study, parentai involvement in the IEP process, with one exception, has not 

been at the invitation of the educational agency. Parents were not welcomed with open 

arms into the decision-making process of the educational establishment. Schools did not 

work with parents in their attempts to secure an IEP and appropriate programkg for their 

child. Because of this, parents frequently found themselves seeking assistance from 

outside the school. They were literally "outsiders" looking in. 

In order for this to change, educators must become aware of the barriers that are 

presently at work which inhibit hem fiom working collaboratively with parents. In 

addition, they must become aware of not only the barriers, but become cognizant of the 

significance and implications of a collaborative relationship for ail parties concemed - 

child, parent and educators. 

Parents in this study were members of their local ACL support network and so 

had access to advocates who helped them to become knowledgeable about the IEP 

process. Sarason and Doris (1979) believe that as professionals, the "disease of 

professionalism" is to d e h e  the needs of people such that they require highly educated 

professionals. They believe that, "The problems of schools have not been and will not be 

solved by reliance solely on professionals. . . . One has to believe that there are diverse 

types of people who can be helpful in the classn,orn even though they have no 



276 

professional credentials" (p.406). These authon believe that it becomes necessary for 

school officials to begin to conceptualize their roles differently. They see the new role of 

school personnel ". . . as resome locators and coordinators, constantiy scanning school 

and commimity in order to match the needs in a mutually productive mannef' (p.407). 

The obstacles faced by parents that prohibited a coilaborative partnership with 

professionals in the education of their chiId, positioned parents as 'boutsiders." The d e s  

of parent and school personnel were played out against the backdrop of the IEP process 

using a number of categones which included attitudes toward disability/inclusion, trust 

and respect, professionalism, and ownership. Throughout the IEP process, parents used a 

number of strategies to facilitate the development of an IEP for their childkhildren. 

These strategies involved: f i n h g  schools where attitudes were supportive, volunteering 

at the school, gaining support of key people fkom both within and outside the sckool, 

establishing circles of Wends, a MAPS sessions, and promoting professional 

development. 

Parents were required to negotiate in a system where attitudinal barriers became 

the single greatest obstacle facing them in attaining an IEP for their child - a greater 

obstacle than the inexperience of school personnel in developing IEPs, or the ability 

levels of their children. The ridings M e r  suggest that these attitudes are specific to 

individuals, rather than characteristic of any particular school or school board. In light of 

the hdings, we might consider that attitudes, both positive and negative, displayed by 

school personnel toward students with mental disabilities and their parents, as being the 

most infiuential factor affecthg the IEP process. 
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According to Sarason & Doris (1979) our conceptions of handicapped people as 

being different, requiring different theones of human behavior and educational practices, 

were leamed and morally justifiai ". . . by growing up in a society in which these 

conceptions and moral precepts were seen as valid, right and proper" (p.391). More 

specificdy they state: 

. . . school personnel are graduates of our colleges and universities. It is 

here that they leam that there are at least two types of human beings and 

if you chose to work with one of them you render yourself legally and 

conceptually incompetent to work with the others. . . . what we see in our 

public schools is a mirror image of what exists in colleges and 

universities. One of the clearest implications of Public Law 94-142 is that 

the gulf between the special and the regular education has to be bridged, 

and yet the law requires no change in ou. college and university trainhg 

centers. School personnel mut  change in attitude, thinking, and practice, 

at the same hme our training centers educate school personnel in the 

traditions of the most restrictive alternative. (p.391) 

If attitudes are in fact the greatest obstacle to the IEP process and inclusion in 

general, thm our cornmitment to a sysrem that values people becomes aur greatest 

challenge. Rogers et al. (1994) believe that we can facilitate the needs of the student with 

the help of teachers whose attitudes reflect a 'kalness" or "genuineness," where teachers 

show themselves outside their roles, or the facade of teacher, and meet the student on a 

person-to- person basis, where the person is valued, "prizing her feelings, her opinion, her 
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person" (p. 1%). This can M e r  be accomplished through "empathie understanding" 

where there is no a n w s  or judgement made, ody  understanding nom their own point 

of view. The authors maintain thaî, "The attitude of standing in the other's shoes, of 

viewing the world through the student's eyes, is almost imheard of in the classroom" 

(p.158). The same can be said for parents in parent-teacher relatiomhips. 

The challenge requins that we focus our efforts upon changing the attitude of 

those within the educational structure. To change an attitude of a particular individual 

requires the replacement of old values with a newly acquired set of values. In this case, 

the newly acquired set of values is the belief in and a cornmitment to parental 

involvement in educational decisions that a e c t  their childm. We must begin to build a 

system where these values c m  be successfully embedded. Combs (1988) points out that 

peoplesriented institutions change slowly, the way people do. It is through the 

development of beliefs, attitudes, values and goals that individuals begin to confiont local 

problems and work toward solutions that will brbg about effective change. 

Educational reform is full of examples where innovations failed to achieve the 

specified goal or were dropped because of a failure to gain support of those who are 

actuaily charged with implementing the change (Lamb-Zodrow, 1987; Combs, 1988). 

People must be aware of their present beliefs and be open to seeing the need to alter those 

beliefs. In their Canadian study, Bunch et al. (1997) report that the attitudes held by most 

educators are positive toward including students with disabilities into their classrooms. 

. . . educators in both traditionally and inclusively structured systems felt 

inclusive practice possible, beneficid, and appropriate if supports were in 
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place. Furthemore . . . teachers meant by support . . . that which c& for 

increased fiinding, such as additional educational assistants, and that 

which does not require additional expenditure, such as empathetic support 

by administrators. (p.2) 

If this empathy h m  administrators translates into administrators having a vision 

of what can be for students with disabilities, then there couid be far reaching implications 

for the inclusion of these sîudents into classrooms around the country. Parents identified 

the philosophy of the principal as a key factor in directing the course of how a school will 

respond to the needs of students with disabiiities. Hegarty (1990) talks about the 

importance of a visionary leader and that one's vision more than any single factor sets the 

course for both individuals and groups. To illustrate the point, Hegarty uses the 196 1 

announcement made by John F. Kennedy, that the United States would send a man to the 

moon and back. When both media and Kennedy's own personal advisors pointed out that 

he had no answers to how this wodd be done, JFK responded, 'Wow that the vision is in 

place, the m e r s  will be found" (p. 1 19). We must take that same visionary attitude into 

our schools, not only for the sake of children with disabilities, but for al1 children. Skrtic 

(1 99 1) used the National Aeronauticai Space Administration (NASA) during the 1960s as 

an example of an adhocratic configuration, "premised on collaboration and mutual 

adjustment, respectiveIf (p. 183), that found the answers of which JFK spoke. 

Positive and negative attitudes detemiined the kind of relationship that was 

eventually established between the home and school during the IEP process. Positive 

attitudes displayed by school personnel viewed the problem as external to the child and 
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sought solutions to include, not exclude, the child h m  the class. Negative attitudes 

served as a barrier that denied ownership of the child's program by the classroom tacher. 

Ownership, by default, then became the rwponsibility of the teaching assistant. In some 

cases, ownership was never seen as being the classroom teachen' responsibility. This 

responsibility was assumeci by the Special Education personnel in that particular school. 

However, ownership by the Special Education personnel became a b m i a  to the 

classroorn teachers' accepting ownership of the student and their program. 

Sarason (1 995) cornxnents that: 

Generally speaking, parental involvement can claim no victories, unless 

shadow boxing is a victory. There is far more compelling evidence, again 

fkom our urban areas, that parental involvement has been productive of 

conflict, not of a problem-solving process. (p. 13) 

Sarason and Dons (1 979) state, "Institutions, prejudice, and tradition do not quickly 

change. They adjust to impacts, changing their overt stance but prepared to reassert 

themselves" (p.414). We may not be able to change the system by ourselves, but we can 

change what we think and do. If systems are to change, those who are directly involved 

in that system must change first Henson (1995) States that, "Teachers in particular, hold 

the key to the success or failure of reafnrming the schools" (p. 16). 

Because teachers are on the h n t  lines, they play a key role in how the game will 

be played. The following quote fiom Gartner and Lipsky (1 987) puts into perspective 

what is really at issue. They state: 

We can, whenever and wherever we choose successWly teach al1 children 
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whose schooling is of interest to us. We already know more than we need 

in order to do this. Whether we do it must finally depend on how we feel 

about the fact that we haven't done it so fx." (p.309) 

The IEP process is problematic for schools where the culture of that school 

identifies a person's worth on a diminishing assets model, where one's value is 

determinecl by the lack of identifieci deficits. The expexiences of parents in this study 

reflet this model. To devalue the child is to devdue the parent. To change we must h t  

have a vision where we concephialize our schools as communities that value our 

uniqueness and celebrate our diffeences, where parents are recognized as valued and 

contributing partners with educaton in the decision-making process around educational 

placements and practices. 

The reform movement in education has lead to renewed interest in how decisions 

are made in education. Such interest combinai with the interest in effective schools has 

shified support to on-site management by principals and teams for direction in how h d s  

are spent, s t a f f  development and personnel selection. Such change will hopefully bring a 

school closer together through a sense of shared responsibiiity and authority (Berreth, 

1998). Changing the govemance or the organizational structures of our schools requires a 

change in the people who work there. It is essential that al1 those personnel involved in 

the implementation of the change have the oppominity to participate in the process of 

change (Combs, 1988; Reisberg & Wolf, 1986; and Hanne-Neitupski et ai., 1989). 

The inclusion of parents as partners in the educational process mut corne h m  

the recognition by teachers thaî parents are a resource that they have previously 
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overlooked This requires that teachers change how they have previously done things. 

Teachers' involvement in research rnay help them re-evaluate their belief systems, which 

may be one way to help facilitate this change. 

It is only through evaluation of how we have previously done things, that we can 

ever feel the necessity to change them. Ail parties involved in the development of the 

iEP mut  be viewed as equals, as valued contributors, and as welcome in the IEP process. 

The insights and understandings gained fkom the participants in the current study 

warrant a number of recommendations directed toward teacher preparation programs and 

practices. These recommendations are aimed at policy development and implementation 

at a number of levels of responsibility. 

University 

1. The following recommendation concerns the structure of university 

departments where teacher education programs typically divide the education 

department into general and special education. It is recommended that 

universities now offering either dipiorna or undergraduate degrees in the field of 

Special Education drop these designations, so that course materials would be 

integrated into one teacher preparatory program, a requirement for d l  fiiture 

teachers. Students would graduate fiom their respective institutions with a degree 

in education which would refiect the knowledge and skiils required by current 
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2. Administrators and facdty in university education departments liaise with 

individuals and coxnmunity support groups for people with disabilities and people 

with disabilities themselves. This Liaison would have as its objective, involving 

these individuals and groups as commmity resources for teacher preparation 

Pwrms* 

3. Universities hire professors in Education Faculties who are qualified to teach 

graduate and undergraduate courses for teachers covering topics like adapting 

curricula and instructional strategies to meet a wide range of diversity in the 

classroom. 

4. Universities make such courses a degree requirement for dl teachen. 

Provincial De~artments of Education 

5. It is recommended that provincial Departments of Education include dl 

services to students under one general depariment eliminating any reference to a 

special system of education. 

6. Provincial departments of education provide additional incentives for teachers' 

professional development through education courses at universities recognized for 

their exemplary programs in meeting the diverse needs of al1 students in the 

classroom. 

7. Provincial departments of education collaborate with universities to ensure 

courses on meeting diverse leaming needs of students are accessible to teachm 



outside major centers. 

8. Provincial ministers of education promote and foster consultation and 

involvement of parents and &ont Iuie teachers in policy development that directly 

impacts teachen, parents and their childm. 

School Boards 

9. It is recommended that school boards provide fkequent and on-going 

professional development on identimg and developing liaison with community 

resources. 

10. School boards eliminate any designation or reference to special education 

services within their structures. Responsibilities for student services should be 

shared among board personnel based on school levels, thus avoiding labeling any 

particular individual as a special senrices supervisor or coordinator. 

1 1. School boards should house a well-equipped lending library with current 

information relevant to working in envhonments with students who have diverse 

needs. 

12. Selection criteria for applicants for school principal positions include working 

as part of an interdisciplinary team. 

Schools 

13. It is recommended that schools should establish collaborative problem- 

so lving teams consisting of teacher volunteers who prob lem-soive around 
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individual and group leaming neeàs. 

14. Schools who have teachen docated as support personnel be designated and 

recognized as working with al1 students in the school raîher than working only 

with students identified as having challenghg needs. 

15. Schools seek out other schools having exernplary practices of collaborative 

parent involvement in education decision making and placement for their children 

and take steps to learn h m  them. 

16. Teachers and principals becorne volunteers in local community support 

groups for people with disabilities. 

1 7. Where a choice of placement for a student with disabilities exists because of 

two or more classes at the same grade level, the attitude of the classroom teacher 

tow ard students with disabilities should be a consideration in that placement. 

18. Schools initiate support networks. like 'circle of fnends' or 'special fnends' 

and having planning strategies such as MAPS, as an integral part of programming 

for students with challenging needs. 

Constraints of the Present Studv 

The present study can be viewed as a first step in a process to better understand 

the IEP process. It involved interviews with parents, and therefore presents only their 

perceptions of the IEP process. There are many people involved in the IEP process 

whose perceptions are not presented in this snidy. They include but are not limited to the 

following: principals, resome room teachers, classroom teachers, teacher assistants 
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(TAS), the student, and others outside the school who would have a direct or indirect role 

to play in the development of an IEP for the student. Undoubtedly, the perceptions of 

these individuals would add to those of the parents and go far in providing more 

understanding of the IEP process. 

The interviews allowed the author to spend between three and four hours with 

each of the participating families. Parents were interviewed in their home environments 

and the author was not provided the opportunity to observe parents actually engaged in 

the IEP process with school personnel or other individu& relevant to the IEP process. 

The use of participant observation, which ranges a m s s  a continuum &om the author's 

role as one of mostiy observing to one of rnostly participation, allows for the use of 

intewiew questions generated directly fkom the behavior of participants. The 

development of interview questions connected to the behavior of the participants in 

nahuai settings cm allow the author to better interpret the answers of the participants. 

Further Research 

Parents identified the attitude of both teachers and principals as a key factor in the 

issue of ownership, development of appropriate programs for their children and 

subsequent parents' participation in the development of those programs. Therefore, 

M e r  research is warranted into the role that attitudes of school persomel play in the 

IEP process. How are these attitudes developed? How are they maintained? How can 

they be changed? In addition, research needs to look at the role of these attitudes as they 

relate to the issue of ownership across school levels i.e., primarylelementary and junior 
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high/senior high. 

The cment research also identifieci the inexperience (for whatever reasons) of 

teachers in developing appropriate objectives and consequently appropriate programs for 

students with challenging needs as a problem. FUZther research ne& to be conducted 

into the preparation of classroom teachen in working with students with chailenging 

needs and their parents. Are teachers entering the profession better prepared? More 

willing to nsk collaboration with parents? More welcorning to d l  students? And if so, 

why, or why not? What is the relationship between teacher involvement in continuing 

studies and wihgness and ability to involve parents in the IEP process? What is the 

nature of a well established collaborative work culture and how is it developed? Such 

questions emanating fiorn the parents' comments suggest that additional research into the 

role of organizational structure and culture of inclusive schools with respect to the IEP 

process deserves M e r  attention. 

This study also saw advocacy play a major role for parents in the IEP process. 

Although not entirely clear fiom this study, parents who are educated in educational 

practice may be seen as a threat to educatoa, thus complicating the parent-teacher 

relationship. Therefore, there is a need for research into the process of building 

collaborative relationships among and between advocacy/parent groups and educators 

responsible for implementing those practices. 

In light of the constraints of the present study, M e r  research is also needed into 

the perceptions of those other than parents who are involveci in the IEP process. In 

addition, the constraints of the study aiso indicate the need for fiirther research into the 
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acnial IEP meetings themselves through a combination of interviewhg and direct 

observation. The use of both methods WU allow for an even greater depth of 

understanding than is permitteci through the use of inte~ewing alone. 
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Epilogue 

The parents have revealed their stories and as Peshkin (1 993) points out, "The 

assumption behind the story of any particdar life is that there is something worth 

learning" (p.25). Wolfe (1985) states: 

One hopes that one's case will touch others. But how to comect? Not by 

calculation, 1 think not by assunption that . . . 1 have discovered a 

"universal condition of consciousness. One may merely know that no one 

is alone and hope that a singular story, as every true story is singular, will 

in the rnagic way of some things apply, connect, resonate, touch a magic 

chord" (p.72). 

1 trust this quote from Hersey and Blanchard (1997) will serve as a final tribute to 

the stories of the parents presented in this paper. 

Many of our most cmcial problems are not in the world of things, but in the 

world of people. Our greatest failure as hurnan beings has been the inability 

to secure cooperation and understanding with others. ( p. 1) 
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The Evolution of the Principles of Normalultion, 
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1 . Dernographic information of both the parents and their child: occupation of parents. 
age, age of child, type of disability, type of school, class placement. 

2. Tell me about your child? Likes? DisIikes? Strengths? 

3. Teil me about the years preceding public school? (Institution; transition planning; 
parent/professional relationships). 

4. Explain the circumstances around your fïrst contact with the school? Who did you 
work with? How do you feel you were received by the school? 

5. Tell me how the decision for your child's present class placement was arrived at? 

6.  Tell me about your expenences in the IEP meetings? 

7. Tell me about the development of the individual educational plan for your child? 

8. How was what was important for your child to learn decided? 

9. How were you involved in putting these objectives into practice? 

10. What is your part in the on-going evaluation of the plan? 

1 1 .Tell me about the meetings that you had with the team to review your child's 
progress? 

12.Ifyou could change anything about your experience with the IEP process, what would 
it be? 

13. What advice would you give to someone who was to move into the area and had a 
child with mental disability who was about to start school? 



Interview Consent Fomi 

I am a graduate student at Acadia University working on my master of special education 
thesis. The purpose of my study is to gain insight and understanding into how parents of 
students who are labeled trainable mentdy handicapped by our schools experience the 
IEP process. 

As part of this study, 1 would appreciate the opportunity to interview you. Ifyou would 
agree, 1 would request your permission to tape record the interviews, and make a 
ti?uiscript of these recordings. In addition to the interviews and transcripts, please be 
aware that : 

1. AU personal i d e n m g  characteristics will be removed nom the transcript and 
anonymity will be guaranteed to the greatest extent possible. 

2. Lfdirect quotations fiom this interview are used in the written report of my thesis, you 
will be given the oppomrnity to read those quotations to emure: (a) that you have been 
quoted accurately, @) that you have not been quoted out of context, and (c) that no 
personal ideniifjing characteristics have ken inadvertently included. 

3. Ali tapes and transcripts made of the interviews will be destroyed upon completion of 
their use. 

1 AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN TEIS INTERVLEW, AND TO HAVE A 
VERBATTM TRANSc3tIPllON MADE OF TRE INTERVIEW. 1 HAVE READ 
AND UlYDERSTOOD CONDITIONS 1,2, AND 3 OUTLINED ABOVE. 

(Signature of interviewee) 

(signa&= of interviewer) 

(date) 
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