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ABSTRACT

A large number of due process hearings regarding the delivery of special
education services to children with disabilities occur nationally and the nusnber i
increasing. Differences of opinion between professionals and parents conedrathgr
or not a child is disabled, the diagnosis of a disability, and the special services
recommended or provided has resulted in parent-professional conflict accapanie
substantial financial and emotional costs to parents, professionals and educational
agencies. The purpose of this dissertation is to examine the origins and dyofamics
parent-professional conflict about special education services and idaatifysing
approaches and strategies for preventing and resolving conflict betweesspmoéls and
parents of children with disabilities.

A comprehensive literature review revealed the major origins of cobabiout
special education services in the schools. These include (a) legislative esalioat
attrition of special education personnel; (c) ineffective leadership in telsciid) lack
of collaboration between general and special educators and parents; and (e) hidden
constraints in educational agencies such as time, money, and resources. Theticombina
of “systemic cracks” in the nation’s educational system and the failur@fesgronals
and parents to use effective “communication and collaboration skills” were found to be
the major sources of conflict between professionals and parents.

Five promising approaches and strategies were identified for preventing or
resolving conflicts about special education. First, identify systemicqmrahlinitiate

school-wide dialogues, and implement a change process to reform problems through
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legislation, policies, organizational structures, and operating procedureadStatiow

ten basic principles of dialogue and collaboration while communicating adth @her.
Third, engage in positive dialogue where each party reflects and takes re#ippfsi
reaching a mutually shared alternative solution by understanding the otham’pgroint

of view and conversing as equals. Fourth, train professionals to adopt an interést-base
approach to dispute resolution by engaging all stakeholders in a school-widealialogu
addressing underlying interests or needs rather than reacting to demftindssé third
party intermediaries such as parent-to-parent assistance, disputaoesase

managers, individualized education program facilitators and intervene at gtebtise

conflict.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this dissertation is to examine the origins and dynamics of parent
school conflict regarding the delivery of special education services to childien wit
disabilities and suggest solutions to prevent or assist in resolving paneot-sonflicts
that might arise from current federally-mandated practices.

According to the Webster Online Dictionary, conflict is defined as a “mental
struggle resulting from incompatible or opposing needs”. The first part of tser@ison
addresses the major causes of conflict between parents of children wittienaléies
and professionals in our schools as illustrated in Figure 1. While the six caesep
across chapters, the chapters which primarily address each of thesgx ese illustrated
in Figure 1.

Chapter One-The Seven Steps of the Special Education Process and
Parent/Professional Conflicddresses how the special education process mandated by
federal legislation and state rules and regulations contributes to panent-sonflict.

Chapter Two-The Impact of Reform, Special Educator Shortage, and Leadership
on Special Education Servicexamines how the pressures of recent education reform,
teacher shortage and the insufficient preparation of building level leadergtapts the
delivery of special education.

Chapter Three-Parent/Professional Relationships: Ambiguity, Collaboration and
Changegeviews the stages of conflict in special education as well as alterdespee

resolution (ADR) solutions for parents and school professionals.
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Legislative
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education
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Chap. 1,2 between

parents and
professionals
Chap. 3

Figure 1. Sources of parent-professional conflict.

The second part of this dissertation focuses on how dialogue between diverse
stakeholders in education can contribute to resolving conflict in the schools. It also
presents recommended solutions from the Center for Appropriate Dispute Resalution i
Special Education (CADRE).

Chapter Four-The Importance of Dialogue in Resolving Conflict: Theoretical

Considerationspresents the importance of dialogue for forging consensus between
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parents and educators. The importance of mediation, neutrality, systems thinking, a
conversation for avoiding or resolving conflict situations is emphasized.

Chapter Five-Approaches to Dispute Resolutimctudes a critical analysis of
disability policy as a cause of conflict between parents and professionsl€hapter
highlights the problems of power sharing in schools and parent-professionalglaifis
with suggestions that could be applied to school settings.

Chapter Six-Conclusiopresents the author’s conclusions about how leaders in
special education can utilize the concepts presented in this review to avoid or resolve
conflict disputes between parents and school personnel about the delivery of special
education services to children with disabilities. These concepts emphasizteaisy
approach”, built from a theoretical framework focused on dialogue in education, and
promoting democracy through vital exchanges between parents and educatdrass we

collaboration for resolving problems of mutual concern.
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CHAPTER ONE
THE SEVEN STEPS OF THE SPECIAL EDUCATION PROCESS

AND PARENT/PROFESSIONAL CONFLICT

The origins of parent-professional conflict often are driven by the special
education process mandated by the Federal law, Individuals with Disal#ldiecation
Improvement Act (IDEIA) (Beekman, 2004; Feinburg, Beyer, & Moses, 2002; Qpuda
1999; Schrag & Schrag, 2004; Valle & Aponte, 2002). The rules and regulations schools
must follow to implement the federal mandates for providing special educaticeser
often result in disagreements and conflicts between parents and school personnel. Each of
the seven steps of the special education process involves specific procedcitres, str
timelines and designated paperwork. The national dissemination centelddogrcknith
disabilities, otherwise known as NICHCY (2007), lists the seven steps whelietconf
might occur including:

1. Identification of students with disabilities,

2. Appropriate assessment and determination of eligibility,

3. Development of the individualized education program (IEP),

4. Placement in special education services,

5. Implementation of the IEP in the least restrictive environment (LRE),

6. Review, re-evaluation, and revision of the IEP, and

7. Following procedural safeguards.
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Successful implementation of the special education process assumes ongoing
collaboration between parties. Conflict may occur at each step althougistempse
attract more opportunities for differences of opinion and conflict than others. Thisrchapt
will review the seven steps of the special education process. The major feasbas
underlying differences of opinion and disagreement leading to conflict betwestipar

and educators during the special education process will be presented for each step.

Identification of Students with Disabilities

The identification process for children with special needs might occur at three
different times. First is at birth when physicians detect physical or otbéical issues
(IDEIA, 2004, 8632). Second is during preschool years when school districts are
responsible for identifying, locating and screening children with disabifti®r to
Kindergarten. “Child Find” activities involve posting notifications in the local pape
seeking parents who suspect some form of delay in their child. Local preschools and
physicians might also refer parents to the public schools for an initial eval(REIA,
2004, 8632). Third is when the child is attending school (IDEIA, 2004, 8614). For
example, if a teacher suspects a delay or notices behaviors that seematioptee
educator would normally refer the student to the school’s student study team ¢y direct

to the special education team for further testing (Allbritten, Mainzerig§l&r, 2004).
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Appropriate Assessment and Determination of Eligibility
The initial evaluation must assess the child in all areas related to the child’s
suspected disability. Under IDEIA (2004, 8614), children with a disability must be
identified as having one of 12 disabilities in order to receive special educatiices.

These disabilities include:

[ —

. Autism (A),

2. Deaf blindness (DB),

3. Emotional disability (ED),

4. Hearing impairment (HI),

5. Learning disabilities (LD),

6. Mental retardation (MR),

7. Orthopedic impairment (Ol),

8. Other health impairment (OHI),

9. Traumatic brain injury (TBI),

10. Visual impairment (VI),

11. Speech or language impairment (SLI), and

12. Multiple disabilities (MD) (IDEIA, 2004, §614).

Etiology plays an important part in creating conflict. For example, students with
autism represent only one percent of the population, but 11% of the dispute resolution
population. It is important for administrators to understand why families of ehilgith
autism are so often involved in litigation. Stoner, Bock, Thompson, Angell, Heyl, and

Crowley (2005) reported that parents of children with autism have to struggle to obtain a
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initial diagnosis from medical professionals who might at first dismissdbeervations
and fears. This struggle is shared by many parents having difficulty obtamintdjial
diagnosis.

Parents may be forced to pursue their desire for an accurate assessiremet
motivated to educate themselves about their child’s disability. Self informedtpare
involved proactively in the education of their child with a disability. When parents have a
conflict with doctors, the usual result is that the parents attempt to educatelttesms
and seek solutions for their child’s problems themselves (Stoner et al., 2005). Since ear
intervention is crucial in establishing behavioral and communicative functionainsat
in children, parents have a sense of urgency that can be difficult for proféssmona
comprehend. Some parents have little confidence in educators since some seem unable to
provide solutions (Lake & Billingsley, 2000; Stoner et al., 2005). Building relationships
under these circumstances can be difficult for educators and parents. Stuttedesawi
blindness, emotional disturbances, hearing impairment, multiple disabifitles a
traumatic brain injury are often over-represented in the area of litigatibrna(b&

Schrag, 2004, p. vi). Most students involved in dispute resolution cases are
predominantly male and in their early teens (Schrag & Schrag, 2004).

Controversy between parents and educators may occur over the assessment
procedures used to make the determination that a child has a particular diaility.
example, a parent might consider a test culturally or linguisticallydi@aseot suited to
the particular disability determined for a child (Beekman, 2005b; Matuszny, B&anda,

Coleman, 2007). Sometimes the parent might not fully understand that the evaluation
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must be related to educational needs alone (Beekman). When parents disdgites wit
results of an assessment and the disability designation for their child, theth&aiggt
to seek an independent educational evaluation.

For many parents, accepting the fact their child is disabled can be a slow and
arduous process. For some parents, the acceptance starts the day the child is born or
perhaps prior to birth. For others, the process of acknowledgment occurs at school, or
perhaps following a traumatic accident. After the parents learn thatttieihas a
disability, they usually enter a grieving process that involves fiverdift stages: denial,
anger, bargaining, depression and acceptance (Kubler-Ross, 1969). To respond to a
grieving process appropriately, professionals must be aware of thg strmional
undercurrents present in all parent-professional encounters. Finding ways of
demonstrating empathy and openly acknowledging emotions can ease tense encounte
(Beekman, 2004; Beekman, 2005b; CADRE, 2000; Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003).
Professionals may lack the knowledge and experience necessary to cope wérents’
layers of emotion, which may lead to conflicts between parents and school personnel.
Similarly, parents may not be familiar with the constraints and comigiext the
school, and may interpret a professional demeanor as uncaring (Lawrencedtjghtf

2003).

Development of the Individualized Education Program (IEP)
The Individualized Education Program (IEP) is a legally binding document

defined in IDEIA (2004, 8300-320). Reports on the educational goals for a student with
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disabilities must be communicated regularly to the parents. The developmenl& the
is a collaborative team process, which drives the placement and the implenesftan
IEP for a child with a disability. The IEP team is legally determinetDi8lA and
should minimally include the following members: (a) the parents, (b) no less than one
special educator, (c) no less than one general educator, (d) someone capakiegof ma
decisions affecting the implementation of the IEP (administrator), e@@oe able to
interpret the test findings if necessary, (f) related service providgys &n occupational
therapist, a speech pathologist, or a physical therapist) if their seavecesquired to
meet the child’s needs, and the student whenever appropriate.

Many of the differences arising between parents and professiohaR at
meetings address the appropriateness of the instructional content (Be2kiv
Feinburg et al., 2002). Both professionals and parents desire to increase educational
outcomes for all students. Parents usually will be focused on the individual needs of their
children and want their children to learn and demonstrate continued progress, while
school professionals also must be concerned with the needs of the school and the district

Instructional leadership focused on student achievement encourages difiedentiat
instruction to address the mix of student abilities that classroom teacheusmc
(Bays, 2004; Boscardin, 2004; DiPaola, Tschannen-Moran, & Walther-Thomas, 2004;
Guzman, 1994, Lashley & Boscardin, 2003). Some researchers promote a critegtcon
that school professionals understand the school population as increasingly diverse

regardless of whether students with special needs are included. Tdessehers further
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purport that instructional needs must be delivered to benefit all of the students in the

classroom (Browning Wright, 2006).

Placement in Special Education Services

Once the child is determined to be a “child with a disability” as defined under
IDEIA 2004, the IEP Team will consider the most appropriate program in which # plac
the child. The placement recommendations of the IEP team can be a source of ttonflict
is important for school personnel to understand that parents usually will be focused on the
unique characteristics and needs of their child. Parents want the specifiohtesis
child met by the most appropriate individualized program. A school or a distght mi
have a limited amount of programs available for students with disabilities (Vright
Wright, 2006).

Some school districts have programs for certain disability catsgorie
classrooms that serve specific student populations such as only students wyile multi
disabilities or only students with autism. These programs are often housedspitific
schools in the district. These options will not appear adequate for parents who want thei
child educated with their non-disabled peers in an inclusive setting within a néightor
school. The school is responsible to provide the services the child needs. However, the
parent might not be aware of the financial and systemic constraints of tinet.dist

Wright and Wright (2006) urge parents to learn the rules of their school district
and the school which their child attends. Schools and school districts have their own

unique individual climates, hierarchies, and attitudes toward children with disstaind
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IEP team members. The authors and creators of the website Wrightslaht shd
Wright, warn parents of limited and inflexible “One Size Fits All” speeducation
programs. The authors attribute the school’s difficulty in individualizing sertocas
outdated internal structure inherited from the industrial production system, wiech @f
systematic and standardized education to a homogeneous student body. Wright and
Wright list the following reasons why a school might say “no” to parents’ refpres
services other than what the school recommends:

1. Refusal to change policy and procedures;

2. Refusal to change existing programs;

3. Fear of setting a precedent;

4. Lack of trained staff;

5. Fiscal constraints; and

6. Poor understanding of school’s legal obligations under IDEIA 2004 (p. 26).

The student population is now increasingly diverse and heterogeneous. The

National Center for Educational Statistics reports that in 2005 minorities upagi#% of
the entire US population with Hispanics being the largest group at 14%, followed by
African Americans at 12%, Asian/Pacific islanders at 4%, and Nativeiéans at 1%
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2007). Minorities are predictegitesent
39% of the population by 2020. In 2003, inner city locations had the greatest percentage
of minorities (65%) enrolled in public schools. In 2005, the percentage of students who
spoke a language other than English at home was higher among Hispanic and Asian

elementary and secondary students than among elementary and secaowléaty sff all
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other racial/ethnic groups. In 2005, some 16% of families with children under 18 residing
in the United States were living in poverty. However, the percentage of thesedamil

living in poverty varied between 4% and 47% when considering race/ethnicity amg fami
type (National Center for Education Statistics, 2007).

The rapidly changing population for which teachers are seldom prepared is best
illustrated by the disproportionate numbers of minority students in speciatieduca
(Artiles & Harry, 2005; Harry & Klinger, 2006; Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999). In the
1998/1999 school year the number of African Americans children in special education
totaled 20.2%, while representing only 15% of the national population aged 6 through 21
(Allbritten et al., 2004, Part A, sec. 601). The “dilemma of difference” presehurdle
for teachers not trained to understand students from diverse backgrounds, presenting
differing abilities or cultural and linguistic differences (Minow, 1990). Thendiha is
whether differences are viewed as impairments or welcomed as ansexpadshuman
diversity (Villa & Thousand, 2000 ).

“Special education” is defined by IDEIA (2004) as a service not a place and
schools must offer a continuum of services from the most restrictive placentieat t
least restrictive environmeitRE). The determination of the disability or label, derived
from the initial evaluation, and the resulting placement have long-termiseffie¢he
student’s education when it designates a place rather than increased s@ubovésZ,
2007; Taylor, 1988).

Theoretically, placement is driven by the student’s needs and the IEP. However,

evaluation and labeling also drive placement decisions which parents maj\kgist
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& Wright, 2006). Since parental consent and agreement is required for all special

education decisions, every interaction requiring a signature has the pdercaiflict.

Implementation of the IEP within Inclusive Collaborative Schools

Garrick-Duhaney (1999) describes how the idea of inclusion embraces several
defined and accepted concepts, essentially a commitment to educate all stittients
disabilities in high-quality, age-appropriate, general education classradheiri home
schools and local communities. Garrick-Duhaney’s research on inclusion poditaye
education agencies also examined differing policy and position statements fronalna
education associations. Policies varied from unequivocal support of inclusion to
unqualified support for the maintenance of the continuum of placement and limited
support for the concept of inclusion (The Association for Persons with Severe Handicaps
TASH, 1991; Council for Exceptional Children- CEC, 1993 in Garrick-Duhaney, p. 68).
Only 17 state education agencies (SEA) in the nation have created policieksiomc
The lack of policy might further contribute to confusion on the implementation of LRE or
inclusion, and adds more opportunities for disagreement between parents and
professionals.

An inclusive service delivery system for students with disabilities resjair
specific set of skills and extensive communication between teachers. Sctocisdind
it difficult to provide teachers with the time to collaborate in spite of the fegall
suggested recommendation to serve students in the least restrictive enmtrirRis

(Billingsley, 2007; Brownell, Adams, Sindelar, Waldron, & Vanhover, 2006).
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Traditionally schools are structured to communicate within classroomsnwithi
departments, within grades and with the administration. Rarely are schoelaisgéily
organized to communicate across departments and grade levels, a leveboftatidia
and communication that is essential for inclusion to work. Special educators do not
always teach students within one classroom. Instead, they usually support sAacesgs
departments, grade levels and classrooms, making monitoring and instnudividuial
students hard to achieve (Jorgensen, Schuh, & Nisbet, 2005; Ryndak, Clark, Conroy, &
Hothaus Stuart, 2001).

Fisher, Frey and Thousand (2003) examined the rapidly changing role of the
special educator. The changing role for special educators requires nevasdill
dispositions which include, but are not limited to: greater flexibility; providmsgruction
and assessments to students with and without disabilities in collaborativeatass
scheduling and problem solving; leadership and training of paraprofessionals; ongoing
support to general education educators; coordination of related service professiana
variety of settings; fostering natural supports and friendships among peeasigpng
communication and collaboration with parents; and facilitating multiple |&Rge
Fisher, Frey and Thousand speak of six high priority focus areas for the incpsoial
educator:

1. Collaborative teaming and teaching,

2. Curricular and instructional modifications and accommodations or

differentiated instruction (DI),

3. Technology to assist students (AT),
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4. Positive behavioral supports (PBS),

5. Personalized supports, and

6. Literacy and content instruction (pp. 46-47).

In their book The Inclusion Facilitator’'s Guidelorgensen, Schuh and Nisbet
(2005)examine ten research-based promising practices needed to defineya qualit
education for students with significant disabilities. These are

1. High expectations,

2. Membership and full participation in general education classes,

3. Family and school partnerships,

4. Collaborative teaming,

5. Planning and implementing supports,

6. Appropriate augmentative and alternative communication (AAC),

7. Friendship facilitation,

8. General and special education reform,

9. Encouragement of self determination, and

10.Person-centered planning (p. 26).

Inclusion cannot be added to an existing system, as it involves a school-wide “re-
culturing” (Doyle, 2002, 2003; Gartner & Lipsky, 2000; Villa & Thousand, 2000). A
shift to inclusive practices requires developing knowledge of the process oéchadg
how to achieve change in schools (Christie & Lingard, 2001; Fullan, 2001, 2002a,
2002b). Change is difficult to implement and often meets with resistance from

professionals, although the practices needed to establish inclusion are sihiteet
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needed to teach mixed ability classrooms (Gartner & Lipsky, 2000; Harrynge<|

2007). Stanovich and Jordan (2002) state that the best inclusion teacher is simply a good
teacher attentive to the specific needs of their student and able to modify and adapt
instruction.

The alignment between No Child Left Behind (NCLB) (2000) and IDEIA (2004)
increases the accountability of schools and educators to demonstrate progress in t
achievement of students with disabilities (OSERS, 2004; Ratcliffe & Willard, 2G€b;
Katsiyannas, & Shiner, 2006). Students with high incidence disabilities areempex
from high stakes testing, while students with low incidence disabilitiessdytare
evaluated through a complex and exhaustive alternative test process (Nagle, &unke
Malmgren, 2006). Some of the stress resulting from standardized testing@neejuis
imposed by NCLB (2002) and IDEIA (2004) can delay establishing inclusivegmsgr
in schools. Some of the practices required to sustain inclusion such as teacher
collaboration, differentiated instruction, self-determination and so forth ardsee
detract from achieving Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) as mandated by NZLIR )Y
(Jorgensen et al., 2005; Sindelar, Shearer, Yendol-Hoppey, & Liebert, 2006). School
districts or schools experiencing difficulty adapting to the requirements tealnola
NCLB (2002) and IDEIA (2004) will have difficulty creating an inclusive environment
since both mandates require deep structural and cultural school change. Bottesnanda
lead to increased collaboration across departments and collaboration is a giterexgjui
inclusive services (Collins, 2005; Nagle et al., 2006; White, 2005). While complex, the

transformation to inclusion is eminently achievable (Fratura & Capper, 2007).
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The shift from legal compliance to educational accountability in special toluca
resonates strongly with parents who expect their children to learn ($atits, &
Shriner, 2005). Parents assume documentation of progress will be communicated
regularly. When students make no progress, parents will want to see the datarsyipporti

that conclusion, and will want to know what needs to be done to promote learning.

Review, Re-evaluations, and Revisions of the IEP

IEPs must be reviewed annually (IDEIA, 2004, 8614). A professional or parent
may require additional meetings when a goal has been reached or a rewisedad to
accommodate new behaviors and development in the student. The three-year evaluation
is required to assess the child’s learning and development, and determine whether or
the child requires additional evaluations. In some cases, an IEP team nogyadec
student can be exited from special education services (Beekman, 2004; Beekman, 2005c).

If collaborating to establish an IEP is difficult with all the underlyingpeomal
and instructional issues, communicating sufficiently to implement an IEP trphaul
settings on and off campus is a very complex task. The failure to implemeBftied
very serious legal offense and grounds for due process.

Forming a functional team requires communication and interpersonal skills tha
many parents and educators lack (Bens, 2005). Each time the parent and school personnel
meet is an opportunity for conflict, especially if the team does not meet oftenti@e,
the frequency of resentments and misunderstandings may increase. Mairgaining

dialogue to build a relationship with parents between meetings is vital. Eaghgneet
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becomes a compilation of all of the issues visited in the past and simultaneously a
renegotiation of how a child is assessed and viewed by the whole school. Most likely, thi
will be a difficult and intimate process for the parent. Many private de@lsonstantly

being reviewed by individuals who sometimes do not know each other well, or are often
new to the family and the school due to high staff turnover. Parents often feel that they
are starting over a process they began years ago (Plummer, 2005). Thed&RcoeNd
become a meaningless ritual resented by parents, especially ifstinerpersonal

relationship between the parent and the team, or the parents are fromeaiddidure.

It is not uncommon for schools to pass judgment on parents who appear disinterested or
frustrated, without being aware of cultural or socioeconomic differencgaifpur &

Harry, 1999).

Following Procedural Safeguards

The procedural safeguards IDEIA (2004) has established are intended t® addres
parental rights to due process. Procedural safeguards also specify snfelims and
procedures for all activities required to provide special education serVioe® are
many details to manage and compliance issues to avoid. If a relationsiys fi
established between educators and parents, parents will more readily overlook and
accommodate missed deadlines or unfilled paperwork. If the situation betwees parent
and school personnel is tense and there is no trust, parents will be inclined to use a breach
in procedure to lodge a state complaint or request a due process hearing (Beekman, 2004;

Beekman, 2005b; Opuda, 1999).
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Conclusion

The difficulties inherent in forming functional and effective decision making
teams increase the potential for conflict. Each special education procedpratids or
revisits opportunities for conflict. Finding the time and the resources necéssa
establish true collaboration is not a simple procedure within the existing school
organizational structure (Billingsley, 2007; Brownell et al., 2006; Johnson, Pugach, &
Hawkins, 2004). Additionally, in special education, admitting to the lack of fiscal
resources and expertise is often grounds for litigation, since legally that wouldtbe!
access to free and appropriate public education (FAPE) for a student withittesabil
(Lake & Billingsley, 2000).

After examining the potential for conflict specific to the special education
process, the next chapter will assess the pressures of educatiomalaefeducators and
leaders and its impact on heightening misunderstandings between familieb@wid sc

professionals.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE IMPACT OF REFORM, SPECIAL EDUCATOR SHORTAGE AND

LEADERSHIP ON SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES

Effective school reform depends upon the effective collaboration between general
education and special education. The absence of collaboration creates canféenbe
educators and families since it becomes harder to implement the individuaiizzdien
program (IEP) for the student. Understanding the need to collaborate anaigcreati
satisfactory job conditions necessary to retain highly qualified spelktiahtors largely
depends on building site leadership. This chapter examines the impact of edlcationa
reform influenced by special education legislation, and the how the roles ofrihose i
leadership positions have affected the delivery of special education seBkaas €t al.,
2005). Specifically, it will present an overview of special education legslatie
impact of school reform on special education focusing on the critical ideas of
accountability to all students and the lack of qualified special educators. Triggrcha
role of leadership in special education also will be investigated.

In order to fully understand conflict in special education it is important to
examine educational reform in the context of the many educational legistatiatives
that have occurred in the last four decades. Special education legislation has been
influenced byBrown v. Board of Educatiowhich inspired parents of students from
marginalized groups to legally pursue more appropriate education fochidnen

("Brown v. Board of Education,” 1954). Two other important court cAsds,v.
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District of Columbia Board of EducatieandPennsylvania Association for Retarded
Children v. Commonwealth of Pennsylva(iilills v. DC Board of Education," 1972;
PARC v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania," 1971) led to the ground-breaking law, P. L.
94-142, or théeducation for all Handicapped Children Aetiso commonly referred to as
EHA (1975). This was the first legal act that prevented the exclusion of childten wit
disabilities from the educational process and introduced the idea of free and iapgropr
public educatiofFAPE) (Palley, 2003).

The publication of &ation at RiskNational Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983), produced by President Ronald Reagan’s administration, raised
concerns about the general state of education in America. One of the lej@chdation
at Riskwas the subsequent focus on raising educational standards (Wong, Guthrie, &
Harris, 2004). Public concern about education and accountability has impacted the
guality of special education services. Many national and state legistaivdates have
resulted in greater accountability for appropriate education for all studentell as
focusing on the identification of students at risk for failure and improving theleata
performance (Skrtic et al., 2005). Some of these important mandates ark: (&)1P.
476, thelndividuals with Disabilities Education AGDEA, 1990), (b) P.L. 105-17, the
Individuals with Disabilities Education AGDEA, 1997), and (cNo Child Left Behind
(NCLB, 2001) and its alignment with P.L. 108-446, theividuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement AQGDEIA, 2004). Researchers have shown that special
education issues are intimately connected to fundamental educational onlesd{3an,

& Millward, 1998 ). Therefore, many of the innovations required of general education are
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the same as the innovations needed for progressive, student-centered ane sfiectal
education practices (Fisher et al., 2003).

The impact of school reform on special educational programs has resulted in
many changes in educational services to guide administrators frqole siampliance to
a sense of accountability for student achievement (Bays & Crockett, 200ar&iasc
2004, 2007; DiPaola et al., 2004; DiPaola & Walther-Thomas, 2003; Lashley &
Boscardin, 2003). Heightened accountability also has forced administrators and
educational leaders to face the increasing problems of special educatageshast
research demonstrates the importance of administrators’ roles mngtexperienced
and qualified special educators (Ax, Conderman, & Stephens, 2001; Billingsley, 2004;
NERRC, 2004). From 1987 to 2003, the Office of Special Education Programs’ (OSEP)
data indicate a shortage of fully-certified teachers for students gabitities, especially
for students 6-21 years old, has risen annually from 7.4% to 13.4%. This means “a
shortage of approximately 54,000 special education teachers, including estincateid va
positions” (Boe, 2006, p.138). Retention of qualified staff is crucial when four out of ten
new special education teachers leave the field before their fifth Kiealegki, Mainzer,
& Deshler, 2000 ). Approximately 30,000 unqualified teachers were hired in 2000
(Kozleski et al., 2000). These teachers’ inexperience might inadvertently dectactor
in the increase of conflict with parents of children with disabilities.

Many studies in general education have presented the opinion that educators hold
about their ability to effectively perform their jobs, introducing the concegaahier

self-efficacy beliefs (Brownell & Pajares, 1996; Tschannen-Moran, \WWideHoy, &
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Hoy, 1998). Emerging literature on special education teacher quality ancsldpdeas
presented a clearer picture of what factors might impede high quality|sgzhatation
(Billingsley, 2007; Kozleski et al., 2000).

A prevalence of conflict between parents and school professionals in special
education points to the dysfunction within special education policy and/or special
education as it is actually practiced. In fact, Cloke (2006) from the field ditren
posits that chronic institutional conflict reveals systemic cracks fasudt of unclear
vision or goals, inept leadership, or hierarchical, bureaucratic, autocratagerél
practices” (Cloke, p. 22). The goal of this chapter is to help parents develop a better
understanding of the pressures and conditions professionals face (Nagle &r@rawf
2005; Yell et al., 2006), and for professionals to understand the systemic patterns

underlying conflict.

An Overview of Special Education Legislation

Understanding the history of IDEIA (2004) and its legal predecessdE#, 1D
(1990), IDEA (1997) and NCLB (2001), helps parents, special educators, administrators
and advocates comprehend the frequency of disputes between parents and school
administrations and how conflict between parents of children with disabilities and
professionals has increased over the years. The efforts underpinning the devetdpment
these legal acts originate in parent litigation.

In 1972, two critical court cases contributed to the establishment of the concept

known adree and appropriate public educatigBAPE) as well as allowing fatue
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processor the right of parents to participate and collaborate in developing an appropriate
education for their children, and prevent “discriminatory exclusion” of studetiis wi
special needs (EHA, 1975). These court case®dapsylvania Association for Retarded
Children v. Commonwealth of Pennsylva(feARC, 1971), and (bYlills v. District of
Columbia Board of Educatiori1972), were initiated by parents and ruled on by federal
district courts. Both were inspired Byown v. Board of Education (1954)

determination that “educating students in separate educational setting®baaee was
inherently unequal and therefore a violation of the Equal Protection Clause of the
fourteenth amendment” (Palley, 2003, p. 607). The most raugintduals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Aatown as IDEIA (2004), or P.L. 108-446, is the
latest law in a long history of attempts to include children with special meé&pisblic”
education. A list of the most well known initial legal efforts follows:

1. The Educational For All Handicapped Children AEHA, 1975). P.L. 94-

142, referred to as EHA or EAHCA included the following principles: free
and appropriate education (FAPE), the least restrictive environment (LRE),
and the individualized education program (IEP).

2. The Individuals with Disabilities Education AGDEA, 1990). P.L. 101-476,
referred to as IDEA 1990, “...established very specific procedural
requirements in order to protect the rights of the children with disab#itids
ensure that they could not be unfairly removed or excluded from school”

(Palley, 2003, p. 606).
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3. The Individuals with Disabilities Education AGDEA 1997). P.L. 105-17,
also known as IDEA 1997, introduced specific section®éal A defines
legal terms such aschild with a disabilityand FAPE, and (Ifyart B
stipulates rules and regulations for states and school districts. Schools are now
mandated to provide evaluations for children suspected of having a disability
and to determine their eligibility, collaborate with parents more eixtEgon
their IEPs, and provide special education and related services to children with
disabilities, (c)Part C describes the early intervention program for infants and
toddlers with disabilities and presents a system for identifying suchexmildr
and working with other agencies to provide family-centered services; and
(d) Part D focuses on state education agencies (SEA) in order to improve how
they work with such populations, and builds capacity for early intervention.
Additionally, Part D presents grants that are provided to universities, colleges
and other organizations to prepare teachers and professionals, research
educational best practices, operate NICHCY and Parent Training Infonmat
Centers (PTI), and develop technologies and model educational projects

related to children with disabilities.

Alignment of IDEIA (2004) with NCLB (2001)
TheElementary and Secondary Education &8EA, 1965) is the national law
that addresses education from preschool to high school. NCLB (2001) mandates high

stakes testing in all states in specific academic areas and graieding students with
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disabilities. NCLB addresses some of the concerns outlinedNiation at RiskNational
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) by establishing benchmarks for diverse
groups of students. According to the United States Department of Education, NCLB
(2001) was founded on four conceptual pillars:
1. Stronger accountability for student results and the achievement gaps between
different student groups;
2. More freedom for states and communities to use existing funding;
3. Proven educational methods or a mandate to use scientifically-based research
(SBR) methods; and
4. More choices for parents or the ability for parents to choose other schools if
the school their student attends is chronically failing (U.S. Department of
Education, 2004).
Beyond furthering the main principles of IDEA (1990) and IDEA (1997), the
special education law IDEIA (2004) was established in close alignment witBNC
(2001) in many areas (Alignment with the No Child Left Behind Act, 2004). The creators
of IDEIA added some new definitions that limited eligibility determivafor special
education services and raised parent’s expectations of special educatiensegor
example, IDEIA states students should not be receiving special educationssiéthiee
need for services results from the “lack of appropriate instruction” in readatg,onthe

student has limited English proficiency (Alignment with the No Child Left Behicii A

p. 3).
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Additionally, IDEIA (2004) included specific regulations requiring special
educators to be “highly qualified” to teach with proper certification in “coeglemic
subjects” (Alignment with the No Child Left Behind Act, p. 1). The alignment bstwe
NCLB (2001) and IDEIA also required demonstrating student progress as well as
establishing performance goals and indicators for students with disalaligeed to the
state’s goals foAdequate Yearly Progre$AYP) or “any other goals and standards for
children established by the state” (Alignment with the No Child Left BehindpAQ).
AYP is an accountability system of high-stakes tests set in place and radtitothe
state, to determine specific achievement progress for schools andsditnics, IDEIA

and NCLB raised expectations for both teacher and student performances.

Student Groups

NCLB (2001) supplied specific definitions student groupss (a) students with
free and reduced meals; (b) students with disabilities; (c) Englishubge Learners
(ELL); and (d) students of racial and ethnic groups, who become a statistigalagrly
when there are 30 or more individuals across an assessed grade, but do not remain one if
less than 10 students are present. Each group must meet or exceed annual targets in
reading and math (determined individually by schools); meet 90% attendanca rates
demonstrate progress from previous years; and finally, meet graduat®ofra&o or
show an increase from previous years. The achievement gaps existing betwgsrage
observed and tracked over time and failure to close the gap over time could result in

penalties for both educators and schools.
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Building administrators are responsible for tracking the achievement angssog
of each student group and reaching Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) afgplexa
school that does not make AYP for two years in a row must create a school imprbveme
plan and offer parents the option of choosing another school not on an improvement plan.
After the 4" year the state requirements become more radical and intrusive demanding
the school take all of the following actions: (a) replace staff as allow&hhy
(b) implement a new curriculum, (c) decrease management authority of thequinolad,
(d) appoint an outside expert to advise the public school, (e) extend the school day or

year, and (f) change the public school’s internal organizational structure.

Funding

IDEIA (2004) broadened the financial flexibility of funding, but it did not
increase any federal monetary support. Since 1975, the federal portion of IDEA (1990
and 1997) financing has not exceeded 18%. IDEIA (2004) included promises of
increased funding to 40% by 2011. Similar gaps have occurred in the federal funding of
NCLB (2001). During the Bush administration, Secretary of Education, Dr. Margare
Spellings stated that the federal government should not be a major “investor” m publi
education. Dr. Spellings was recommending a federal investment of only B%tates
and local governments contributing the bulk of the dollars needed (U.S. Department of
Education, 2007).

Fiscal constraints have governed the reality of balancing the funding between

general and special education services. Funding has become a “maskedabgu”
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conflict in schools because they cannot admit their financial limitations giat would
deny FAPE, providing grounds for litigation. Fiscal constraints could gratidgt IEP
teams’ functioning as the administrator would be the only one able to make decisions

once certain levels of funding are involved (Lake & Billingsley, 2000).

The Impact of School Reform on Special Education

The reaction to the alignment of IDEIA (2004) and NCLB (2001) has been mixed
because many administrators hold the belief that including students with secalin
evaluating school performance could result in the designation of a school as failing unde
the law (Allbritten et al., 2004; Ratcliffe & Willard, 2006@ome educators see NCLB'’s
focus on standardization as an inherent contradiction with IDEIA’s focus on
individualization (Ratcliffe & Willard). Others applaud the increased esiplun
accountability because they view NCLB as an opportunity to raise acaebgpeictations
for students with disabilities (Nagle et al., 2006; Yell et al., 2006). School refqracim
special education. Administrative and special educator reactions to the movement f
compliance to accountability and the emerging problem of the lack of wiekdrapecial

educators will be examined in the next sections.

From Compliance to Accountability
With IDEIA (2004) aligned to NCLB (2001) there has been a critical shift from
compliance with the law in providing students with FAPE, to a renewed focus on

individual student academic progress (Skrtic et al., 2005 ). Both IDEIA and NCLB
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included detailed definitions of terms such as “English language profi¢jeécoye
academic subject”, and “lack of instruction”, thereby delineating the natarstudent’s
disability so it is not confused with an apparent lack of student progress. These
assessments have been further confirmed by IDEIA’s introduction &e$igonse to
Intervention(RTI) concept, which favors strategic and early instructional interventions
for students identified as “at risk”. These early interventions are based ematist
assessments of students and are intensely data-driven. However, thefsakyial
education service delivery in schools often remains focused on avoidingditigaual
merely meeting compliance standards (Futernick, 2007; Kozleski et al., 206buBali
2006). Therefore, the increased expectations for student outcomes is ldtdelthie
individual talents, leadership, and expertise of both special and general exjuarador
their leaders (Skrtic et al., 2005). The quality of special education betvetes ahd
districts differs greatly because states and districts independ#éatgte varying levels
of monetary support and professional development to public education, with school
funding relying mostly on its tax base.

Expanding the collaboration between special and general educators has been a
crucial factor in meeting the NCLB (2001) mandates requiring that alledpmektication
teachers be “highly qualified” or certified in any content area theftéd@a secondary
level, one special education teacher would be unable to obtain all the necessary
certifications needed to teach students all subjects. The underlying goal hés bee
expose students with disabilities to typical “core academic subjectli@s a3 possible.

Collaborating with content teachers is often the only viable solution, espetiakly s
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students are expected to take the same tests as students without digalities
2005; Nagle & Crawford, 2005).

Principals are held accountable &brof their students’ performances. Therefore,
principals should develop a better understanding of possible special educatian servic
delivery models, the specific supports needed, and instructional delivery inghe lea
restrictive environment (LRE). An administrative understanding of the muey the
special education teacher must fulfill is extremely important. The caihptd service
delivery models from most to least restrictive, and the different spelciahon
teaching roles from consultant teacher to co-teacher demand more plama&ngntire
flexibility, and increasing collaboration (Boscardin, 2004). The building leadie isnly
one able to set and change teachers’ schedules.

Cloke (2006) believes chronic institutional conflict to be a symptom of the cracks
in the system. Issues in special education may be manifestations of mechdssugs
present at the junction of special and general education. Both general and special
educators are expected to meet NCLB (2001) standards, despite fiscaliatnuotagt
constraints, and must be able to individualize student-centered servicesddxyuir
IDEIA (2004). Conflict from a systemic perspective needs to be examined. More
specifically, parallels can be drawn between the business organizatitesh@tostudied
and the field of education as it increasingly includes special education. Gltd® st

Systems manifest their dysfunction through chronic conflicts that maaapp

purely personal, yet emanate from systemic sources. These conbietslegper

and more profound as a system loses its ability to adapt to changing
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environments...In organizations they may emerge as a result of unclear vision or
goals, inept leadership, or hierarchical, bureaucratic, autocratic mahage

practices (p. 22).

Special Educator Shortage

Qualified special education teachers have been leaving the field at amglarm
rate, an issue which has been researched over the last decade (Bill2@8tey
Edmonson & Thompson, 2001; Futernick, 2007; Gersten, Keating, Yovanoff, & Harniss,
2001; Kaff, 2004; Thornton, Peltier, & Medina, 2007). In 2000, the Council for
Exceptional Children (CEC) commissioned a study naBreght Futureson the
conditions of special education teaching and learning (Kozleski et al., 2000)tudyis s
found four out of every ten educators leave the profession before their fifth year.
The high attrition rates are paralleled by an increased demand for fuifiedespecial
educators (Boe, 2006; Brownell, Hirsch, & Seonjin, 2004; Gersten et al., 2001; Kozleski
et al., 2000), and a heightened focus on special education teacher quality and leadership
(Billingsley, 2004, 2007; Blanton, Sindelar, & Correa, 2006; Brownell, Sindelar, Bishop,
Langley, & Seonjin, 2002; Carlson, Hyunshik, & Shroll Westat, 2006). Since the 1993-
1994 school year, the percentage of available highly qualified special @dutas
significantly lagged behind the increase in the number of students in special@ducati
Improving the retention of experienced special educators has been a natmmeahc
(Billingsley, 2004; Brownell et al., 2004; Gersten et al., 2001). After surveying 6000

randomly selected special education teachers in California, Futerr20Kg)(findings
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support and expand upon the idea that special educators face a unique set of challenges
such as their complex and sometimes testy working relationships with gedecation
teachers, additional paperwork and meeting requirements, and a work environment that
some special education teachers liken to a legal minefield because ofibeslistance
of many parents of special needs students (p. 35).
Recent studies have highlighted how the special educator’s role has changed from
being a self-contained or resource room teacher to that of a consultant, a toQrdirea
team leader (Billingsley, 2007; Blanton et al., 2006; Carlson et al., 2006; Jorgenisen et a
2005; Kozleski et al., 2000; Ryndak, Jackson, & Billingsley, 2000; Stanovich & Jordan,
2002). Over 96 % of general education teachers have children with disalilites
classrooms, but only one third of these teachers feel prepared to instructutienesst
(Skrtic et al., 2005). Kozleski et al. (p. 4) substantiated these findings by sketing
“...special educators face ambiguous, conflicting, and fragmented expestiidm
other educators, families, administrators, and the public...in part becausedie fiel
changing so rapidly”. Sixty-eight percent of special educators surveyedBmigne
Futuresstudy by Kozleski et al. reported that they spend less than two hours per week in
individual instruction with each of their students. Instead they use their time to
collaborate, co-teach, consult with general educators, and complete paperwork.
Understanding why teachers leave the profession is important as the loss of
qualified and experienced teachers has the potential to considerably impact not only
student achievement but also conflict with parents when experienced teaehers ar

replaced with inexperienced and unqualified teachers (Brownell et al., 2002)ré¢Rese
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by Futernick (2007) found that 14% of special education teachers in Califereanet
certified to teach special education in the 2004-05 school year. Forty-nieatefirst-

year special education teachers were not certified to teach specii@duthese

numbers are alarmingly high. Furthermore, Futernick found strong indicatidms of t
increase of unqualified special educators teaching in high poverty schools (2249, vers
low poverty schools (6%). This can only contribute to increasing the achievement gap
between groups of students, as defined by NCLB (2001), and compounding the ability for
high poverty schools to make AYP.

The nature of the profession is changing dramatically. Special educators ar
delivering services in various settings from self-contained rooms to full ioglus
classrooms. Therefore, when hired, special educators might be expected to be a
classroom teacher, co-teach with a general educator, assist éegedde a department,
individually consult, “pull students out” to work with them individually, or “push
students in” to work with them in an inclusive setting. The nature of the job is
increasingly collaborative. Effective collaboration demands planning tiroeedsing
planning time requires administrative approval so leaders have to be awasenekd
and of the changing roles for special educators. Because special edwzaticar t
attrition is high, special education expertise is lost over time (Kozleski, &@000).

Recent literature suggests that problems specifically related to ttialsgmicator’s job
create undue stress for the teacher, manifested in high attritioforaspgcial educators
(Billingsley, 2004; Edmonson & Thompson, 2001; Gersten et al., 2001). Gersten et al.

(2001) found that administrator’s job expectations of special education teacheftear



49

not realistic and educators experienced problems managing them all. fdtarkte
delineates the nature of the changing roles for special educators undelothimdaihree
categories:
1. Role conflictandoverloadis defined as occurring when the formal role of the
special educator is at odds with the reality experienced (Wasburn-Moses,
2005). For example, some factors directly related to role conflict are the lac
of administrative support and collegiality, excessive paperwork, the move
toward inclusion and the need to collaborate with resistant general educators,
high and very diverse caseloads, and conflict with parents (Kern & Pace,
2006).
2. Role ambiguitys characterized by the inability to fulfill the different roles and
responsibilities due to lack of information and training (Gersten et al., 2001).
For example, the lack of preparation and training in co-teaching straitegies
inclusive settings may hinder the special education teacher’s ability to be an
effective consultant. The lack of special educator’s content-specific
knowledge at a secondary level may delay the potential for collaboration
between special educators and content specialists (Brownell et al., 2002; Kaff,
2004; Schlichte, Yssel, & Merbler, 2005; Wasburn-Moses, 2005)
3. Role dissonanceelates to the teacher’s perception of what the job means and
the reality of the school’s or district’s existing “perspectives, philosophies,
goals and approaches to work, reflected across the ‘teams’ of professional

envisioned in IDEA 1997” (Gersten et al., 2001, p. 553). There might be
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misunderstandings between how teachers want to teach, and the approach a
certain school or district adopts or the changes it makes over time in its vision,
which is ultimately reflected in the IEP team’s philosophy. For example, a
teacher might expect or be accustomed to working in a self-contained
classroom, and then be asked to collaborate with others in more of an
inclusive service delivery model. This transition entails learning a nelw skil

set, collaborating with other adults, as opposed to being in control of one
classroom (Brownell et al., 2006).

Many special educators have left the profession because of inadequate support
Futernick’s (2007) research concluded that the primary reason one third of tla speci
educators in California gave for their decision to leave the profession was in@dequa
system support. Inadequate system support is defined by the terms listedThelow
percentage rates reflect how many teachers cited that parteasanras the primary one
for leaving the profession. The specific components are as follows:

1. Bureaucratic requirements asked of teachers, or increased paperwork (70%);

2. Lack of appropriate leadership at the building level (61%);

3. Insufficient time available for collaboration with colleagues (54%);

4. Lack of understanding from general education colleagues about special

education challenges, therefore issues with collaboration (60%);
5. The very complex and labor-intensive production of individualized education

programs (IEPs) and related paperwork, which refers to issues in the area of
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team building, facilitation, communication with colleagues and related service
provided (58%);

Lack of support for students with disabilities, or what is perceived as such.
Often teachers have to contend with limited budget, outdated curriculum,

limited help and supports from others (66%); and

. Difficulty dealing with parents or more specifically difficultp@ing with

what has been perceived as the constant threat of legal action (39%)

(Futernick).

Futernick’s (2007) study lists some reasons why two thirds of the special

education teachers in California remained in the field. These are

1.

2.

3.

Adequate preparation for the job (70%),

Strong collegial supports (66%),

Supportive and effective leadership from the principal (67%),

The rewards of teaching special education students (65%), and

Interacting with parents (56%), which, in Futernick’s words “revealed a
wisdom they [teachers] developed on the job in dealing with parents of special

education students that then positively tethered them to the job” (p. 42).

Since leadership plays such an important part in teacher retention, lit@nature

leadership and special education is now reviewed to further clarify what othsrcd

teacher performance different levels of leadership might impact.
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The Changing Role of Leadership in Special Education

Leadership in special education reflects the realities of a dual edutatisteam.
Both IDEIA (2004) and NCLB (2001) promote education in the LRE as well as the
strengthening of collaborative practices between and among general antl specia
educators (Boscardin, 2006; DiPaola et al., 2004; DiPaola & Walther-Thomas, 2003;
Lashley & Boscardin, 2003). Policy changes have not necessarily clésdigership
roles for special education. By default, leadership for specials educatioarreses
triumvirate of the building-level leader, the special education teacher euddsthct-
level special education director.

Emerging research in educational leadership is revealing how much buédeig-
leadership can impact the teacher’s sense of self-efficacy. High l@viglacher self-
efficacy can create “collective efficacy”, which positively infhiees community
participation in schools. This collective efficacy could be surmised to buildoredatps
and trust with the school’s families (Goddard, 2001; Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy,

2004; Ross & Gray, 2006; Ware & Kitsantas, 2007).

The Impact of Change on Special Education Leadership

Heightened accountability in educational policy often is matched by incgbasi
well-informed expectations of parents. Parental expectations may not by sakiools
due to a multitude of reasons ranging from funding concerns to lack of leadershingtrai
in special education best practices. Research conducted on special edwaraionreas

revealed the importance of administrative support in successfully reté@acigers, and
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has also revealed the increasing stressors faced by educators in @htiegdley,
2004, Gersten et al., 2001).

Supervision and evaluation of special educators may not be clearly assigred, sinc
many special educators report to their building leader and also to the distriat spe
education administrator (Bays & Crockett, 2007). Many ambiguities exiseibalance
of accountability and support within the triumvirate of special educator, principal, and
district special education director. These key participants often shaial gzkication
leadership roles (Billingsley, 2004; Gersten et al., 2001). Special educaemrassume
leadership roles within schools when they are able and gain the expertise to do so
(Billingsley, 2007). Conversely, if a special educator does not possess the knosvledge
lacks the leadership skills needed to handle complex situations, this dejicitlead to
more conflict.

In the move from compliance to accountability, special education leadership has
significantly transformed. The responsibility for instructional leadprdagal
compliance, and general management of programs has shifted to a necessary
collaboration between special education administrators, building managers, @atl spe
educators rather than being the singular duty of the district director oélspéatcation

(Bays & Crockett, 2007).

Instructional Leadership in Special Education
Bays and Crockett (2007) conducted research in nine elementary schools across

three districts in the south east to examine the role of instructional legdienrsépecial
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education. They found responsibilities were dispersed formally and informallgdretw
principals, directors of special education and teachers. Bays and Crocldtieisarm
leadership “dispersal” rather than “distribution” because the latter ichalfermal and
intentional arrangement. They concluded that principals typically have beempangare
for meeting the needs of students with disabilities or providing informed supylort a
instructional leadership to special educators.

Bays and Crockett (2007) also administered a state-wide survey in Viaguhia
found 31% of special education directors listed their greatest concern as tiacé. of
Twenty-six percent of special education directors were “alarmetieaschool
administrators’ lack of knowledge about special education. Building principals and
special education directors are left to supervise and evaluate speciabesjweith
neither the knowledge nor the time to do so effectively.

Lake and Billingsley (2000) found the principal’s role as a manager afreeso
(e.g., money, time, scheduling, personnel, and materials) influenced confieebet
professionals and parents. Educators and building leaders also viewed timssa® a
particularly with special education matters involving parents considered tmbg st
advocates for their children who require additional attention (Futernick, 200 hBglis
2006).

The traditional dual educational leadership system seems obsolete to some
educators as service delivery and accountability occur precisely at ttsedati@n of
special and general education. School leadership has been changing in sdecial a

general education. Principals must manage, monitor, and analyze increasmpgstiag
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priorities such as building management, administrative and supervisory duties, lega
compliance, instructional quality of all of the programs, and teacher evaluategilas

assess and analyze data to plan for the future (Bays & Crockett, 2007). The demands and
the accountability have been increasing. In the words of Di Paola, Tchannem-dsadra
Walther-Thomas (2004)

From coast to coast, public officials (e.g., governors, superintendents, principals

are in the headlines and, in many ways, in the academic headlights, as they try to

explain low test scores to their constituents. Unfortunately, few of them
effectively describe the complex challenges that schools face in implaementi

NCLB (e.qg., insufficient resources, high teacher turnover, teacher sigrtage

unrealistic ‘highly qualified’ requirements, and standardized test liois)

(p. 2).

Families and the public at large are unaware of the many variables mgtessa
create an effective school whexk children demonstrate learning. The potential for
transformation exists but it requires knowledge and expertise on the topaclefdkip
for change, and how change is implemented and sustained in schools (Fullan, 2001;

Senge et al., 2000).

Leadership and Teacher Self-Efficacy Beliefs
A growing body of research in the last decade has found that the most important

variable likely to impact teacher self-efficacy beliefs, the redardf special educators,
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and student outcomes is building level leadership support (Billingsley, 2004; Dd?aola
al., 2004; Gersten, Keating, & Yovanoff, 1995; Gersten et al., 2001; Weiss, 2001).
The construct linked to how teachers view their own professional performanee@iro

& Pajares, 1996) is commonly referred taeacher self-efficacy beliets the insights

that educators develop when able to effectively perform their jobs. This concept, dra
from the work of Bandura (1997) and his research in social cognitive theory, suggests
that individuals will “...pursue activities and situations in which they feel compated

will avoid situations in which they doubt their capability to perform succegs{eited

in Brownell & Pajares, p. 11). Social cognitive theory maintains that peoieigit
self-efficacy beliefs will demonstrate effort and perseverance ik vetated tasks.

High teacher self-efficacy beliefs have been linked to student outcomes, @gennes
to new ideas and methods as well as the skills necessary to individualizeiorstandt
include students with disabilities (Brownell & Pajares, 1996; Jordan, Stanovich, &
Roach, 1997; Romi & Leyser, 2006). Openness to new ideas and the ability to
individualize instruction are attitudes and skills important to develop in specialtamuc
teachers, since special education is in a constant flux, and collaboration requires
flexibility. There is another link between high teacher self-efficadigiseand student
outcomes as evidenced by the emerging research on teacher quatitgr{®iaal., 2006;
Brownell et al., 2002; Carlson et al., 2006).

Brownell and Pajares (1996) list factors directly influencing taastié-efficacy
beliefs. They are related to leadership support, building-level collegiEhiss size,

socioeconomic status of students served, and levels of professional knowledge. These
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factors mirror reasons most commonly cited in the special educator shmsagrch,
which is the lack of administrative and collegial support and issues relatetherte
roles and job design (Ax et al., 2001; Billingsley, Gersten, Gillman, & Morvant, 1995;

Gersten et al., 2001; NERRC, 2004).

Leadership Styles, Collective Efficacy, and Student Outcomes

Research on transformational leadership has examined many variaielashefr
behavior such as increased professionalism, organizational commitmenndearni
effectiveness and culture, and has offered interesting insights into the valaeeating
community involvement (Ross & Gray, 2006). Transformational leadership is
characterized by the presence of a charismatic and moral vision for tug, sch
intellectual stimulation of its members, and commitment to the individualéeach
(Leithwood, Jantzi, & McElheron-Hopkins, 2006; Ross & Gray, 2006). Fullan (2001) has
urged principals to consider five points, which are crucial to effectively leading for
change and transformation. They are (a) infusing moral purpose, (b) compreheamdiin
explaining the process of change itself, (¢) nurturing and building relationships
(d) building a common professional knowledge base, and (e) making sense of the change
process as it occurs.

Recent research has highlighted the relationships between leadershipatingh te
self-efficacy beliefs, collective efficacy and community involvementhosls
(Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2004; Ross & Gray, 2006; Ware & Kitsantas, 2007).

Transformational leadership greatly impacts individual teacher sel&ejfbeliefs.
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Increased teacher self-efficacy beliefs have, in turn, led to high collethvacy, which
has greatly influenced student achievement and higher levels of community emnid par
involvement (Ross & Gray, 2006). Many studies have found that increased parent
involvement in schools may also be a strong positive influence on student achievement
(Carter, 2002).

Dr. Richard Mainzer, the Associate Executive Director for professiendlces at
the CEC states “We bring people in, burn them out early, then bemoan the fact that we
have high turnover rate” (cited in Lake & Billingsley, 2000, p. 246). Knowledgeable and

effective leadership for special education can positively change thesrmpatt

Conclusion

In these complex and stressful times of rapid educational transformationdkvels
support, teacher collegiality, retention, and openness to change are shaped by quality
leadership. The elevated stress experienced by special educationsteaatearifested in
increasing special educator shortage rates (Doyle, 2002). Quality activeffe
instructional support for special education often rests on the shoulders of thé distric
special education director, the building-level leader, and the special @ducat

The levels of change required must incorporate re-culturing as wel as r
structuring efforts in order to inclusively accommodate the needs of an inglgas
diverse student body (Doyle, 2002). Re-culturing extends beyond policies, stractur
practice to include changing attitudes and belief systems, as school leagiexgpplotal

role in effecting sustainable systems change.
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Schools focused on inclusive service delivery in special education share a
commitment to diversity, social justice, community and equity (Salisl2@§6), an
approach that might help school leadership to increase academic achieveraknt for
students, regardless of their ability, ethnicity, or SES status (NCLB 20@). It
reasonable, therefore, to infer that developing effective instructional andisopgr
skills for special education in building level leadership will lead to higher dpecia
education services quality, increased academic progress for studentssaliihtais, and
increased retention of highly qualified special educators in schools.

Complex systems change takes time and involves many levels of collaboration
(Ferguson, Kozleski, & Smith, 2005). Much knowledge can be gleaned from research in
general education on leadership and leadership styles. Perhaps incretasitigrr of
special educators can occur with a heightened perception of self-efficacystanderg
patterns of distributed leadership and its effect on school improvement modelgsd=sn g
the way to more effective and unified on site leadership for special educati@igBur
Lashley, & Beatty, 2001; Leithwood et al., 2006; Leithwood et al., 2007; Leithwood &
Sleegers, 2006). Links have been made between community involvement in schools and
high teacher self-efficacy beliefs (Ross & Gray, 2006). The next chaptexarhine the

literature concerning family-professional collaboration and community innené
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CHAPTER THREE
PARENT/PROFESSIONAL RELATIONSHIPS:

AMBIGUITY, COLLABORATION AND CHANGES

Three major factors causing conflict are the lack of collaboration between
educators and parents, the hidden constraints of time, money and resources (Lake &
Billingsley, 1999), and cultural values embedded in IDEIA (2004). Specifichlfy, t
chapter examines the cultural values of equality, individualism and chasosiiees of
conflict in parent-professional relationships (Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999).slaggre
leaders and most parents and professionals endorse collaboration as an elsseatia
of special education service delivery. However, parent-professionabnslaigps often
are less than satisfactory and filled with tension (Blue-Banning, Summenk|if, &
Lord-Nelson, 2004; Feinburg et al., 2002; Pinkus, 2005, 2006). The benefits of parent-
professional collaboration are summarized by the following factors: (@eised
children’s academic achievement, (b) improved school attendance and behavior,

(c) stronger work motivation, and (d) an enhanced view of school.

The legislative cultural values of IDEA 1997 are reproduced in IDEIA 2004.
While this text will often refer to IDEA 1997, the observations also apply téARB04,
since the latter is a reauthorization of IDEA 1997. A critical anabfsiksability policy,
emphasizing cultural differences, is used to clarify some of the root cause¥lwft c
between parents and professionals. Examining the IDEA 1997 legislation withethie int

of clarifying core values embedded in it sheds light on assumptions held by both
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professionals and parents (Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999). There is an essentiati cxion
between the value of equality or the notion that all parents will be treateahtieeasid

the value of personal choice deeply embedded in the beliedigidualism.According

to Kalyanpur and Harry, individualism encompasses a striving for selficeliand
independence that is tied to civic goals, but it is not necessarily a traid styaaé
cultures. There is a basic inconsistency between the mandate to collabadrtte right

to due process (Kalyanpur & Harry). This analysis will highlight the diffesehetween
the scientific, objective knowledge held by professionals and the parent’s inforchal
personal knowledge of their own children and how this contradiction manifests in the
parent-professional relationship (Reid & Valle, 2004; Valle & Aponte, 2002).

The relationships between parents and professionals and the context of their
interchange will be discussed, pointing to underlying issues of power and how that is
shared in schools (Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999). The distribution of power between t&amilie
and professionals and within family systems is presented extensively itetagiie on
parent-professional partnerships in early childhood research, demonstrating tha
professionals collaborate with parents and work within the child’s home (Bluesganni
et al., 2004; Epstein & Clark Salinas, 2004; Pinkus, 2005, 2006; Turnbull, Blue-Banning,
Turbiville, & Park, 1999; Turnbull & Turnbull, 2006). This research provides further
insight and helpful suggestions that could be applied to school settings.

There have been subtle shifts from a law focused on education and civil rights,
IDEA (1997), to a “welfare” law, IDEIA (2004), increasing the parental respoitgin

the special education process, a result of the alignment with NCLB (2008p(llur
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2005). These notable changes, which affect the parents’ roles and the disput®mesolut

process, will be reviewed.

Ambiguities and the Context of Special Education
The next three sections will examine the discrepancies between the cullueal va
of equality, choice, and individualism embedded in IDEIA (2004) and values of families
from various backgrounds, including linguistic or socio-economic differences. The
concept of expertise and its effects on professional culture are alsoed\igeid &
Valle, 2004; Valle & Aponte, 2002). Clashes between professional and family
expectations of collaboration are addressed as well as the apparent conitraéivteen

the mandate to collaborate and the right to due process (Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999).

Equality versus Choice versus Individualism

Conflict between parents and professionals is embedded in IDEA 1997, according
to Kalyanpur and Harry (1999) @ulture in Special Education-Building Reciprocal
Family-Professional Relationship§his conflict is a tension replicated in IDEIA 2004.
Kalyanpur and Harry explain how the values of equality, freedom of choice and
individualism deem parents and individuals “...able to assume the level of assestivenes
that is needed for claiming their rights and be aware of the appropriatgeavien
redress...” (Kalyanpur & Harry, p. 22). The right to due process potentiallysptacents
in the role of enforcers of IDEIA. The authors put forward the idea that pdrerdsne

unintentional participants in heightening conflict in an already adversgsiains.
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Individuals in some cultures might not be comfortable assuming the enforcexath
might be interpreted by educators as not participating in their child’s educaspeaal
education process (Kalyanpur & Harry). A culture of entitlement or conflictss le
conducive to increasing collaboration between parents and school professionals and
builds fear and resentment on both sides (Cloke, 2001).

Kalyanpur and Harry (1999) describe in detail how the seven principles and
parental rights of IDEA (1997) spring from the three American core valusguality,
freedom of choice, and individualism, embedded within the ideals of participatory
democracy. The seven principles of IDEA (1997), which were reviewed in Chapder T
address the following rights:

1. Early identification of “at risk” children,

2. The right to a non-discriminatory evaluation,

3. Free and appropriate public education for all children (FAPE),

4. The right to an individualized educational program (IEP),

5. Implementation of IEP in the least restrictive environment (LRE),

6. Ongoing parent participation and collaboration, and

7. The right to procedural safeguards.

The notion of equality between citizens is rooted in the principles of zero-oeject
Free and Appropriate Education (FAPE) for all students, the right to nondisd¢ongina
assessment and parent participation in the special education process. The value of
freedom of choice inspires the principles of parent participation and thedstugttive

environment (LRE), while the value of individualism underlies the principles of due
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process and the individualized education program (IEP). Collaboration is mandated by
policy yet the threat of due process is ever present, thus creating adVemsatitions

for both professional and parent. The ideal of freedom of choice leads individuals to
perceive rights as entitlements, which escalates the level of confliedre parents and
professionals and “...the likelihood of conflict resolution through confrontation rather
than mediation”(Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999, p. 23).

The ideal of participatory democracy is expressed in the expectation fot pare
collaboration, pitting the value of equality against the one of choice, since thesenofea
equality should theoretically reduce choice and vice versa (Kalyanpur &,Ha89).

For example, the tension manifested between the parent’s efforts to seek itidttdua
services tailored to their child’s need demonstrates the principle of indiwaiuahd
choice. The school’s attempts to provide programmatic solutions when addressing a
similarity of needs exhibited in students with disabilities, addressesitiogope of
equality in IDEIA 2004 (Wright & Wright, 2006). The tension between choice and
equality is apparent in budgetary allocation and how schools manage theut limite
financial resources by favoring equity over choice, while the threat of itigest ever
present. The principle of due process, while guaranteeing rights forgdoeoés many
schools to focus on compliance rather than true individualization of each student’s

education.
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Culture, Class, and Parent Participation

This review assumes the values of families from high poverty and culturally and
linguistically diverse (CLD) backgrounds may be different from the middiesclalues
inherent in public schools (Payne, 1996; Reid & Valle, 2004). Kalyanpur and Harry
(1999) offer a thorough analysis of why the values embedded in IDEA might not be
meaningful to families from other backgrounds. Some CLD families might novédtfie
the principle of equality, and believe that inequality is an inherent parearifen by
differences based on caste, skin color, economic or social status. Thisredrefeas
“value inequality” (Kalyanpur & Harry). Cultures driven by value inequalitgn expect
professionals to have a higher social status, and also expect that theseopadteasil
protect and teach them what they must know. CLD families also might not anticipate
choice or equal participation in the process. Families might not participateool sc
activities because they have a history of negative experiences with schools, anolde una
to conceive a different situation emerging in the balance of power they have pgrsona
experienced (Kalyanpur & Harry; Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003; Payne)eHdHamilies
attend individualized education program (IEP) meetings, “...their silencesat the
occasions may be due to deference to authority and compliance...” (Kalyanury& H
p. 29).

The different professional positions influence the nature of the relationship
between the professional and the parent. Kalyanpur and Harry (1999) examine how
disability is viewed in dw contextculture. A low context culture refers to families

whose relationships with professionals are predominantly viewed as impersonal and
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neutral (Kalyanpur & Harry). Professional knowledge in this environment is datsim

to be specific and explicit. It is assumed by the professional communityathiéies in

this context will work to acquire this knowledge themselves. An objective and detache
professional demeanor can present problems for intimate and emotional circesistanc
framing the parent’s world. Kalyanpur and Harry further assert low contéxtesiiare

in sharp contrast thigh contexcultures where professionals relate personally in familiar
and intimate contexts. Knowledge is perceived as implicit; therefore acqaidiffgrent

set of skills will depend on the existence of a personal relationship between the
professional and the family. It becomes the professional’s responsibiliytate the
families with whom they are working (Kalyanpur & Harry; Payne, 1996).

In the last 100 years, since the inception of compulsory education in this country,
the educational system has at times excluded many groups of students, ean, Afri
Americans, American Indians, students with disabilities, immigrant gi@ipdents from
low socio-economic status (SES) families, and others (Reid & Valle, 2004, pLA4ck).
of participation in the special education process may reflect an unwelconegf@pac
those who seem far from the typical middle class norms (Lawrence-Logh2f@03;

Payne, 1996; Reid & Valle). Adopting Kalyanpur and Harry’s (1999) posture ofalultur
reciprocity could potentially alleviate the common stressors aftgptnent-professional

relationships.
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Expert Knowledge versus Intimate Knowledge
Special education and the provision of services for students with disabilities and
their families are still rooted in medical and legal origins, managekebgxpert
(Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999; Reid & Valle, 2004). The expertise held by professionals
often collides with the concept efalitarianism the democratic ideal espoused by IDEA
1997, promoting the parent as an equal participant in the special education process.
Special education traditionally has been utilized as a support service for stwdhirt a
school setting, rather than assessing the student within a more intimaexttard.,
within their family, their culture, and their social class. This traditiapairoach is
referred to asle-contextualizedr categorical knowledgé&alyanpur & Harry).
Kalyanpur and Harry emphasize that specific scientific and categknicalledge limits
the possibility of honoring each family member’s personal beliefs aboubtheir
children. Reid and Valle reiterate this idea in the following quote:
School professionals, speaking from an authority based on the conception of
science as an objective, indisputable truth, position themselves (intentionally or
unintentionally) in a dominant rather than a collaborative role with parents
(p. 475).
IDEIA 2004 endorses parents as the guardians of the law by assuming that
families understand their rights and families need this knowledge in order assiutly
negotiate the special education maze (Harry, Klinger, & Hart, 2005; Kaly&idarry,

1999; Turnbull, 2005). A strong understanding of the origins of these tensions and
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inherent misunderstandings common to parent-professional communicationairgdycert

necessary (Kalyanpur & Harry; Reid & Valle, 2004; Valle & Aponte, 2002).

Collaborative Parent-Professional Partnerships
Power between families and professionals and within family systenmusia
researched topic in the field of early childhood. Some of that research will tnenexa
as it relates to family systems, boundaries between professionals, andmdtathat
constitutes good collaboration and quality teamwork (Blue-Banning et al., 2004inEpste
& Clark Salinas, 2004; Pinkus, 2005, 2006; Turnbull et al., 1999; Turnbull & Turnbull,

2006). The concept of power and who retains it also will be reviewed.

Family Systems, Boundaries, and Needs

Much of the work in the field of parent-professional collaboration comes from the
research in early-childhood interventions, where service delivery is defaeeing
“family-centered” and delivered in the families’ homes (Blue-Banntreg.e2004; Lord-
Nelson, Summers, & Turnbull, 2004; Summers et al., 2005; Turnbull, Turbiville, &
Turnbull, 2000; Turnbull & Turnbull, 2006). Since families profoundly affect the
student’s long-term development, it is crucial for professionals to understancetseafie
families in order to compound the potential effects on student growth.

A study focusing on Anglo-Jewish families in England developed a “set of
analytical tools for understanding how partnerships do, and should, function when a child

has special needs” (Pinkus, 2006, p.158). Pinkus determined three distinct premises:
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(a) parents generally try to be active rather than passive, (b) the studstrtem
understood in the context of the family as a whole, and (c) families are very blgnera
professional intervention. These families expressed a need to maintain bawnithrie
professionals within the family context.

Effective relationships with families require knowledge of family systémory,
which views families as a complete organization “...subject to multiple and cogpeti
internal and external influences, and how these may interact over time” (Pinkus, 2006,
p. 158). Johnson, Pugach and Hawkins (2004) extend this idea further as they address the
unique characteristics of the many kinds of families encountered in public sciamjs t
e.g., the traditional nuclear family, the single-parent family, the bleradeillyf the
extended family, and same-gender couples. Students belong to their familigsditst
schools second. The importance of professionals developing knowledge of individual
family systems is supported by many other educational researcherso@lehias;

Turnbull et al., 2000; Turnbull & Turnbull, 2006).

Turnbull and Turnbull (2006) recommend understanding families as continuously
operating within four subsystems:

1. Adult-adult (partners),

2. Parent subsystem (parent and child),

3. Sibling subsystem, and

4. Extended family subsystem (support system) (p. 30)

Lord-Nelson et al. (2004) examined the topic of boundaries from the committed

professional’s point of view for developing relationships with the familiebef t
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students. Many professionals welcome and engage in the emotional work needéd to bes
serve the student, defined in this research as “emotional labor” (LordriNstisl.,

p.162). Professionals who display such efforts “...have opened a boundary between their
professional and personal selves — between their minds and their hearts...” €lsyd-N

et al., p. 162). While parents prefer educators who are caring, flexible, andldecess
Lord-Nelson et al. believe it is important for professionals to maintainhyealt

boundaries, but be capable of self-disclosing feelings of increased stresstiexhand
burnout.

Pinkus (2006) mentions the family’s history with professionals, e.g., medical,
early intervention, and school professionals, will affect future relationshipsther
professionals. Stress experienced with school professionals impacts theamhibje f
(Johnson et al., 2004). To avoid perpetuating a “culture of suspicion”, professionals
should remember that they are one of many entities with whom parents must,iateda
the layers of possible past disappointments, grief and frustrations are phesgst
(Pinkus, p. 159). Disappointments are often ingrained in past experiences of dedling wi
the medical profession whose views of disability might be less “familyeceufit
(Pinkus; Stoner et al., 2005). Pinkus states that policy favoring “parent-poof@ssi
relationships over complete family systems disconnects the intent of polmythe
realities of parent’s experiences. This circumstance offers anothanatiph of the

discontent.
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Johnson et al. (2004) and Turnbull and Turnbull (2006) list the following seven
family functions, which determine levels of need that family systempesrence over
time or simultaneously:

1. Economic needs,

2. Dalily care needs,

3. Socialization needs,

4. Recreational needs,

5. Self-esteem needs,

6. Affection needs, and

7. Educational and vocational needs.

Johnson et al. (2004) developed several ways in which schools can meet these
needs and help families reach more functional levels. Some suggestions incltdg offe
educational programs in finance management, health care, behavior manageanent, a
parenting; informing families of local resources available; providing sdbased
medical services; encouraging the creation of family support groups; aing petrents
choose their levels of involvement with schools, since their time might be focused on

meeting some of the basic needs mentioned above.

Indicators of Collaborative, Trusting Relationships between Parents and Educator
The following groups of authors, Turnbull and Turnbull (2006) and Blue-Banning
et al. (2004), are from the Beach Center on Disability at the University obK&nsused

on making a difference in the lives of families living with exceptionalitiesn@uit and
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Turnbull outline seven principles essential for professionals to adopt when working wi
parents of students with exceptional needs:

1. Communication,

2. Professional competence or skills,

3. Respect,

4. Trust,

5. Commitment,

6. Equality, and

7. Advocacy.

In general education Epstein and Salinas (2004) additionally suggest different
actions schools can take to promote parent involvement, while in special education
Turnbull and Turnbull (2006) focus more on what kinds of behaviors professionals need
in order to develop quality relationships. Blue-Banning et al. (2004) sought to ahswer t
following question, “What specific indicators of professional behavior do saaeck
professionals identify as indicative of collaborative partnerships?” (p. 169}). Blue
Banning et al. selected for interviews an ethnically diverse group effsancluding
different family configurations, varying employment statuses, atyasfeages of
children with special needs, and assorted etiologies of the students. A profegsiapal
representative of the field of special education with 70% white and 32% African
American participants was interviewed. Six “hypothesized domains of intergs

partnership” emerged with indicators representing viewpoints from both éaraitid
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professionals (Blue-Banning et al., p. 68). These six domains are explained i, Table
summarizing the findings from this research.

Lake and Billingsley (2000) list the following eight factors that could eseal
conflict between professionals and families:

1. A discrepant view of the child and/or the child’s need, relating to opposing
views of children with disabilities typified by strength versus defic#ehla
perspective.

2. A lack of knowledge of the special education process by both parent and/or
educator.

3. A difference of opinion on service delivery options, the quality of services
offered, what inclusive service delivery and instructional programs consist of,
as well as quality case management of integrated services.

4. The lack of school resources such as time, money, personnel, and materials.

5. How valued parent and/or their child or professional felt by the other during
the partnership process or the concept of valuation.

6. The locus of power and whether there might be an abuse of power over the
other party in order to achieve the desired goal.

7. Lack of communication, and lack thereof, commonly expressed in
misunderstandings, lack of follow up, poor timing of clarifying attempts, and
withholding information by both parents and professionals.

8. Lack of trust which de-escalates conflict when present (p. 244)



Table 1

Indicators of Collaborative Partnerships

Partnership Themes Indicators
1. Communication Sharing resources
Being clear

Being honest
Communicating positively
Being tactful

Being open

Listening

Communicating frequently

Coordinating information

2. Commitment Demonstrating commitment
Being flexible
Regarding work as ‘more than a job’
Regarding child/family as ‘more than a case’
Encouraging the child and family
Being consistent

Being sensitive to emotion

3. Equality Avoiding use of ‘clout’
Empowering partners
Validating others
Advocating for child/family with other professionals
Allowing reciprocity among members

Being willing to explore all options




Table 1 ¢ontinued

Indicators of Collaborative Partnerships
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Partnership Themes

Indicators

3. Equality ¢ontinued

Fostering harmony among all partners
Coming to the table/avoiding ‘turf wars’

Acting equal

4. Skills

Taking Action

Having expectations for child’s progress
Meeting individual special needs
Considering the whole child or family

Being willing to learn

5. Trust

Being reliable
Keeping the child safe
Being discreet

6. Respect

Valuing child
Being nonjudgmental
Being courteous
Exercising nondiscrimination

Avoiding intrusion

Note. Adapted with permission from Blue-Banning, Bummers, J., Franklin, C., & Lord-Nelson, L.

(2004). Dimensions of family and professional parships: Constructive guidelines for collaboration.

Exceptional Children, 7@), 167-184. Copyright 2004 by the Council for Egtional Children.

There are striking parallels between Turnbull and Turnbull’'s (2006) seveinppesiand

Blue-Banning’s et al. (2004) domains of interpersonal indicators, and Lake and

Billingsley’s (2000) factors, which are summarized in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Factors that escalate and de-escalate conflict.
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Note: Adapted with permission from the author, Lake, J., & Billingsley, B. (2@00Danalysis of

factors that contribute to parent/school conflict in special educ&emedial and Special

Education, 2{4), 243-251. ProEd & Sage Publications.
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Measuring Quality Partnerships between Parents and Professionals

The research team from the Beach Center on Disability published an article
exploring ways to monitor the quality of family-professional partnershipsdating the
Family-Professional Partnership Scale (Summers et al., 2005). This studyHatintbst
instruments differentiated between the family’s satisfaction withicees, and satisfaction
with the interventions themselves. Summers et al. used both of these concepts to define
the general term of partnership to be measured. After exploratory anhéysisginal six
domains related to attitudes and behaviors from Blue-Banning et al. (2004) were
collapsed into two subscales: child-focused relationship and family-relaipsnd his
conceptual framework allows educators and administrators to pinpoint areasher fur
professional development and adjustment if they commonly experience tcontfic

families.

Power and Family-Professional Partnership Models

Turnbull, Turbiville, and Turnbull (2000) have examined the evolution of family-
professional partnerships along a power continuum since the 1950s. Whether the parent
or professional holds the power at any given moment characterizes the nabere of t
parent-professional relationship. Turnbull et al. (2000) discuss three collaborati
models, two of which presume power in the hands of the professional who holds the
specific/scientific knowledge and designates the parent as the reckfhtertknowledge.
Turnbull et al. name this first modgddwer-ovet, which has its origins in counseling,

psychotherapy, or in parent training models. The relationship in this instarereerslly
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focused on the mother-child relationship. The second model is characterizedlipy fami
centered practices, which is namgadwer-witi and represents a theoretical equality
between parents and professionals. Professionals assume the role of colisborat

The last and most desirable collaboration model is collective empowerment or
“power-through defined as including “synergistic decision making among family
members, professionals, friends, and community citizens through perceived group
competence, ‘mind and heart’ communication, and the creation of new and preferred
environment resources” (Turnbull et al., 2000, p. 632). The process of empowerment
refers to gaining mastery over daily trials and challenges for all pantielved in the
process. This last model implies a relationship based on equality, and assumdgythe abi
of professionals to forego their titles and roles. In this model the professional al
cannot provide all the answers. Being able to openly admit to an impasse withaiit fea
judgment or legal retribution, releases a shared energy able to carateresources.
Wagner, cited in Turnbull et al. (2000), states

Power has become capacity building, with participants gaining in competence,

abilities, resource acquisition, and capability without taking any power from

others....It is not a scarcity to be hoarded by any member; their power ¢ggapa

for all (p. 644).

Experiencing a new and mutually beneficial partnership, parents and poéss
learn to appreciate each other’s input, knowledge and creativity. The redeéinedae
expect outcomes such as synergy, innovative and sustainable resources, and increase

satisfaction.
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Changes in the Dispute Resolution Process

Laws are viewed as behavioral contracts shaping the actions of both the state and
those it governs (Turnbull, 2005). Turnbull views the new IDEIA (2004) first as a school
reform law (aligned with NCLB, 2002), second, as a civil rights law (réfig¢DEA
1997), and third, as something well beyond both of these characterizations, as “@partak
of social reform on a large scale — more like a ‘welfare state’ reformhianva civil
rights or school reform law” (p. 320). Turnbull finds the latest reauthorizatiibEdA
to be aligned with key concepts introduced in two reports preceding this legislat
Rethinking Special Education for a new Centfliyin, Rotherham, & Hokanson, 2001)
and thePresident’s Commission on Excellence in Special Educé&oo?). The
messages from both Congress and the Supreme Court for the last decade have focused on
increasing the schools’ accountability and the family’s responsibilitsnBudl analyzes
the shift from IDEA (1997) as a right to IDEIA (2004) as a responsibility tacbeumted
for.

The governmental contract between government and those governed is altered and
the focus is now on responsibilities as well as rights (Turnbull, 2005). Some changes in

dispute resolution procedures reflect the same policy emphasis.

Due Process
The principle of due process guarantees the parent the right to use the legal

procedure in cases where rights have been violated. Turnbull (2007) states “...two IDEI
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2004 principles, namelyprocedural due procesndparent participation exist because
parents had been excluded from the schat#sision-making processg®. 69). Due

process hearings are formal judicial forums, where opposing parties pregecdagshs in

front of a hearing officer. Decisions might be based on substantive issue$ as wel
procedural requirements and court cases can proceed to the United States Supreme Cour
(Turnbull).

IDEIA 2004 introduces resolution sessions, but primarily replicates preceding
legislation. Parents may still request a due process hearing to be conguittedtate
education agency (SEA) or local education agency (LEA) regarding agythdo with
either the identification, evaluation or educational placement of the student, or the
provision of a free appropriate public education (FAPE) (8615; 8300-507). Timelines are
now attached to these procedures, i.e. the complaint may not address issues tieat occur
more than two years prior to the complaint, although the parent may seek reparation
beyond the two-year timeline if the LEA is proven to have misrepresentiaitse
withheld information. Both parties must provide notice to each other of impending legal
action as well as delineate the nature of the problem with supporting factsbamid
proposed resolution. A due process hearing may not occur until the document meets those
requirements outlined in IDEIA (2004), or if the party receiving the notice &sppl
written notice to the hearing officer that they believe the notice does not follow the
required format.

The school must send a prior written notice (PWN) to the parent regarding the

problem named in the due process appeal as soon as they receive the noticagequesti
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due process hearing (IDEIA, 2004, 8300-503). This response must include the following
four parts:

1. Why the school proposed or refused to respond to the issue identified in the

request for a due process hearing;

2. A description of other options that the IEP team considered and the reasons

why those options were rejected,

3. A description of the whole evaluation procedure the school used as

justification for a decision concerning the student; and

4. A description of other factors relevant to the decision made by the school

(8300-508).

The non-complaining party must send to the other party a response within ten
days that specifically addresses all of the issues named in the due pegcess. The
hearing officer must respond to both parties within five days after he or shmideter
the notice meets all the requirements mentioned above. A party may amend &6 reque
only under two conditions:

1. If the other party consents to the amendment and is open to resolve complaint

through a resolution session outlined in Section 615 of IDEIA 2004; and

2. If the hearing officer grants permission to amend the request.

Both of these conditions may occur up to five days prior to the due hearing date
(8300-510). New provisions are added for the hearing officer who must possess
knowledge of all of the legislation pertaining to IDEIA (2004), know how to conduct

hearings and deliver decisions and not have conflicting interests. The complaityng pa
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may not bring up new issues, i.e. ones that were not addressed in the due process notice.
The complaining party has a timeline of 90 days to bring a civil action if nefiedti
with the hearing officer’s decision.

The attorney’s fees may be awarded to the current state education ageAry (S
or local education agency (LEA) against the parent’s attorney if the due pregesst is
found to be “frivolous, unreasonable, or without foundation”. If an attorney continues to
litigate after the due process request is deemed by the court as “frivoloasanatae,
or without foundation”, this may result in fees being awarded to the SEA or LE# If t
action is judged to have been presented in order to “harass, cause unnecessanytdelay
needlessly increase the cost of litigation”, attorney’s fees may éelad/to the SEA or
LEA (8615).

Simultaneously, parents have the right to file a separate request from the one
already filed. The language used in this section is new and addressds.mtai |

(2005) calls the increased responsibility and accountability to which pareritsldr

State Complaint

Any individual or organization may lodge a state complaint. The complaint is
valid only one year from the supposed violation date and addresses any violation under
Part B or Part 300 of IDEIA 2004. The issue must be investigated by the Statadfducat

Authority (SEA) and resolved within 60 days (8300-510).
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Resolution Sessions

The LEA can schedule a resolution session when it receives a request for due

process, unless both parties opt for mediation. The resolution session must happen within

15 days of the receipt of the notice. There is a 30-day time line within whichlati@s

session must take place. Four potential timeline alterations can occur:

1.

If the due process is filed with urgency relating to discipline issues, the
resolution period is 15 days. If resolution isn’t reached, the hearing must occur

within 20 school days, and a decision must be issued within 10 school days.

. The 30 days allowed for the resolution period may be adjusted, or the 45-day

count for the due process hearing starts the day after one of the following
events: (a) both parties agree in writing to wave the resolution meeting,

(b) either mediation or resolution start but prior to the end of the 30-day
period both parties agree in writing that no resolution is possible, or (c) if both
parties agree in writing to continue the mediation at the end of the 30-day
resolution period, but later one of the parties withdraws from the due process.
If the parent fails to participate in the resolution session, the timelines for the
resolution session and due process hearing are delayed until this meeting is
held.

If the LEA fails to hold the resolution meeting within 15 days of receiving the
parent’s due process notice, or fails to participate in the resolution meeting,
the parent can ask the hearing officer to begin the due process timeline (8300-

510).
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An IDEIA 2004 dispute resolution process comparison chart from the Office of
Special Education Programs (OSEP) is modified and presented in Table 2 to ssammari
who is involved, time limits, issues addressed, and timelines involved in the resolution of

these procedures.

Conclusion
Alternatives exist for creating effective, empowered, quality pasthines

between parents and professionals. Early childhood parent professional colbalsorati
have proven effective in improving the quality of family-professional partrgshi
(Johnson et al., 2004). This content and professional development in schools would be
beneficial for higher education and leadership training. Developing poveegtinr
models in schools assumes a professional and leader able to think critically atitehave
resources and time to do so (Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999). Turnbull et al. (2000) refer to the
professional’s ability to critically self-reflect and examine perkoglationships to power
as an essential step toward systems change because

... the power differential that exists between the practitioner and theisakent

such that it has too often been exploited by practitioners who intend to engage

clients but who instead meet their own needs for personal power and esteem

through the intervention process... (p. 644).

The ambiguities outlined in this chapter highlight how difficult it is to genwvinel
collaborate with the threat of litigation. Both families and professionals peed t

understand how complex this issue is, how claiming one’s rights can lead to efigninati
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IDEIA Dispute Resolution Process Comparison Chart
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Question Mediation Due Process Resolution State
Complaint Process .
Complaint
. Who initiates  Parent or Parent/school LEA schedules Any
the process?  school, must the resolution  individual or
be voluntary meeting on organization,
for both receipt of due including
process those from
complaint, out of state
unless both
parties agree to
waive or use
mediation
. What is the None 2 years from  Triggered by 1 year from
time limit for  specified when the parent’s due the date of
filing? party knew of process the alleged
the problem complaint violation
. What issue Any matter  Any matter Same as the Alleged
can be under Part  relating to the issues raised in violation of
resolved? 300 of identification, the due process Part 300 of
IDEIA evaluation or complaint IDEIA
education
placement or
provision of
FAPE
. What is the None 45 days from LEA convenes 60 days from
timeline for the end of the meeting within  receipt of
resolving resolution 15 days of complaint
issues? period unless receipt of due  unless
other process extension are
extensions are complaint permitted

granted

notice unless
meeting is
waived by both
parties,
mediation is
agreed to or

other exceptions
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Table 2 ¢ontinued

IDEIA Dispute Resolution Process Comparison Chart

Question Mediation Due Process Resolution State
Complaint Process ,
Complaint
. Who resolve  Parent or Hearing Parent and State
the issues? school with officer school must :
. education
mediator agree to any
voluntary resolution agency

process, both
parties must
agree to
resolution

Note. Adapted from Office of Special Education Programs, IDEIA 2004 Digrgelution

Processes Comparison Chart. US Department of Education, 2006.

the desire to collaborate and further entrenchment by all. While there Iis muc
improvement to be made in schools, authentic candor about school constraints is often
impossible as that would be viewed as not offering FAPE (Lake & Billingsley, 2001)
Much work remains to train our future special and general education teachangetthe
complexities they will encounter in their classroom. A deeper understandiaités

and their needs will help in developing genuine relationships.

How to meet the other person’s needs in adversarial situations and seek lasting
resolutions will be further examined in the next chapter (Cloke, 2006; Fisher, Ury, &
Patton, 1991). The fields of mediation and negotiation shed fresh insights on chronic
institutional conflict. Additionally, existing research and best practroes the Center

for Alternative Dispute Resolution in Special Education (CADRE) will be ptese
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE IMPORTANCE OF DIALOGUE IN RESOLVING CONFLICT:

THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

The metaphor of “natural enemies” seems appropriate when considering parent-
professional relationships (Waller, 1932; as cited in Lawrence-Lightfoot, 20@@8n,
these relationships are perceived to be less than satisfactory and frabhgbhsiin
(Blue-Banning et al., 2004; Feinburg et al., 2002; Pinkus, 2005, 2006). Critical
scholarship on learning disabilities points to “routine disqualification of paneites
by professionals as a major obstacle to authentic collaboration” (Valleofata, 2002,
p. 470).

In her bookHow to Deal with Parents Who are Angry, Troubled, Afraid, or just
Plain Crazy McEwan (2005) states that the increased pace, fragmentation, and stress of
contemporary life deeply affects both parents and professionals and explaimy“...w
guiet conversations in which educators and parents listen to one another and come to
mutually agreeable solutions are becoming more rare” (p. 7). McEwan repodh tha
educators have experienced encounters in which a parent seems “crazybits exhi
“irrational behavior that seems upsetting to others-whatever its causef)(pMgEwan
lists the seven most significant practices she believes provoke confldioasst
(a) failure to communicate, (b) defensiveness, (c) intimidation, control, power, and
blame, (d) condescension and rudeness, (e) extreme forms of politicalressge.g.,

safe school policies which educators follow out of fear of litigation, (f) unwilksg to
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admit mistakes and apologize, and finally, (g) failure to give parents credit for
understanding their children. McEwan also includes candid observations and wisdom
“from the trenches” that are helpful in understanding both professionals andsparent

Lawrence-Lightfoot (2003) describes the emotions present during bi-annual
encounters for parent-teacher conferences. He states, “Beneath the dalie sur
parent-teacher conferences...burns a cauldron of fiery feelings madelpdjtidifficult
because everyone carefully masks them and they seem inappropriate for tladccas
(2003, p. xxi). The author unequivocally describes parent-teacher conferences as
becoming the scene of “...territorial warfare, a clash of cultures betikegwo primary
arenas of acculturation in our society” (Lawrence-Lightfoot, p. xxi).

The parent-teacher conference can be an intensely personal and poignant
experience where parents are most vulnerable since they are speakinghatiasiimost
precious to them, their children. Professionals are often perplexed by tm@tinté the
parents’ emotions (Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003). Parents may mistake a pyoésdance
for an uncaring approach, and professionals might read unnecessary meaning into the
obvious emotional turmoil of the parents. Lawrence-Lightfoot sheds light on the
complexities and gray areas of the necessary relationship statirithénatis no more
complex and tender geography than the borderlands between families and schools”
(p. xi). Lawrence-Lightfoot presents practices that promote collaborattbrpadents
since teachers view parental input as essential to their approach indeatvout this

student.
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Teachers usually actively seek a relationship with parents during multiple
meetings over the year focusing on the positives the child might be demonsiragng
child becomes the bridge across the “borderlands”, and presents the opportunity for
parents and professionals to explore unique and complementary ways of contributing to
the growth of the student (Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003). Lawrence-Lightfooteslie
conflict is common between parents and professionals and should not be avoided, instead
anticipated. These moments of conflict are a part of the process towdndgcrea
productive relationships on behalf of the children and help parents and professionals
become “real with one another” (p. 73).

If emotions and conflict are unavoidable components of the parent-professional
encounter, then dialogue, defined as “a formal discussion or negotiation, egpeciall
between opposing sides” (Webster Online Dictionary, 2009), becomes one path toward
the possibility of a positive resolution (Cloke, 2001, 2006; Cloke & Goldsmith, 2005).
The inevitability of conflict may create the need for more frequent corti@sdetween
individuals of differing opinions and backgrounds that have to work together. Genuine
and frequent dialogue seeking consensus is proposed to be the missing piece in the very
complex and legally mandated collaboration between parents and school professionals.

This chapter presents a review of the theoretical background emphasizing the
importance of dialogue in education and organizations. Dewey (1932) characterizes
communication as art, fundamental to the forging of consensus between the gduséliti
opinions critical to ensuring democracy within education. Another theoriste K1€9€3),

expands upon the importance of dialogue between teacher and learner and introduces
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other concepts pertinent to the continuing dialogue between parents and professionals
Turnbull, Turbiville, and Turnbull (2000) define collaborative partnerships with parents
calling for similar transformations. Senge (1994) and Wheatley (1999, 2002) focus on
broaching dialogue and building relationships as the foundation of systems thinking. In
the next section, Cloke’s (2006) views on conflict resolution are introduced, asswell

the tensions between professional and parental types of knowledge that are often
expressed through formal and informal discourse (Kalyanpur & Harry, 1999; Reid &

Valle, 2004; Valle & Aponte, 2002).

Theoretical Background
Dialogue and Education

Collaboration between parents is mandated by the Individuals with Disabilities
Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA). The ideal of a “vitally social and vitallyrsla
conversation” between parents and professionals is assumed during tlos aktte
individualized education program (IEP) (Dewey, 1932, p. 7). Dialogue can lead to the
resolution of complex issues that may emerge when planning educationally flak a chi
with disabilities.

The path to consensus and democracy in a school pre-supposes a “large variety of
undertakings and experiences” since a “lack of free and equitable intercourke whi
springs from a variety of shared interests makes intellectual stiorulanbalanced.
Diversity of stimulation means novelty and novelty means challenge to thqigwey,

1932, p. 98). A lack of diversity can lead the isolated and exclusive group, or school
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separated from home and community, to focus only on protecting its own int&iests “
essential point is that isolation makes for rigidity and formal institutiangliaf life, for
static and selfish ideals within the group” (Dewey, p. 99). When this dynamic pccurs
communication with others becomes feared. A diversity of interests betweern aad
professionals is essential to create the dialogue necessary in megoliserse opinions.
If the dialogue becomes habitual, it may lose meaning for those involved and “the ritua
routine flattens and mutes the dialogues...The encounters are also distorted by
‘sentimentalism,’ a false politeness and forced decorum that do not permit honest
exchange” (Lawrence-Lightfoot, 2003, p. 79).

Freire (1993) developed a methodology to teach illiterate adults the art of
dialogue in the greatly impoverished northeast of Brazil. Freire was iddpirthe
European philosophers Buber (1958) and Sartre (1964), who distinguished between a
dialogue in which one individual dominates over the other, from one where both parties
converse as equals. Freire refers to a dialogue which essentiatiglsaga an unequal
relationship between one person () and someone else who is objectified by i(i. first
Turnbull et al. (2000) refer to this relationship as a traditional parent-professional
collaboration, one characterized by the expert hapovger overthe receiver of
expertise, this relationship is an unequal one. In contrast, a dialogue whearablé ito
encounter another “Thou” and converse “vitally” from a position of equality with one
another, holds the potential for genuine cooperation and collaboration (Dewey, 1932).
The dialogue must be meaningful to those engaged in it, candid, safe, and one where no

individual involved will be punished or belittled for not knowing something or making a
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mistake. This kind of dialogue can empower both professionals and parents. The
combined energy, or synergy, can lead to innovation and creative problem-solving.
Turnbull et al. refer to this relationship as capable of providower throughto all
involved in the dialogue.

Ideally, education is the site of continual transformation through the constant
tensions betweegpermanencandchange(Freire, 1993). This tension is crucial for a
vital dialogue to occur between opposing points of view (Dewey, 1932). Both Dewey and
Freire saw the plurality of communities within education as beneficial, perthimtain
democracy and a constant renewal through practice and problem-posing. Theadialogu
should be loving, humble, and able to express an “...intense faith in humankind, faith in
their power to make and remake, to create and re-create, faith in their vocationdcebe
fully human..” (Freire, p. 71). Ideally, thdialogical manis not naive; he is critical and
aware of the day-to-day educational barriers. This awareness opens azbntabr
relationship of which mutual trust between the dialoguers is the logical consetjue
(Freire, p. 72).

Turnbull et al.’s (2000power-throughmodel implies a complementary
relationship between parents and professionals, which assumes the professibleala
release their title and their position and permitted to be completely honest. It is
understood that the professional cannot alone provide all the answers. Being able to
openly admit to an impasse without fear of judgment or legal retribution, release
shared energy able to create scarce resources. If the fear of makaiges) being

blamed for mistakes, and admitting to ignorance is openly acknowledged and addressed,
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both parties will be able to focus on existing barriers rather than on finding futhve
another. Experiencing a new and mutually beneficial partnership, parents and
professionals learn to appreciate each other’s input, knowledge and creativity.
Other researchers present a critical and contemporary approach tgatzeso
parents of children with disabilities, including those from culturally and litiguds/erse
backgrounds (CLD), are routinely excluded from the dialogue. Parents arededuc
forcing their way into a conversation and challenging the very concept of
“professionalism” as it is traditionally perceived (Kalyanpur & Harry,A)9®arent
participation in this instance is seen by professionals as an intrusion, orstinection
of subjugated knowledge”, or a knowledge viewed as unprofessional, inexperienced, and
therefore invalid (as cited by Foucault in Reid & Valle, 2004, p. 470) . Theoretically
conflict may be the only way to force a dialogue. Although as parents thréagen “
legitimacy of professional knowledge, practices, and discourses”, dialoguedsecom
fraught with conflict (Skrtic & Sailor, 1996). The power struggle between timeafcand
professional expertise and family’s informal knowledge of the child usualtyfests
itself through the exertion of legal rights, which can further exacerbatadversarial

stance.

Mediation, Neutrality, and Resolution
Cloke (2001) encourages disputants to examine more critically what caused the

conflict between them. Cloke questions the value and effectivenassitoélity as does
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Mayer (2004). Mayer offers six reasons why disputants might resist fja&rhm
mediation:

1. Voice People want to be heard in a way that will resonate with their values;
consensus building might not offer that, and confidentiality is seen as
diminishing the voice disputants feel they need to express.

2. Procedural Justicelndividuals want to be sure their rights are being met and
have an expectation of how this should proceed but mediation is very
individualized and in essence very private.

3. Vindication Disputants want to be openly vindicated as they usually perceive
conflict leading them to being either right or wrong and not having “perceived
incompatible interests”.

4. Validation Most people are unwilling to express their outrage and hurt
feelings, or abandon their stereotypical views of the “other”.

5. Impact People engaged in conflict need a sense of control over the situation

6. Safety Because conflict often elicits fear, many disputants prefer someone
present throughout, as well as the clarity litigation seems to offer (pp. 23-33)

Cloke (2006) sees every conflict as leading to a crossroad between three paths.

The first path directs the participants to anger and bitterness over thehgas

encouraging adversarial relationships and impasse in the future. The secoeddqstb |
“empathy, acceptance, honesty, and mutual respect and draws us into negotiations over
the future” bringing the disputants closer to “resolution, collaboration and mutual

problem solving” (p.1). The third path is more spiritual in nature, revealinghagdeep
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change and long term resolution of the conflict. Cloke views conflict as an opportunity
for transformation only if mediator and disputants are able to address the heart of the
conflict, resist compromise, view the other as a teacher, and address the aribe
conflict “enabling them to repair and redesign the dysfunctional sgdteath chronically
generated the conflict” (p. 5).
Thefight or flightimpulse is responsible for our reaction to perceived hostility.
Cloke (2006) states that it is not the activation of these fight or flight refedars that
makes conflict so difficult. This lack of awareness of one’s own reactions and snotive
makes it difficult to pursue more constructive, creative, and evolved alteasnaiionflict
exposes personal vulnerabilities that we might be unaware of and confused about.
Conflict is an opportunity to gain a better understanding of ourselves as opposed to
letting it define us “for ourselves and against each other - rather than $eh@s and
with others against our common problems” (p. 18). Cloke says
Conflict is therefore simply the sound made by the cracks in a system, regardles
of whether the system is personal, relational, familial, organizationad|,soci
economic, or political. Alternatively, it is a warning light pointing at something i
our character, relationship, or environment that is not working, either for us or for
others. It can be an opportunity for rethinking and innovation, or the birth pain of
a new way of being or behaving that is waiting to be born (p. 18).
Cloke’s thoughts resonate with Turnbull et al.’s (1999) research and with Senge’s

(1994) vision of systems thinking. Each of these theories depends largely on oytabilit
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change our mental models, take responsibility for our actions and our faultptperse

continually learn about ourselves with others, and foster a shared vision through dialogue

Systems Thinking and Conversations

Senge (1994) believes that dialogue or the “flow of meaning” between individuals
in a group and the capacity of members of a team to suspend assumptions and enter into
a genuine collaborative thinking process allows the group to discover insights not
attainable individually. Dialogue involves discovering how to learn as a tedncav to
recognize the barriers to team learning. The basic premise is thainpsatdanot be
resolved in isolation. Understanding the context in which problems occur helps disclose
complete patterns and the place where the change must originate (Senge)p®sents
the following four inter-related disciplines:

1. Personal mastery or developing life long learning habits;

2. Changing personal mental models or “deeply ingrained assumptions,
generalizations, or even pictures or images that influence how we understand
the world and how we take action”;

3. Building a shared vision or developing buy in; and

4. Fostering team learning through dialogue (p. 8).

Each of the disciplines lead to the fifth discipline which is systems thinkinfj dsa

...shift of mind- from seeing ourselves as separate from the world to connected to

the world, from seeing problems as caused by someone or something “out there”

to seeing how our own actions create the problems we experience. A learning
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organization is a place where people are continually discovering how they create

their reality. And how they can change it (Senge, pp.12-13).

Like Freire (1993), Senge (1994) suggests dialogue has the potential of fostering
self-reflection, building community, and creative resolution to problems encodintere
Obviously effort or leadership is needed to start the transformation, but the process
assumes equity and inter-dependence between participants who are “congauaihg
to learn together” (Senge, p. 3). A second suggestion is concerned with the individual’s
ability to reflect and take full responsibility for his or her part of the whslees

Wheatley (1999) marks the scientific shift toward understanding a system by
studying the relationships within those networks rather than separatginizang the
parts. Wheatley believes simple cause and effect are no longer sufficistdterstand
the multiplicity of connections and relationships that might explain one phenomenon.
Similarly, Senge (1994) states categorically “the tools and ideas @éserthis book
are for destroying the illusion that the world is created of separateataurébrces.

When we give up this illusion — we can then build ‘learning organizations’...” (p. 3).

Wheatley (2002) states in order to understand an increasingly complex world, we
must turn to one another in order to “find our way through the darkness” and regain
community. The simplest way to do so is to “start talking about what we care about”

(p. 4). In the context of conflict in special education, that might simply mean putting the
child in the center and welcoming different, even opposing views. Substantiating

Turnbull et al.’s (2000) views on collaborative empowerment, Wheatley says that
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solutions can only be found if both sides admit to not knowing the answer and are willing
to listen to diverse opinions.

We weren't trained to admit we don’t know. Most of us were taught to sound

certain and confident, to state our opinion as if it were true. We haven't been

rewarded for being confused. Or for asking more questions rather than giving

quick answers. We've also spent many years listening to others mainly to

determine whether we agree or not. We don’t have time to sit and listen to those

who think differently than we do (Wheatley, p. 34).

The ideas of Dewey (1932) and Freire (1993), as well as the philosophies of
Buber (1958), and Foucault (1980), have led to a systems-way of thinking posed by
Senge (1994) and Wheatley (1999, 2002). This way of thinking has established the
framework of conflict in special education within the larger educationaéxbnt

Together, the authors cited in this theoretical background point to the following
ten propositions:

1. A plurality of opinions is essential.

2. Building a “horizontal relationship” establishes trust and opens the path to

building relationships and increasing collaboration.

3. Power and mutual boundaries must be constantly reexamined.

4. Dialogue leads to personal and systemic transformation.

5. Engaging in a “vital” dialogue is the first step to finding creative solutions

existing local barriers.
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9.

10. Admitting ignorance and inadequacy should not be punished but perceived as
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Revitalizing frequent dialogue in teamwork restores meaning to routine

meetings.

. Creating the time for frequent and consistent dialogue is vital and cost-

effective.
Conflict is an indication of underlying systemic problems.

Conflict is a necessary step and an opportunity for resolution.

an opportunity for more learning and increased collaboration.

Re-establishing a dialogue with parents is vital for both the well-lditige

school community and the student. Frequent opportunities for conversations must be
provided in schools to build the relationships that will enable faster resolution of common

misunderstandings (Opuda, 1999) and allow both parents and professionals to create

solutions recognizing the many restraints public schools endure (Lake & Bélngs

2000).
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CHAPTER FIVE

APPROACHES TO DISPUTE RESOLUTIONS

A large number of due process hearings occur nationally resulting in suddstanti
financial and emotional cost to parents and schools (Zirkel & Gischlar, 2008)oitb a
litigation and due process hearinBgsolution meetingsill be discussed. A resolution
meeting is a recent practice instituted by IDEIA (2004) adding a fastaplprior to due
process “for early dispute resolution when parents and school districts disagree over
services to be provided to a student with disabilities” (Henderson & Moses, 2008, p. 1).
Henderson and Moses’ research on the efforts of eight states that support anteimpl
this practice is reviewed.

In special education, the balance between the legally defined procedhts ri
and underlying individual interests is delicate. Long-term resolution hasea tience
of succeeding if both parties view conflict as a potential for transformaéther than a
battle to be won or lost. The idea that conflict may be viewed as a transformieg9i®c
not new to education (Bradley & Monda-Amaya, 2005; Uline, Tschannen-Moran, &
Perez, 2003). Cloke (2006), from the field of mediation and negotiation, writes about the

dimensions of and responses to conflict.

Trends in Due Process Hearings
To understand the great need for dispute resolution strategies, it is helpful to
review the trend in the number of formal due process hearings occurringebeit@@?

and 2008 (Zirkel & Gischlar, 2008). This section reviews the literature regalsirapst
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of due process hearings, the demographics associated with persons frecamintly st
formal procedures, and the effectiveness of mediation (Chambers, Harr, & Dhanani
2003; Reiman et al., 2007; Schrag & Schrag, 2004). Interesting recent reseaggkdurv
eight states for their opinions on resolution meetings which is an additional Biepan

the path to due process (Henderson & Moses, 2008). The resolution meeting initiative is
often the culmination of many informal alternative dispute resolution sféord has been
initiated in these different states over the last decade.

Zirkel and Gischlar (2008) tracked national trends in the number of due process
hearings that were adjudicated (written decision issued by hearingrptietween 1992
and 2008, and rank ordered states “by the number of adjudicated hearings both on an
overall basis and on a per capita, i.e., per 10,000 special education students” (Zirkel &
Gishlar, p. 23).

Zirkel and Gischlar’'s (2008) analysis revealed an overall steadyasers the
number of due process hearings from 1997-2004. New York and New Jersey consistently
accounted for approximately 56% of all disputes in special education and the egght m
litigious states account for about 80% of all national disputes. The top eigktvsiidite
the most due process hearings were New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvafan@ali
Maryland, lllinois, Connecticut, and Texas. Although a per capita analysigeh#e
distribution somewhat, New York and New Jersey remain at the top. The remaxning si
states with the highest per capita disputes are Hawaii, Connecticut, Rhade Isla

Maryland, Pennsylvania and New Hampshire.
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Zirkel and Gischlar (2008) explain the yearly fluctuations by examining the
corresponding legal frameworks. The initial increase in the number of due process
hearings followed the passage of the 1986 IDEA reauthorization, which granted attorney
fees to prevailing parents. Decreasing rates could be due to the IDEA 198¥haenés
introducing and encouraging mediation (Zirkel & Gischlar). Zirkel and Gas@dsert
the importance of observing future tendencies in the number of disputes because IDEI
(2004) expands on the provisions for mediation initiated with IDEA (1997). Specifically,
IDEA’s (1997) pre-hearing requirement introduced the process of resolution rseeting
thus moving the opportunity for mediation earlier in the dispute process (i.e. no longer
tied to the due process hearing request), and established a two-year Statitiation
for complaints to be lodged. One significant concern raised by Zirkel and Gisctilar
over-legalization of the “hearing-level stage” (2008, p. 23) or the stage atelihender
IDEIA (2004). Another issue is the extent of emotional and financial impact on both
parents and professionals during the early stages of the adversarial disgut®nes
system under IDEIA (2004) (Lanigan, Audette, Dreier, & Kobersy, 2001).

Schrag and Schrag (2003) suggest that there is a relationship between the high
numbers of disputes and families of higher socio-economic status (SES) letelyA s
conducted by the American Institute for Research (AIR) and the Specialtiéduca
Expenditure Project (SEEP) was released entitfeédt are We Spending on Procedural
Safeguards in Special Education 1999-2Q008ambers et al., 2003). This study was
based on surveys at the state, district, and school level. This study found suburban school

districts with the highest SES backgrounds were more likely (70%) to |tatge s
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complaints or request due process hearings than their suburban lower SES caosinterpart
(21%).

Reiman et al. (2007) reviewed the literatureatinrnative dispute resolution
(ADR) in special education. Some of the studies Reiman et al. examined suppagt Schra
and Schrag’s (2004) observations that families with higher SES engage mdseineadi
conflict. Cases involving families with high SES tend to be resolved more freguentl
due process hearings, while those from low SES communities are more ofteadesol
during mediation conferences. If parents were unable to afford the full duspewk
good legal counsel, “...due process was not found to promote objective justice” (Reiman
et al., p. 4). Many studies promoted the design of ADR programs, enlisting the
collaboration of parents and local mediation centers in exploratory panels, as well
involving parents in advisory committees and in conflict resolution training a&sivit
(Reiman et al.).

Chambers, Harr and Dhanani (2003) reported between 1999 and 2000, the cost of
due process, mediation, and litigation was an average of $24 per special education
student. During that same period school districts spent at least 0.3% of thespéaial
education budget on conflict (Reiman et al., 2007). In 2004, the average cost of due
process and mediation was between $8,000 and $12,000 per case (Reiman at al.), while
Feinburg et al. (2002) mentioned that the overall cost of this very compleausigi

process has exceeded $40,000 per hearing.
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Dimensions of Conflict

Effective approaches to dispute resolution must be directed to the origins of

conflict. This section will review the key dimensions of conflict. Cloke and Gotdsm

(2005) attribute the origins of conflict to the inability to communicate needsyctesl

the fear of conflict itself. Suppressing and avoiding conflict may lead to despeés of

conflict since disputants may settle for less than ideal solutions. Every orgoifigt

possesses at its core at least two fundamental truths “the truth of impatses are

stuck with a problem from which we would like to escape and cannot, and the truth of

resolution, that it is possible for us to become unstuck and move to a higher order of

relationship” (Cloke & Goldsmith, p. xxi).

Often what opposes adversaries also connects them since they typicaHpcar

the same core issues; thus, conflict can become an opportunity for transformiatien. C

(2006) lists ten needs that are met when individuals engage in conflict. Understanding

these needs may help parents and special educators better grasp the soantkst.of

These needs are

1.

2.

3.

Finding an immediate source of meaning and identity for one’s life;
Finding energy even if fueled by negative emotions;

Transforming the suffering endured through conflict into meaning;
Safeguarding needs for privacy and space;

Creating intimacy, even if negative;

Diverting attention from other issues we do not want broached;

Communicating honestly and venting;
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9.

105

Getting fast results;

Making us feel righteous; and

10. Encouraging change (Cloke, 2006, pp. 14-17).

Cloke (2006) offers six essential reasons for conflict:

1.

2.

3.

4.

The presence of two or more people

A disagreement over form, process, relationship, or outcomes

Many negative emotions (anger, fear, jealousy, shame, guilt or grief)

A lack of awareness of self and other, antagonistic spirit, intention, or energy
A closed-hearted attitude

An adversarial, bureaucratic, or highly competitive context, system, culture, or

environment (p. 23).

The sixth reason for systemic conflict is further defined by Cloke (2006) as

follows:

Systems manifest their dysfunction through chronic conflicts that mayappe

purely personal, yet emanate from systemic sources. These conbietslggper

and more profound as the system loses its ability to adapt to a changing

environment...In organizations they may emerge as a result of an unclear vision or

goals, inept leadership, or hierarchical, bureaucratic, autocratic mhager

practices...This suggests that identifying and reforming dysfunctigsiaiss,

contexts, and environments, including their structures, processes, relationships,

and cultures, might be useful techniques in resolving conflict (p. 23).
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Cloke (2006) suggests that breaking away from “chronic systemic conflict”
requires evolvement from a microscopic view focused on the two individuals in tonflic
e.g., one school and one set of parents, to a macroscopic and future-oriented vision in
which both parties can focus on resolution. For example, parents and professionals might
both attend to issues such as the scarcity of resources in education, the probledhs caus
by high teacher attrition, or the lack of building level leadership for spetiiabéon.
Cloke emphasizes the importance of discussing conflict openly and immgdiatieér
than parents and professionals blaming each other. Elements of conflict resolution as

described by Cloke are summarized in Table 3.

Responses to Disagreements and Conflict

How do groups that must establish working relationships usually address
disagreements? Cloke (2006) defines three responses used over the centtiiethéirs
use of power, which includes war, violence and coercion. The responses to power can be
surrender, resistance and/or an escalation of violence, fueling future disputes.
Cloke identified the second response to conflict as the creation of laws satttagh
the abuses of those in power and allowing individuals to exercise their rigids. Si
individuals exercising their rights are often perceived as a threat to thosean pghts
should never be taken for granted. The outcome of living in a rights-based culture is
increased bureaucracy, the development of contractual language and technical
compliance, as well as “lesser, muted versions of all of the problems cregteddy

(Cloke, p. 59). A culture of collaboration is difficult to promote in a society that
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Table 3

Elements in a Unified Theory of Conflict Resolution

Component of conflict Adversarial, bureaucratic, or highly
competitive context, system, culture, or

environment

Likely results Hostile social conditions, systems and/or
structures; e.g. hierarchical, bureaucratic

and autocratic relations

What is needed or missing Systemic change, collaborative
relationship, cultural sensitivity, equity,

equality, community and democracy

Possible strategies for intervention Transform system, alter or adapt
environment, balance power, build

participation and consensus

Conflict location System, context, society

Resolution styles Synergy, community, systems design

Principle methods and forms of resolution  Prejudice reduction, systemic change,

organizational democracy

Forms of interaction and process Learning-based collaboration, consensus,

public dialogue

Degrees of release or closure Prevention, continuous, iterative, open-

ended

Note. Adapted with permission from the author, Cloke, (200&.crossroads of conflict-A

journey into the heart of dispute resoluti@@algary, Canada: Janis Publications.

emphasizes claiming one’s rights. Cloke explains that “Every declaratigyhtsf r
implicitly recognizes that if rights genuinely existed, there would no reedddlare

them” (p. 146). While rights are a necessary step in the process toward coltayorati
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proclaiming one’s rights often introduces an attitude of entitlement that ntdlezder

to develop understanding and start the necessary deeper dialogue. Focusing amdrights a
entitlement provokes both sides to see each other as the problem instead of identifyin
the common problems they both face, i.e. lack of resources, training, and difficulty
collaborating within schools or with leadership.

The third and most recent response to conflict is referred to as “intesest-ba
processes” (Fisher et al., 1991). These processes attempt to reveal possiblimmgnde
reasons for conflict and identify commonalities between parties througibordtion and
mediation. This approach generates community-minded practices by identiftyat
people want and why they want it, thereby leading to more creative and lastitigrsol

If an interest-based response to conflict were applied to the area of parent-
professional conflict in special education, both parents and professionals wouldltake ful
responsibility for the conflict and its outcomes and focus on eliminating thersar
within the school and community that might be escalating arguments (Cloke, 2006).
Cloke believes this shift in responsibility is usually an arduous processopexgthe
necessary dialogue within a largely rights-based system, which rsexly prescribed
by contractual language and fueled by the fear of legal action, demande etereness
and effort from everyone involved (Lanigan et al., 2001; Zirkel, 2004). Curtis (2005),
who worked in an interdisciplinary collaborative law clinic on special educatiatede
issues, encourages school administrators to approach litigation with parents as “...a

possible indication of underlying problems at the school. If a parent is threatesing,
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it is an urgent signal that something in the school or in the district has gorig@urys,

p. 514).

Conflict Intervention Strategies

This section presents conflict in special education as an opportunity for
transformation and reform, an approach inspired by Cloke and Goldsmith’s work (2005)
in mediation. Cloke (2006) presents the idea of working together, or collaborating to
identify “our common problems” to achieve long term resolution. This concept allows
educators and parents to alter their view of conflict in special educationradivadual
issue between two parties to a bigger issue both educators and parents might want to
resolve. In fact, Cloke believes conflicting issues affect parentpadgessionals.

Cloke’s research incorporates work on negotiation by Fisher, Ury and Patton
(1991), who emphasized the differences between a position (demand) and the underlying
interest (need). Addressing underlying interests initially insteachofing to positions
can facilitate mutually satisfying and creative resolutions allownty parties to “win”.

Cloke (2006) presents seven dimensions or levels of intervention for conflict.
These dimensions, listed in ascending order with the higher number indicatitbgra be
chance of achieving a sustainable resolution, are

1. Stopping the fight,

2. De-escalating the conflict,

3. Compromise,

4. Resolving the underlying causes,
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5. Forgiving,

6. Reconciling, and

7. Designing future preventative systems (Cloke, 2006).

Concrete examples of these consecutive interventions applied to a school setting
might involve the case of a teacher engaged in constant petty conflicts veittisp#n
intervention from the principal might be to tell the teacher to stop fightinghao#e the
law (IDEIA, 2004) or dimension one. A second dimension might involve learning about
interest-based negotiation principles, basic conflict resolution skilldaanitation to
transform the relationship between principal, teacher and parents into a pgstr@nshi
key aspect of conflict intervention is to empower those in disagreement to explore
they are both faced with similar problems and how to overcome them together, which can
lead to dimensions three, four, five and six. This is accomplished by assisting those
involved to clarify common values, redefine roles and responsibilities, confront
leadership issues that can positively influence lines of communication, atel reea
solutions. A seventh dimension of intervention might involve exploring conflict
resolution designs to prevent future conflicts. The purpose of this last approach is to
redesign the school’s culture and structure by initiating a school-wide ukatogl

change process.

The Use of Mediation under IDEA
Schrag and Schrag (2004) researched the effectiveness of the dispute resolution

system in special education from 1999-2001. These authors noted that over one-third of
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dispute resolution cases involved several requests for mediation between 2000 and 2001,
and only 24% chose to use mediation again. Reiman et al. (2007) found mixed levels of
satisfaction from parents and school districts regarding mediation. Otherfolad
mediation, along with the ensuing agreement reached and its implementation, brings
more contentment than due process hearings; more cooperation is fostered betwee
parties and reportedly there are lower levels of emotional intensity §Restral., p. 3).

Mediation was seen as a solution in the 1990s for the growing litigation between
parents and schools (Feinburg et al., 2002, p. 7). For the first time in 1997, IDEA
required that mediation must be available “...whenever a hearing is requested under
Sections 300-507 or 300-520-300-528" (8300-506 Mediation, IDEA, 1997). IDEIA
(2004) recommends mediation whether or not there is a request for a due procegs heari
Schrag and Schrag (2004) suggest issues with mediation specific to speciabeducat
indicate “...either many mediation agreements are not strategic or aptgpprimmany
mediation agreements are not being implemented by the parties” (8cB&gag, 2004,

p. viii), which explains why disputants might hesitate to use it.

Additionally, in the name of neutrality traditional mediators do little to help
resolve the disputes permanently; rather, the mediators often opt for setiemient
compromise (Mayer, 2004). These mediators are typically viewed as ositsider
unfamiliar with the district’s culture, the realities of the school, and apeducation
legalities. Often, mediation occurs too late in the dispute resolution process and ther
very little follow-up on decisions made during mediation (Feinburg et al., 2002; Schrag

& Schrag, 2004). Schrag and Schrag. The most widespread reason for withdrawing
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complaints (46% of the time) has involved local resolution agreements achieved during
individualized education program (IEP) meetings with team and school official

involvement or an alternative dispute resolution (ADR) (Schrag & Schrag).

Early Resolution Meetings

IDEIA (2004) mandates resolution meetings “...within 15 days of receiving
notice of parent’s due process complaint, and prior to a due process hearing” $dlender
2008, p. 10). The Henderson and Moses (2008) study is a second collaborative effort
between the Center for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education or CADRE
and the National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASRSIEh
appears in thén Forumpolicy analysis brief. Eight states were selected for this study
from responses to a prior survey. These states were Alabama, Alaska, Arizona,
Connecticut, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Wisconsin. Results from the second
survey addressed the following issues: (a) types of supports for resolutiongseeti
(b) frequency of resolution meetings, and (c) factors that impact use aftr@sol
meetings.

Each of the eight states played different roles in facilitating resolateetings
directly, but encouraged its use. Some states, Alaska and Wisconsin, contrdcted wit
outside mediating organizations to facilitate their resolution meetings. fjinisach was
used in many of the informal approaches to dispute resolution. Oklahoma and
Pennsylvania conducted pilot projects in which facilitation was directly sugaport

Positive resolutions to due process complaints in Oklahoma are now fostering more
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demand for facilitation from schools. Pennsylvania has been focusing on schools that
already offer IEP facilitation (a successful informal alternadisgpute resolution
strategy) and attempts to facilitate resolution meetings have beassiutso far.

Data collected regarding resolution efforts are conflicting as thélitles
consistency across states on what is considered and counted as a resoluign meet
settlement agreement for data collection purposes” (Henderson & Moses, 2008, p. 4).
There are different definitions of formal agreements between parents aesspnéls
according to which process was used and who was recording the agreement.

Most state administrators considered the implementation of resolution sessions
positive. Evaluation data from Oklahoma indicated 95% of the meetings ended in
agreement. One hundred percent of the meetings indicated the use of aoiawititdd
be considered for future resolution meetings. Some state reports indicataticesol
meetings led to an in-depth exploration of issues and responsibilities prior to nmving t
due process. School district administrators usually were unaware of thetqomdi to
the due process complaint being filed by a parent (Henderson & Moses, 2008, p. 5).
Resolution meetings helped address issues immediately and often wersfaliasgbey
allowed for the involvement of a wider group of individuals. Additionally, resolution
meetings frequently assisted in understanding disagreements that oactinest&EP
meetings, resulting in a new IEP meeting and eliminating a due procepkacu
(Henderson & Moses).

Mediation and resolution meetings are clearly related (Henderson & Moses,

2008). States, such as Wisconsin, where mediation is widely used frequentlyoresort
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mediation over resolution meetings. Other states’ administrations havéeexper
decreases in mediation because resolution meetings were more sucEassius that
might discourage the use of resolution meetings were the lack of perceived
“confidentiality guarantees” when compared to the mediation process. Anather tr
associated with mediation and lacking in resolution meetings was the pemasfi
guaranteed third neutral party. When facilitators are not used, attorndggHqgrarties
may be uncomfortable with a written agreement and may instead recommeationedi
Arizona and Wisconsin publicly distinguish between district-led resolution mgsedind
state-supported neutral mediations. Overall, there appears to be some confusitimeabout
process of mediation. Specifically, timelines for the mediation process nuhaffibelt to
meet and monitor, and there may be disagreement over what qualifies dera writ

settlement agreement.

The Center for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education (CADRE)
The Center for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education (CARRE)
program funded by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP), wasl ¢ceate
increase the nation’s capacity to effectively resolve special ednahsputes. Early
research from CADRE defined five stages of conflict progressing from prewveatdue
process as defined under the procedural safeguards in IDEIA (2004) narokohves f
(a) prevention, (b) disagreement, (c) conflict, (d) procedural safeguards) égh(e

review (Feinburg et al., 2002). CADRE also proposes a continuum of informal alternat
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dispute resolution (ADR) interventions, some of which have been adopted in different
states with success (Feinburg et al.; Henderson, 2008; Reiman et al., 2007).

A review of Feinburg et al.’s (2002) first three stages of conflict arfrimdl
alternative dispute resolution (ADR) strategies will be discussed. Themi@n stage
still refers to a situation with the capacity to resolve the conflict withosideit
intervention. Conflict, occurring in stages two and three, requires the nssistaa
neutral third party (e.g., a mediator, ombudsperson, IEP facilitator, or ady@csate)
eventually may result in legislative action. Feinburg et al. (2002) remarththat
continuum is not linear in nature but is in constant fluctuation between the different

stages of conflict. The five stages are summarized in Table 4.

Strategies for Resolving Parent-Administrator Conflict

At the onset of parent-administration conflicts, relationships still appda t
salvageable (Feinburg et al., 2002). Many different strategies are bwalegriented at
this level of conflict nationally. IDEIA (2004) includes recommendations ushigi‘t
party neutrals” or outside facilitators from parent training inforamatienters (PTI) to
prepare for mediation. PTIs are funded by the Office of Special Prog&®t) and
offer many services to parents of children with special needs. Some Statédfduca
Agencies (SEA) use PTls in their ADR plan such as in California, Oregon, and South
Dakota (Henderson, 2008). Ombudsmen can also play a vital role in investigating
complaints and proposing solutions. Vermont is listed as using ombudsmen as is Arizona

(Feinburg et al., 2002).
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The Conflict Resolution Continuum
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Stages of Conflict

Stage | Stage | Stage Il Stage IV Stage V
Prevention Disagreement  Conflict Procedural Legal
review

Intervention
Stakeholder Parent-to-Parent Facilitation, Mediation  Hearing
training, assistance, Mediation, (IDEA, review;
Stakeholder Case manager, Hybrid models, 1997); Litigation;
council, Telephone Ombudsperson, Resolution Legislation.
Collaborative intermediary. Third-party, meetings
rule-making. opinion or (IDEIA,

consultation. 2004);

(e.g. seeking the

opinion of an

outside expert)

State

complaints;

Due process

hearings

Intervention continuum

3 party assistance

»

Decisions made by disputants———

Interest-based

»
»

» " paBy intervention

rights-based

decisions matebyty

Note: Adapted with permission from the authors, Feinburg, Beyer & Ma662).Beyond

mediation: Strategies for appropriate early dispute resolution iniapeducation Downloaded

from CADRE http://www.directionservice.org/cadre/index.com 9/6/06.
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Parent-to-Parent Assistance

Other approaches to de-escalate conflict include offétargnt-to-Parent
Assistancavithin school districts or counties (Wisconsin) (Feinburg, et al., 2002). Local
parent advocates have helped other parents learn about the special educationnatocess a
prepare for IEP meetings. These parent advocates have been instrumentabpirdgvel
collaboration and good will between parents and schools. When problems arise, there are
parent-to-parent clearinghouses where parents can call. The calless@mned to a
resource parent who assists them in deciding which path is best for them. Some Special
Education Local Planning Areas (SELPA) in California, and Area Educationchese
(AEA) in lowa hire parents trained in ADR solutions to provide IEP support (Henderson,
2008).

Henderson (2008) indicates that 26 states use parent to parent assistance to
resolve conflict but define it differently. Some states utilize paremimigaand
information centers (PTI) as a form of parent-to-parent assistarioe. €ates, such as
Wisconsin, make specific efforts to use parents in diffusing conflict. Tlsedsin PTI
partners with the Wisconsin Special Education Mediation System (WSEMS).TThe P
has given more than 3,000 parents information on dispute resolution options as well as
facilitated IEPs and mediations. Much of WSEMS'’s success is due to a closagap
between the regional special education administrators’ organization, thend&n
independent dispute resolution consultant. Virginia uses the services of a state leve
parent coordinator responsible for the creation of local parent resourcescasteell as

a state ombudsman. Some local education authorities (LEAS) hire parent ombudsmen and
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coordinators. Oregon collaborates closely with their state PTIl on a Panoed,P
where parents serve as partners to other parents in conflict during HsRidraor
mediation meetings. The primary role of the PTI is to help parents preparedtngs
and identify issues, plan agendas, and clarify roles. During meetings therpare

essentially used as expert listeners and models for parent-professitatamation.

Dispute Resolution Case Managers

In Pennsylvania, parents are assigned to assist others experiencing sadua a
as the mediation office is contacted. The pacast managewill assist in “...reviewing
options for resolving disputes” (Feinburg et al., 2002, p. 21). Case coordinators at the
state level support a multi-program family agency and focus on fostering fschibpl
partnerships. Case coordinators offer technical assistance in helpingdashdose a
process to resolve disagreements. Many states use telephone intersediaotéines to
assist in finding ADR solutions appropriate for the callers (e.g., Alabama,adolor
Florida, lowa, Kansas, Massachusetts, New Mexico, and Texas) (Feinbl)g et a

Henderson (2008) notes that 13 states have used dispute resolution case managers,
with two other states in the planning stage. This intervention is loosely defined. Some
state level mangers inform parents of procedures and rules for both formaicansl
complaints. Others operate only at a regional level. lowa uses at leassohution
facilitator coordinator per AEA to work with both parents and schools to spegificall
define the issues, resolve the problems informally, or refer parties to aonoed f

resolution option. Pennsylvania uses three case managers at the state leve,thvo ar
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first contact after a due process hearing is requested. The case méaeagene the link
between parties, attorneys and the hearing officer. A mediation case mermagénates

all mediation requests.

Telephone Intermediary

When a conflict is identified, &elephone Intermediamtervenes directly with
the parents to investigate whether or not informal resolution is still possditd(rg et
al., 2002). Often parents are confused about the chain of command in their district, or do
not know about different alternative dispute resolution options and simply need more
information. Intermediaries can also facilitate discussions betweentgdeal special
education administrators, general school staff, and service providers) as veek find
and identify issues (Massachusetts, Maryland, Texas, and Pennsylvamby(gret al.).
Other intermediaries might be parents of children with disabilities. Tieihative is
used in Colorado, New Mexico, Florida, and Maryland. School districts have also
established parent hotlines for families who act as ombudsmen and liaisonsbetwee

parties (Feinburg et al.).

Prevention
Stakeholder Trainings
The first example of resolution optionsStgakeholder Trainingahich attempt to
provide main stakeholders (i.e., educators, parents, and service providers) basic

negotiation and conflict resolution skills (Feinburg et al., 2002). This training is
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concerned with minimizing conflict and “...increasing the capacity of systnd
individuals to meaningfully collaborate and problem solve” prior to a conflict aogurr
(Feinburg, et al., p.16). Feinburg cites examples of training topics astoa@tare
decision making, negotiation, mediation, multi-party dispute resolution, large group
facilitation, and cultural diversity” (p. 21). This guidance process empowgers it
participants to identify ways of building consensus and effective communication
strategies at the start of the individualized education program (IEP) probessaining
can be conducted at the state or a local level. Kentucky, lowa, Virginia, agdnCre
using Stakeholder Trainings.

Henderson (2008) found 19 state educational agencies (SEA) are now using
Stakeholder Training, with another five attempting to develop it. Some stitealtr
stakeholders together while others focus on mediators and IEP facilitatedsiaational
administrators. Federally funded Parent Training Information CentefsgRy an
influential role in these training efforts. If a state is subdivided into localk¢idac
agencies (LEA) such as the area education agencies (AEA) in lovedyaraliion
increases locally when LEAS, parents, and general education educators aredimnvol

the training.

Stakeholders’ Council
The second strategy devised by Feinburg et al. (2002) includes developing a
Stakeholders’ Counchly bringing together participants to develop a common vision for

the state’s dispute and resolution programs. The contributors undergo yeaiggrai
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together. Wisconsin has a particularly strong stakeholder council progch@adifornia
and lowa also have utilized this approach.

Henderson (2008) referred to these councils as “stakeholder management or
oversight councils” (p. 4). Twelve states have applied this resolution mechartrsm wi
another five still in the process of developing stakeholder councils. North Dakota has
employed the State Advisory Panel required by IDEA (1997) to provide ADRtéo sta
staff members with guidance. Oregon has formed a subcommittee of the Biisi@nA
Council, also known as the Dispute Resolution Committee, in which stakeholders (i.e.,
parents, mediators, attorneys for both parents and LEAs, advocacy groupntajpinese
and a judge) serve. Other states have created separate oversight.dowwigsonsin,
members of the stakeholders’ council also serve on the Wisconsin Special @ducati
Mediation System (WSEMS). lowa has held facilitated dialogues betstakeholders
every three years to make recommendations for the state. A similar copmetes in

Pennsylvania.

Collaborative Rule Making

Feinburg et al.’s (2002) third approach uses the practiCekdborative Rule
Makingas exemplified in Maine. The state education authority (SEA) has invited parents
advocates and school staff to determine policy with training on negotiated rule making
and consensus building. Feinburg et al. note that while reaching consensus may be

difficult and time consuming, “...collaboratively developed rules were much meilg ea
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adopted, and the rancor and divisiveness that typically occurs during adoption of

controversial rules were conspicuously absent” (p. 19).

Strategies for Resolving Conflict

When the conflict becomes obvious, most LEAs and SEAs will use outside
facilitators to try to resolve it. Once disagreements have been identifiediuaill seek
mediation or search for outside intervention. For example, Beekman Esq., an attorney
who has widely written and presented on conflict in special education (2004; Beekman,
2005a, 2005b) advises both parties to consult with a relations expert for ways to improve
communication. Oregon provided an advisory opinion option. Both parties present their
case to a judge for 45 minutes, and the judge issues a non-binding option (Henderson,
2008). Connecticut uses this same approach. Presenting one’s case to a judge is an
approach “...particularly attractive to parents who may not be able to affordeat fees
but seek a more formal resolution option. This procedure also provides the party who is
requesting the hearing the opportunity to be ‘heard’ by an impartial heariogyoff

(Henderson, p. 9)

Mediation Hybrid Models

A mediation session is generally understood to place the parties in opposition in
the same space with a mediator in the middle who will seek to find common ground
between the two. Alternatively, ADR identifies many other hybrid exangflesediation

such ashuttle mediationwhich uses collaborative teams of professionals and parents
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who shuttle back and forth between parties in conflict. Schools may have solution teams
of parents and professionals within school districts, or at the Special Educatiain L
Planning Areas (SELPA) level to help alleviate stress within IEP4eltultiple models

of mediation are used. Some strategies are co-mediation, solution teams, r panel
usually consisting of two trained ADR experts, i.e., a parent and an educator,

collaborating to help disputants reach an agreement (Feinburg et al., 2002).

IEP Facilitation: An Emerging Practice

In Minnesota, one strategy involves facilitating the IEP meeting, or deisigraat
IEP “manager” (Feinburg et al., 2002) In this process, the role of the tacilgaviewed
as neutral, and this facilitator's main focus is to create an IEP and heggsoup in
achieving that goal. Michigan has trained facilitators at the sta#® o concentrate
primarily on the dynamics of the meeting, maintain respect, ensureltas¢ beard, and
lead the team to focus on the future rather than dwelling on past histories (§&nhbur
al.).

Henderson (2008) mentions that IEP facilitation is a growing practice with 24
states currently using this strategy, usually coordinated at theestateWisconsin has
used experienced mediators in a pilot program to facilitate IEPs since 2004 fihstt
two years of its implementation, the state received 123 requests, of which T&dresul
completed IEPs. Mediation requests have now dropped as a result of genetadizifig t
facilitation practice. This facilitation strategy appears to be guetafe as it often

generates a “...general re-orienting of the system towards collabozétives to build
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trust and strengthen communication through involvement of a neutral third party”
(Henderson, p. 7). Minnesota facilitated 34 IEPs last year reaching a 948magteate.
lowa and Pennsylvania have trained facilitators and mediators assigned fsEgfaand
have also experienced satisfactory results. North Dakota uses speciabadexatrts
from their State University to provide facilitation to LEAs. Facil@attraining and
services are also delivered locally directly through LEAs. Somesstateh as Oregon,
provide LEAs with a list of facilitators and/or mediators available tdifaig difficult
IEPs. Maryland collaborates with local conflict resolution centers to detaieirtg. In
Maryland, facilitation is available at any time of the IEP creation ocdindict stage.
Oregon requires that IEP facilitation occur after a due processstdtpgebeen filed. In
Washington, a settlement conference follows the due process hearinggpbgsade

trained judge that helps disputants work toward a settlement.

Conclusion
The early reliance on procedures that use quasi-judicial forums as the way
resolve conflict between parents and school professionals has produced an adversaria
system (Schrag & Schrag, 2004). This trend firmly places parents and advocdages in t
role of IDEA enforcers (Turnbull, 2007). The past practice of heavily relying on
procedural rights does little to heal and re-establish a vital collaborationlamoinship
necessary for the education of the student, even if it appears to resolve confiet on t

surface. Efforts to find local solutions (Schrag & Schrag) focusing on préiventa
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approaches described by Feinburg et al. (2002) and Henderson (2008) will create a
difference in the habitual stances.

Alternative dispute resolution (ADR) strategies appear to offer the mosiggrom
at the moment (Henderson & Moses, 2008). Henderson (2008) summarized factors that
strongly support the use of ADR, including (a) the perception of neutrality or hsidg t
party neutrals to ease the conflict resolution process for disputants, (b) thfeadsesory
groups or stakeholders to explore ADR processes, and finally, (c) the use of data t
evaluate programs.

Henderson (2008) identifies the three main factors that deter the use of ADR as
(a) effective use of time especially if facilitation is absent frororatroversial IEP,
(b) ownership of the IEP process by schools might interfere with someoi@gcono
facilitate an IEP meeting or conduct a mediation, and (c) difficulty in buildusg and
establishing positive communication between parties in conflict. If disfsutack
respectful and effective communication skills, resolution will be more diffio reach.
Retaliation remains a concern for parents and heightens levels of distrustrédaende

Being able to openly address conflict collaboratively and eadstisal in the
resolution of perennial disputes. Developing and deepening our understanding of the
causes, dimensions, and fears of conflict will add to the flexibility neededft@cra
organizational structure flexible enough to allow personal and meaningfubnslaitps

within an institutional setting (Cloke, 2006).



126

CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSION

This review analyzed conflict in special education between parents and
professionals as the expression of many systemic cracks in the naticcaticuhl
systems. Each step of the special education process for making decisions about the
evaluation of a child suspected of having a disability is a potential area attonfl
between parents and professional educators. Unfortunately, most gedespéaial
education administrators and teachers are not trained to cope with conflicsounie€li

School reform has resulted in new legislation for both general and special
education and has contributed to conflict and disputes. Changes in the rules and
regulations began with compliance and now require specific accountability for student
achievement resulting in increased pressures on special educationsteacher
administrators. Also, the lack of collaboration between parents and professioaddsk
of time to fully implement the rules and regulations, and the lack of financial supglort a
resources have played important roles in increasing tension and conflict betwesga pa
and educators. All of these systemic cracks have contributed to the disputes hctd conf
between parents and professionals.

A major question that needs to be answered is, “What should be done to prevent
or reduce the special education disputes and conflicts within the nation’s schdtds?” A
reviewing the causes of conflict, this dissertation has identified approactietrategies

for preventing and resolving conflict and disputes between professionals ants jpdre
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children with disabilities. Examples of these approaches and strategmsamarized in

the following section.

Recommendations
Identify and Resolve Systemic Problems Contributing to Conflict
A large number of due process hearings occur nationally and the number is
increasing. These hearings result in substantial financial and emotiohtd pasents,
professionals, and educational agencies. The most effective and far-reggtoarh for
reducing the number of conflicts occurring in schools is to identify systemicepnebl
initiate school-wide dialogue, and implement a change process to reform thregexist

system including policies, organizational structures, and operating procedures.

Apply the Ten Principles for Preventing or Resolving Conflicts
This approach for preventing or resolving conflict is based on a conceptual
framework of meaningful dialogue and collaboration between parents and edusradiors
focused primarily on the district or school level because local resolution holds the mos
promise for conflict resolution (Schrag & Schrag, 2004). Grounding the review on
conflict are the following ten principles:
1. A plurality of opinions is essential.
2. Building “horizontal relationships” establishes trust and opens the path to building
relationships and increasing collaboration.

3. Power and mutual boundaries must be constantly reexamined.
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4. Dialogue leads to personal and systemic transformation.
5. Engaging in a “vital” dialogue is the first step to finding creative solutions
existing local barriers.
6. Revitalizing frequent dialogue in teamwork restores meaning to routine meetings
7. Creating the time for frequent and consistent dialogue is vital and cestredt
8. Conflict is an indication of underlying systemic problems.
9. Conflict is a necessary step and an opportunity for resolution.
10. Admitting ignorance and inadequacy should not be punished but perceived as an

opportunity for learning and increased collaboration.

Engage in Dialogue as a Strategy for Preventing or Resolving Conflicts
Parent-professional conferences often are an intensely personal exgerere
parents are very vulnerable because they are speaking about their child¥ets Pary
mistake a professional stance as an uncaring approach. Also, professionaladnay re
unnecessary meaning into the obvious turmoil of the parents, become upset, and respond
in kind. It is important that professionals understand and apply effective stsateqgi
engaging in a productive dialogue with parents. There are four guidelineseeglpful.
First, on a personal level, each individual should reflect and take full
responsibility for his or her part in the entire issue, admit to not knowing thegraswd
listen to diverse opinions rather than countering them. If one is aware of one’s own
reactions and motives, this awareness will help achieve a more constractatere, and

mutually shared alternative solution to conflict. For example, the use of Icseita
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reflection and examining personal relationships to power is a critical steptpessonal
change and a step toward systems change.

Second, professionals should not avoid conflict, but anticipate it. In an adversarial
situation, it is helpful to examine the probable causes of a conflict, try to undefrstand t
other person’s feelings and point of view through empathy, acceptance, honesty, and
mutual respect. It is important to try and understand the context or the systémhn w
conflicts occur in order to identify where changes must be made to prevent or resolve
future conflicts.

Third, both parties should converse as equals. One individual should not dominate
over the other. In this way mutual trust can develop. Parents should be encouraged to
express their thoughts about an issue and be included in the dialogue as a valued
contributor to the discussion.

Fourth, when individuals with differing opinions and backgrounds are attempting
to reach a consensus, conversations should be held more frequently. This wilbettable
parties to understand each other’s position and provide more time to explore mutually

satisfactory solutions to resolve the conflict situation.

Adopt an Interest-Based Approach to Dispute Resolution

Both parents and professionals must take full responsibility for resolvingctonf
and its outcomes. It is necessary to focus on eliminating the barriers tota@stlution
before the problem-solving process can begin. It is essential to revieshiba’s

culture and identify problematic contexts and environments in which change should be



130

made. All attempts to resolve disputes must be directed to the origins of conflict.
Underlying interests or needs should be addressed. Only then is it possibteséor t
involved in the resolution process to focus on a commonly identified issue that must be
resolved. Examples of strategies for preventing or resolving conflictghraw interest-
based approach to mediation are presented.

School-wide dialogue between all stakeholders is necessary for thichang
process approach to succeed. This interest-based approach is invaluableifginiglent
the possible reasons for conflict, finding the commonalities between partidmbf
people want and why they want it, and focusing the stakeholders on resolving a common
goal.

Since collaboratively developed rules are more easily adopted, the statéoaducat
agency can invite parents, advocates and school staff and train them in collaborative
negotiated rule making, policy, and consensus building. Some state educationsagencie
have created Stakeholders’ Councils for developing a common vision for the state
dispute and resolution programs and providing training for educators and parents.

Local educational agencies include parents, educators, and other service providers
training in basic negotiation and conflict resolution skills. Parents also shoulduenhc
on all advisory committees. Mediation or resolution meetings are implemeanest in
the dispute process whether or not there is a need for a due process hearing. For this
approach to be successful, however, it is necessary to create time fosipnafissto

attend these meetings.
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Use Intermediaries for Preventing or Resolving Conflicts

The use of intermediaries has proven helpful to prevent or resolve some conflicts.
Parent-to-parent assistance has helped parents learn about the spediahgolacess,
prepare them for decision-making meetings, and provide on-call support for parents.
Systematically using an internal or external facilitator during indivizkexd educational
program meetings can help prevent conflict. Dispute resolution case managemica
with the parents and schools to specifically define the issues, resolve thengroble
informally, or refer parties to a more formal resolution option and assist inich@os
resolution process. Telephone intermediaries can be used to investigate whedtther or
informal resolution is still possible. A final resort in searching for an calisigrvention
is that both parties consult with a public relations expert for ways to improve
communication or presenting the case to a judge for 45 minutes with the judge &suin

non-binding option.

Establish Agency-Wide Collaborative Practices
Aligning these introductory principles with the research reviewed intitesg
suggests a priority be given to increasing collaboration between edueaibisetween
professionals and families. Collaboration is difficult to organize at a schotl leve
especially when it must extend to include parents and families. At the stast sppecial
education process is the IEP team, devised to collaboratively create an indigdiua
education program. IDEIA (2004) has multiple “direct and indirect expectations of

collaboration” (Friend & Cook, 2000, p. 22) with a variety of individuals. Figure 3
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illustrates the complexities of collaborations needed from a special edsigatint of

view.

Collaboration
with parents

(ongoing)

Collaboration
outside of
school
)

r-Dislrictlevel special
educationadministration
*District level staff
‘transportation)
sCommunity-based instruction
sCommunity networking for
transition needs

\. J

Collaboration within
school

(-Buildmglevel administration
*Building level special
education

*General educators

sRelated service providers
sParaprofessionals

*Building level staff (cafeteria,
transpartation, security etc.)

Figure 3. Complexities of direct and indirect expectations of collabor@tiend &

Cook, 2000).



133

Collaborative practices are encouraged in some schools, whereas little
communication exists between parents and educators in other schools. If thghipader
does not fully grasp its importance then special education collaboration does not occur
(Friend & Cook, 2000). Superimposing special education collaborative expectations on a
non-collaborative school leads to increased conflict in special education (Frieadkd. C
Collaboration mandated by IDEIA (2004) and the collaboration culture itseffsste
provide impetus for change in schools (Billingsley, 2007; Brownell et al., 2006; Klinge
2004, Stanovich, 1996; York-Barr & Duke, 2004; York-Barr & Kronberg, 2002).

When parents and professionals fail to use collaborative practices in making
decisions about the most appropriate special education service for a child} ofteffic
occurs and can create feelings of exhaustion, isolation, anger, and hopelessness among
parents and teachers. When such pressures reach a breaking point, outside amerventi
should be sought through mediation and due process hearings.

School professionals cannot resolve the complex issue of building relationships
with parents alone. They are managing multiple competing responsihilitrefew
supports and many constraints and this leads to a hopelessness well demonstinated by
increasing teacher attrition. Regularly inviting parents into a distpcoblem-solving
dialogue shifts the locus of power, and heightens the potential for richer and more
creative resolutions to problems both parents and professionals are facing (Tetrabul
2000). Finding many ways to involve parents in school governance and problem solving
activities is necessary to generate the synergy necessary teesolye conflict (Cloke,

2006; Turnbull et al.). This collaboration shifts the spotlight from an adversanmalesto
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finding solutions together. Bringing about such a cultural change takes tichersleip
expertise, and knowledge of the change process itself (Fullan, 2002a; Fullani, Berta
Quinn, 2004; Leithwood, Fullan, & Watson, 2003).

Kalyanpur and Harry (1999) suggest the need for American professionals to adopt
a posture of cultural reciprocity, a “...method of inquiry for professionals to tefifec
their practices and question the assumptions of the field” (p. 115). This approach involves
four steps: (a) developing awareness of one’s cultural values embedded in the
professional interpretations of a student’s difficulties and in the recommnamzifor
service, (b) discovering whether the student’s family recognizes amelsviilese
assumptions and, if not, how their view differs from that of the professional, (chgfferi
respect for any identified cultural differences while fully acknowilegighe cultural
basis of professional assumptions, and (d) discussing and collaborating to retbeni
most effective way of adapting professional recommendations to the vatem ©fseach

family served.

A Final Note

This review of the literature has identified two major sources relatingntihiat
in the nation’s schools. First, there are problems with the current system foridglive
special education services. This problem will require systemic changesusiabe led
by leaders at the national, state, and local level. Second, the literatuderitésed the

fact that the quality of interpersonal interaction between parents and poé&ss
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determines whether or not mutual attempts to resolve conflict situatiorsuadked
depending upon how parents and professionals interact with one another.

It is critical to create effective, empowered, quality partnerships eetparents
and professionals. To accomplish this, institutions of higher education, state,and loc
education agencies must offer professional development to educationas |¢eaeners,
and parents. Pre-service and in-service trainings are necessary to grmuidedge and
skills for preventing or resolving conflicts. Content should include understanding the
causes of conflict between professionals and parents, understanding thegsriiocipl
preventing or resolving conflicts, training in the use of collaborative pracsé&dl in
using dialogue as a strategy for preventing or resolving conflicts, andausing
collaborative approach to dispute resolution.

It will be difficult to change systems and provide parents and professionhls wit
the knowledge and skills they need to prevent or avoid conflicts arising ovel specia
education services for children. This literature review takes a teystiis addressing an
important problem in the nation’s schools by attempting to define the parametees of
problem and identifying promising practices for preventing and resolvingssrofel-

parent conflicts in our schools.
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