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The Contribution of Teacher Training to Special
Education Teachers' Performance in the Roles of
Leaders and Managers of Interdisciplinary Teams

By Leora Lev

Abstract

This action research examines the special education teacher’s role perception as
manager/leader of an interdisciplinary team. The need to examine the “problem
sensation”, which was defined and verified in this study, resulted from the
implementation of the special education law in Israel (1998). The study examines
the effect a training process has over the development of the special education
teacher’s leadership skills, if it includes: a place where the teacher is heard,
empowerment processes towards realizing a sense of personal capability, a
reflective discourse, knowledge and skills acquisition, and developing beliefs and

positions regarding the leadership of an interdisciplinary team.

The study’s findings were documented using three case studies, each based on the
conclusions of the previous one, all interlinked by a category layout formed in the
Pre-Test phase. The category layout formed the basis for all the content analysis
of the participants’ discourse, and pointed to the existence of a “problem

sensation” regarding the change process/style they experienced.

In all three-research cycles, the majority of the discourse regarded the role
perception as influenced by coping with the need to lead a team and lead change
in a team. A direct connection was found between the intensity of the sense of
capability to lead a team, and the level of coping with conflicts while performing
the role. There was a noticeable difference in the change process style the two
groups underwent. The power of the team was accentuated and there was an

awareness to the knowledge and skills acquired.

The study’s conclusions show: (1) the direct connection between the special
education teacher’s sense of personal capability and her leadership behavior, (2) a
demand for reassessing the special education teachers’ training program regarding
management and leadership roles, (3) a need for a formal assistant training

program, which would be a formal term for their employment.
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Introduction

The development of leadership and management skills is an essential requirement
in the moulding of the professional image of the special education teacher /
kindergarten teacher. This requirement is a result of the changes in the worldview
of special education and the changes that have taken place consequent to the

practical application of the Special Education Law (1998) in the State of Israel.

A. Developmental Directions in Ordinary and Special
Education in Israel against a Background of Universal

Philosophical and Historical Changes

Until the establishment of the State of Israel, the institutions of special education
in the country operated out of a feeling of social responsibility and on a voluntary

basis, with absolutely no diagnostic process based on professional knowledge.

In 1950, two years after the establishment of the State of Israel, the Ministry of
Education inaugurated the Department of Special Education and started to
develop diverse frameworks for special education: special education kindergartens
and schools were established specifically for children suffering from behavioural
problems, emotional problems, mental illness (in psychiatric hospitals),
retardation (non-severe to severe), autism, hearing impairments, sight
impairments and physical handicaps accompanied by multiple problems
(Margalit, 1994).

These special-education frameworks were established by power of the Mandatory
Compulsory Education Law, according to which every child aged between S and
15 years old was granted the right to free education. This entitlement is based on
the values of a democratic and pluralistic society that allows for the granting of
equal opportunities to all persons and that accepts the ‘out of the ordinary’ that
live within it. The educational policy that accompanied the spirit of the
Compulsory Education Law was indeed based on equal opportunities for all and
on uniformity in the allocation of resources to the ordinary education frameworks,
in the syllabi, and in the methods of teaching and evaluation. The policy also

included a clear program for the training of teachers and clear requirements
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regarding the formal quality of their skills. This uniformity resulted from the
necessity of transforming the education system in Israel into a ‘melting pot’ that
would steer immigrant and native-born pupils towards identifying with the
Hebrew language and Israeli and Jewish culture. The possibility of providing
differential treatment for immigrant groups coming from different cultures was
rejected outright (Schmida, 1987; Peled, 1984; Rand, 1988; Kashti, 1996; Adar,
1978; Elboim, 1985).

The special-education worldview in Israel in the 1950°s and 60’s was oriented
towards a patronising approach, based on the categorical medical approach, which
emphasises the need for a medical diagnosis defining the child’s disability. The
type of educational framework to which the child would be referred and the aims
and methods of treatment for his/her rehabilitation would be determined in
accordance with this definition (Reiter, 1999). This approach differs from the
psycho-educational approach, which is based on the holistic perception of the
SEN child and which stresses the child’s strong and healthy skills. Reinforcing
the SEN children’s stronger areas teaches them to overcome their difficulties and
to adapt and integrate into society (Zachs, 1992; Reiter, 1999). This approach
emphasises educational and rehabilitation processes relating to the cognitive,
physical, behavioural and social spheres. The transition from the medical
approach to the psycho-educational approach, which was accomplished in a
moderate and gradual process, only evolved place in the 1990’s, following the
legislation of the Special Education Law in 1988. This law determined the right
to education for SEN pupils between the ages of 3 and 21 and defined the special

services (pedagogic, educational and paramedical) to which they are entitled.

The egalitarian ideology that was widespread in Israel during the 1950’s was
replaced during the 1960’s by a more pragmatic, modern and democratic policy.
This new policy was oriented towards granting realistic equal opportunities for
pupils from different groups and towards applying differential educational and
pedagogic methods and adapting them to the special needs of different
populations. The emphasis during the nineteen sixties and seventies was placed
on the individualisation of pupils with above average abilities on the one extreme
and of the low achievers on the other extreme. The change in the pedagogic
approach during these years was due to the need to adapt the education system in

Israel to the modern pedagogic approaches that had developed around the world.
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Another reason for this shift was the need to change the egalitarian policy that it
had been adopted hitherto following extremely low measurements in learning
achievement tests among pupils from deprived socio-economic strata and cultures.
Israel attempted to adopt and implement treatment approaches applied by the
United States and Western countries for coping with similar populations. On the
one hand the Ministry of Education emphasised excellence and set up elitist
frameworks; on the other hand, in 1963, it coined the definition ‘culturally
deprived children’ — i.e., pupils requiring pedagogic support and nurturing in
excess of the investment placed in ordinary children in the ordinary education
system. Huge resources were earmarked in order to implement this policy
(Schmida, 1987). It was clear that the emphasis placed on excellence, on the
realisation of personal potential and on the response to special needs was
categorical, rather than individual. Resources were granted with the aim of
nurturing the ‘culturally deprived population’, gifted children and elitist trends in

education.

The definition of the ‘culturally deprived’ population as a population requiring
support beyond the ordinary educational programme is closely linked to the
development of special education in Israel. This is particularly evident when
defining which SEN children should be treated by the special education system
and which children require pedagogic and learning support provided through the
ordinary education system. Proper differentiation requires a high level of
professionalism in the diagnosis of the children’s skills and in the identification of
the source of their difficulties — whether congenital, developmental or due to
cultural failure. This dilemma still occupies the ordinary and special education
systems to this day (Schmida, 1987).

The wish to reduce the social and learning gaps and to modify teaching and
pedagogic approaches, balanced against the economic and security needs of the
state, led to the introduction of the reform in the education system. This reform
was evident in the 1970’s in the form of a structural transformation in the
education system into an integrative system, the extension of the compulsory
education law, and the formulation of an integrative secondary education law.

The integration policy as a dominant approach was realised by setting up
heterogeneous classes in primary and secondary schools and establishing purpose-

built integrative middle schools. The basic guideline for operating the integration
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policy as an educational strategy was that the composition of the class should
constitute a relevant, learning and educational resource that would influence the
allocation of other resources, their effective utilisation, and the standpoints and
behaviourism of the pupils and teachers (Schmida, 1987; Kashti et al, 1990).

Two problems caused difficulties in the implementation of the integration policy:
The first problem was due to public and political opposition, as well as opposition
in some of the localities in which the programme was operated; the second
problem centred around the work of the teacher in the heterogeneous class.
Heterogeneous classes oblige the teacher to modify the pupil’s learning processes
by using alternative methods of teaching and evaluation adapted to the pupil’s
level, skills and learning style and aimed at maximising his/her potential (Kashti,
1990). This process requires an understanding of diversity in learning processes
and of how to relate to the individualisation of pupils and to excellence (Rich et
al, 1989). Such a change obliges the intervention of the school leadership on a
level that will determine and lead policies with an integrative and inclusive vision.
It also requires an effective school climate (Yogev, 1988; Chen, 1991). Frontal
teaching methods must be replaced with group teaching and achievements must
be evaluated according to level. These principals are fundamental for the
mainstreaming of special education needs (SEN) pupils in the ordinary school
system. During the 1970’s special education classes were indeed set up in
ordinary schools and hearing-impaired children were first included in ordinary
classes. However, the real change in the perception of the heterogeneous class, in
the method of teaching and evaluation based on the needs of the individual pupil
learning in the class, and in the acceptance of diversity, only began to take place
in the 1990’s, following the mainstreaming policy contained in the Special
Education Law (1988). (Avishar, 1999).

The integration policy suffered and is still suffering from harsh criticism, since in
practice, it relies on the integrative positioning of the diverse pupils. In other
words, pupils were placed together in schools and learned in integrative classes.
Teachers and school principals were given professional advancement courses on
teaching methods suited to integrative classes. However, although the schools
started teaching in small groups and groups adjusted to levels of knowledge and
capacity, frontal teaching and the demand for uniform achievements was still the

common practice in some middle schools. The present trend is that some subjects



are learned through research projects written by the pupils. Despite this trend, no
attempt is currently being made to nurture the uniqueness and diversity in
individuals with respect to the aspects in which they excel (sport, art, other skills)
that would contribute towards the success of the integration (Chen in Kashti,
1997).

The implementation of the concept of integration with respect to SEN pupils was
realised by placing these pupils in special classes in ordinary education
frameworks with the aim of advancing them. Although they did learn in these
frameworks, no special social programmes were structured that would promote

their integration from the emotional, behavioural and social perspectives.

Until the mid 1960’s, the categorical definition of the ‘abnormal child’ was the
accepted term (Margalit, 1994).

A change in the perception of pupil diversity occurred in the mid-sixties as a
result of the development of the ‘Normalisation Principle’ in by Nirje and
Mickelson in Scandinavia and Volfsvenger in the USA (Ronen, 1997; Reiter,
1999).

This concept, which first developed in the 1960’s in Scandinavia, expresses the
aspiration of enabling the most normative lifestyle possible for the abnormal
individual from the educational, rehabilitative, social and cultural perspectives.
Witnessing the integration of impaired and disabled persons into the ‘normal’
community with, and in spite of their impairments/disabilities was, according to
their vision, the realisation of the ideal of the entitlement to live in a pluralistic
and democratic society in which every person can live his/her chosen lifestyle

(Ronen, 1997; Reiter, 1999; Margalit, 1994).

The new policy for treating SEN pupils based on this concept was implemented in
the USA through the legislation of laws advocating equal rights and opportunities,
while placing pupils with disabilities and impairments in ordinary education

frameworks in order to advance them and prepare them for normal life.

This approach has been criticised in both Israel and other countries. The criticism
focuses on two major aspects of the concept of the including the exceptional child
in keeping with the normalisation principle. The first target of criticism relates to
the fact that the mainstreaming of exceptional pupils is defined within the context
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of normalisation as a goal, rather than as a means to achieve this goal. The
concept of normalisation is based on the behavioral approach, according to which
the caregiver / society determines the norms with which the exceptional individual
must comply, meaning that he/she does not develop his/her own personality.
Thus, despite the fact that the approach is based on the principles of social justice
and on granting similar educational opportunities for all pupils, as required by
democratic societies, it does not take account the concept of personal freedom and

of nurturing personal uniqueness.

Those supporting this approach still consider that the objective of normalisation is
to enable exceptional and disabled children to achieve maximal independence in
their functioning and in their adaptation to the norms of society, its culture, and
the technologies developing therein. Self-realisation, a feeling of satisfaction and
the establishment of personal relations are considered to be the by-products of the

normalisation process and do not constitute an aim in themselves (Reiter, 1999).

The awakening of the world to the subject of the treatment of exceptional
individuals as a result of the concept of normalisation principle led to strong
criticism of the special education system in Israel, due to the categorical medical
approach prevalent at the time. There was an urgent need to clarify the terms
‘exceptional’, ‘handicap’ and ‘impairment’; to process the theoretical model for
the education of SEN children; to thoroughly analyse the social perceptions and
attitudes regarding exceptional individuals; and to develop a philosophical
perception that views the SEN child as an individual possessing skills,
inclinations, ambitions and interests that must be adapted to the environmental

conditions in which he/she is educated and develops.

This criticism of the concepts of special education and of the implementation of
the policies relating to the education of SEN pupils in Israel led to the
establishment in 1976 of a special committee of experts to redefine the concept of
the exceptional child and the aims of special education. This committee was the
first to demand individualisation in the treatment of SEN children, creating the
first crack in the special education frameworks towards the integration and
adaptation of individualised and special curricula aimed at advancing SEN
children through mainstreaming. The regulations issued by the Ministry of

Education as a result of the committee’s work determined that ‘the assessment of



the SEN child must be functional and not categorical, in other words, it must be
based on the child’s impaired and standard functioning in the cognitive, physical

2

and emotional areas .

The aim of special education was defined as the preparation of the child for a
significant life by means of special and unique teaching methods and by targeted
treatment aimed towards the child’s social rehabilitation. The child would be
defined as needing special education not according to his definitions, but
according to his special needs. This view is compatible with the personal
approach, which is based on personal attention, regard for uniqueness, and mutual
relations between the system providing the treatment and the individual being

treated.

The new definition of the exceptional child and the changes in the aims of special
education have also contributed towards the shifts in the perception of the special
education frameworks, from a clinical, rehabilitative and segregative approach to
an educational, treatment and rehabilitative approach. This revised approach is
affected by providing special services (pedagogic and paramedical) to pupils with
special needs, whether in the special or ordinary education framework (Reiter,
1989). The city of Herzlia began to operate inclusive classes in which pupils
suffering from learning disabilities and emotional difficulties learned together
with normal children from kindergarten through to ninth grade. This model was
expanded to another 111 classes throughout the country (Lipschitz, 1984).

During the 1980’s the movement advocating the full inclusion of all SEN students
in the ordinary education system took on more force. Full inclusion means the
inclusion of pupils with special needs, disabilities and impairments, ranging from
severe to very mild. The concept at the basis of this perception is that of the
provision of equal educational opportunities, which is a moral value that must be
fulfilled unconditionally. Every exceptional individual is entitled to be
mainstreamed in an ordinary framework — mainstreaming is a right, not a
privilege. This movement spread among Western countries, including the USA,
Canada, Italy and Sweden, and led to the closing of remedial boarding schools
and remedial classes in hospitals, with the SEN children being placed in special
education and mainstreaming schools. At a later stage the special education

schools were reduced in number. The most popular approach was that of



mainstream pupils with mild retardation, learning difficulties and mild
behavioural disturbances in the ordinary education system. This policy of
maximal mainstreaming in ordinary education was also incorporated into the

education policy in Israel.

The criticism against the inclusive approach resulted from the outcome of the
implementation of the program. For instance, in Italy, in which special education
schools were closed down, it was reported that parents opened private special
education schools for their handicapped children, since the ordinary education
system was unable to advance them as anticipated. In Sweden, in which total
mainstreaming was also practised, the exceptional children actually learned in
separate groups with a special teacher. Places that had operated a stepped form of
mainstreaming, based on the pupil’s difficulties and abilities, had to introduce a
radical change process. This involved restructuring the organisational system of
the ordinary education framework, redefining the concepts connected with special
education, and examining the system of interrelations between the ordinary and
special education systems. The role perceptions of teachers in both ordinary
classes and special education had to change. Work methods had to be modified
from autonomic and individual teaching to team teaching and co-teaching and a
change was required in the teaching methods generally practised in ordinary
classes (Reiter, 1999; Ronen, 1997).

It should be pointed out that comparative studies conducted from the mid-1980’s
through to the mid-1990’s did not produce unequivocal results with regard to the
extent of the emotional, behavioral, and learning progress of mainstreamed SEN
pupils as against those who learned in special classes. Baker & Zigmond (1995,
in Ronen, 1997) conducted a survey in five American schools in which learning
disabled children were included. They claimed that they observed very little
teaching that was specifically adapted and delivered on an individual basis to
children with learning disabilities. They further stated that they saw virtually no
specific, direct, individualised or intensive remedial teaching delivered to children
with obvious difficulties and that any help given was done so out of a pragmatic
approach and not in keeping with the philosophy of special education. Other
studies have shown that although pupils suffering from severe handicaps and
impairments did in fact achieve the objectives set by their indevidualised special

program (ISP), they were not integrated from the social perspective. If this is
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indeed the case, it may be asked why mainstreaming is necessary, since similar

results are obtained in special classes and in special schools (Ronen, 1997).
A.1. Special Education Law

Despite the onset of the mainstreaming process and the expansion of the special
education system, parents, teachers and professionals continued to claim that a
need still existed to formulate a law defining and obliging a clear policy on the
subject of special education and the inclusion of SEN individuals. Consequently,
on July 12, 1988, a new and comprehensive law, ‘The Special Education Law’

was passed by the Israeli Knesset (parliament).

A.l.a. Issues that the Law Set OQut to Correct

1. Prior to the legislation of the Compulsory Education Law relating to the
ordinary education system, 7% of all pupils learning in the ordinary education
system were transferred to the special education system. This was primarily due

to two reasons:

e The frontal teaching method practised in the ordinary education system
that strives towards uniform and achievement-oriented education and

pushes out those pupils who are not suited to this type of education

e The special resources made available to the special education and the

professionalism of the teachers employed in that system.

2. The system adopted a categorical model in all matters connected with the
placement of pupils in special education frameworks, i.e., pupils were placed
according to the type of impairment and its severity. This categorical process led
to the establishment of special schools and special classes that were characterised
by the specific types of treatment available for specific disabilities or
abnormalities. This situation meant that children who did not live near the
specific special education framework often had to travel long distances and could
not be integrated into the community in which they lived. Such children were

rarely mainstreamed and when this did occur, it was dependent on the parents, or



others to whom the subject was close to their heart, having taking action and

responsibility.

3. The law institutionalised the process of pupil placement. Until the
legislation of the law there were no clear rules regarding placement, leading to
situations in which pupils were placed randomly in special education frameworks
that were not always suited to them. Parents had no status on the placement
committees and it was the psychologist who set the tone and made the decision.
This approach was the outcome of the medical approach, which was widespread

in Israel before the special education law was passed.

4. Until the special education law came into affect, there was no legal
obligation to structure an individualised study programme adapted to the needs of
each individual pupil learning in the special education framework. Individualised

curricula were only formulated as a result of personal or local initiation.

5. The budgets allocated to special education were not defined according to
objective, resulting in a situation in which there was wastage on the one hand and

shortages on the other hand.

6. The treatment of the population of SEN pupils was divided between
authorities: the education system (responsible for education); the health system
(responsible for the provision of medical and paramedical services); and the
welfare system (responsible for rehabilitation and training in preparation for life).
Very often the treatment fell between the three authorities and the problem-

solving process was not relevant, effective or efficient.

7. The approach towards the rehabilitation of these pupils was incompatible
with the perception of a quality life; the rehabilitation was paternalistic in
character and presented work solutions that were monotonous, non-creative and

non-productive.

A.1.b. Aims of the Law:
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1. To define a clear policy in all matters connected with the education of
pupils with special needs, particularly in the area of budgets and the placement of

these students.

2. To ease the integration process for SEN pupils into society and into the

world of work.

3. To determine the right of SEN pupils to free special education and to
determine the responsibility of the state to provide them with such education,
including dealing with their developmental needs (medical, paramedical,
rehabilitation, training needs), without splitting the responsibility among the

government ministries.

A.2. Achievements Accomplished by the Law

The law provides solutions to many of the problems typical of the situation prior

to the law having been passed:

The law has institutionalised working procedures for the placement committees
and determined their composition - i.e., three administration representatives, three
professionals and a representative from the National Parents’ Association. It
obliges the committee to invite the parents in the meeting and to provide their
professional representatives with all the materials that are to be discussed and
have been discussed in the meeting. The decision concerning the placement of the
child in special education, and the reasons for such decision, must be delivered to

the parents in writing.

The law defines the educational, medical, paramedical, rehabilitation and other
procedures, needs and services to which every exceptional child from the age of 3
to 21 is entitled and for which the state is responsible. The Ministry of Education
co-ordinates the medical and rehabilitative dimensions for which the Ministry of
Health and the Ministry of Welfare are responsible. The law has determined that
the Ministry of Education and the local authorities must share the responsibility
for the establishment of institutions of special education. The Minister of
Education has the authority to oblige a municipal authority or a number of

authorities together to establish an institute of special education in their area.
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By determining a policy of maximal mainstreaming of SEN children in ordinary
education and formulating a legal framework for structuring ISP for all pupils
learning in special education, the law has contributed towards the shift from the

clinical categorical model to the psycho-educational model.

A.3. Consequences of the Wording of the Law and Method of
Application

A.3.a. Quality of Life for the Exceptional Adult

According to the Special Education Law - 1988, the purpose of special education
is to ““... promote the skills and abilities of the child with special needs, correct
and improve his physical, mental, psychological and behavioral functioning;
provide him with knowledge, skills and habits, and instill in him the modes of
behavior accepted by society with the aim of easing his integration into society

and into the work market”.

This clause in the law furnished the special education system with the objective of
integrating the exceptional adult into the community and working world as a goal,
and not as a means. Despite the fact that the law does not define the way in which
the adult with special needs should be integrated, this objective obliges the special
education system to structure a worldview based on the humanistic-educational
model. This model places the emphasis and focus on the individual’s personal
resources and integral personality. It also stresses the attitude of the environment
— society, education and rehabilitation systems — towards the exceptional person.
The environment must enable the exceptional individual to overcome his/her
difficulties with dignity and must support his/her personal development as a
holistic entity that develops and realizes himself/herself - and not only as a
functional entity, as was the custom until the 1990’s. For this reason, teaching,
treatment and rehabilitation programmes for pupils in the special education
system must be based on the principle of respect for the individual as a person of
value, due to the very fact that he is human. The SEN child must be perceived as
having the potential for rational thought, the capability of reaching an
understanding regarding his own behavior, autonomous judgment, and behavior
that is controlled and oriented towards the goals that he has set himself (Reiter,

1999). The objective is that the pupils will be capable of living quality lives on
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the completion of their studies in the special education frameworks. Quality of
life depends on the development of internal processes (attaining a feeling of self-
realisation through feelings of worthiness and capability, uniqueness, and the
autonomy to desire, choose and decide) that will enable external behaviour
compatible with the environmental conditions and maximal integration into the

community (Reiter, 1989; 1999).

A.3.b. The Trend of the Law on the Subject of the Mainstreaming of SEN
Pupils

The Special Education Law (1988) was formulated in the spirit of the American
Law, i.e., mainstreaming, but not at all costs. The law leans towards the
structuring of an optimal mainstreaming programmer within the ordinary
education framework, based on the skills and abilities of the pupil. In the words
of the law: “When deciding on the placement of an SEN child, the placement
committee will give preference to placing him/her in a recognised institution of
education that is not an institution of special education”. (Special Education Law,
1988, Section 3, Clause 2). Detailed directives for implementing mainstreaming
were first publicised in the Director’s Circular (Ministry of Education) 4 to 5
years after the law had been passed, i.e., between 1992-1993. The directives
express the aim of providing a solution for all SEN pupils (in the intellectual,
physical, behavioral and emotional spheres) in ordinary education frameworks, by

force of law.

Examination of the wording of the law uncovers an internal conflict between the
guiding principles and the directives for implementation (Brandes & Nemser,
1996). The difficulty in the wording of the law is reflected in the fact that it
determines a preference for the integrative educational approach over the
segregative approach, yet defines the entitlements of SEN pupils who are learning
in special education frameworks. On the one hand, the law prefers that SEN
pupils be mainstreamed in ordinary education, while on the other hand, it
determines that pupils with special needs are entitled to free special education
between the ages of 3 and 21 only having been placed in ‘an institute of special

education’.
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Another problem connected with the wording of the law dealing with the culture
of mainstreaming arose as a result of the disparity and tension existing between
organic and physical mainstreaming and interpersonal and social mainstreaming.
A permanent committee of the Ministry of Education Pedagogic Secretariat was
established in May 1989 in order to implement the culture of the law in practice.
The recommendation issued by the committee was to prepare the community and
the education system in readiness for the implementation of the mainstreaming
programme. The education system was recommended to prepare a suitable
managerial system to implement the mainstreaming programme and to formulate
a training programme to train ordinary teachers, head teachers and inspectors.
These recommendations were based on a wide range of professional literature
dealing with the implementation of the mainstreaming programmes in Israel and
in other countries (Avishar, 1999). An annual master plan was submitted in 1989,
but was rejected immediately due to the huge budget that would be needed in
order to implement it. A new master plan was submitted and approved in 1994.
The aim of this plan was to effect the full implementation of the law, including
co-ordination of the budgetary aspects and analysis of the needs of the target
population. It incorporated three basic principles for implementation:
Implementing mainstreaming while emphasising treatment within the ordinary
framework and minimising referrals to the placement committee; creating
conditions that would allow for flexibility in the provision of services; and

determining a differential ‘basket of services’. (Brandes & Nemser, 1996).

Despite the strict attention given to the formal process involved in the placement
of SEN pupils in special education, or alternatively, to the method of integrating
them into ordinary education frameworks (State Comptroller’s Report, 1993;
Brandes and Nemser, 1996), excess placement in special education frameworks is
still evident. This is apparently due to two main reasons, the first being the
connected with the significant addition of resources (basket of special education
services) provided in the framework of special education only. The second reason
is connected to the helplessness demonstrated by the regular education framework
in coping with the educational, emotional and social integration of SEN children

in ordinary kindergartens and classes (Avishar, 1999).
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The mainstreaming policy adopted by the law has led to opposition on the both
the part of experts in special education and of committees and organisations
representing different types of abnormalities. These entities are concerned
primarily about the reduction or abolishment of auxiliary frameworks and services
that respond to the special needs of many of the pupils. Parties who support
maximal inclusion are formulating models representing the concept and are

implementing them in various schools.

A solution must be found to solve the conflict between the trend towards
increasing achievements in the education system (i.e., implementation of stricter
methods of assessment, clamping down on conduct in schools, changing the
school structure and increasing teacher involvement in pedagogic and managerial

decision making) and the mainstreaming of SEN pupils in ordinary schools.

The question is whether decisions on the school, local or governmental level
regarding the allocation of resources will be to the good of the SEN pupils. These
issues involved oblige the investment of a serious effort in order to find ways of
improving co-ordination and co-operation between educators in ordinary and
special education on the school, regional and governmental ministry levels

(Treasury, Education, Health, Labour and Welfare Ministries).

The ordinary and special education working models have undergone a change
consequent to the implementation of the mainstreaming policy and the recognition
of a multidisciplinary team in the treatment of SEN pupils. The co-operative
model is gaining recognition, as is evident on the teamwork level, open
consultation and the exchange of opinions. According to this model, educators,
professionals (and often parents) work in teams in order to deal with problems and
difficulties (learning and behavioral). Every team member contributes to the team
discussions. The team members identify problems, draw up work plans and
methods of intervention, and bear collective responsibility for the implementation

and assessment of the involvement.

Implementation of these trends will obviously oblige a substantial investment of
monetary and human resources: New methods must be found for training teachers

and professionals and providing them with professional advancement courses and
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the auxiliary and support services for pupils and teachers must be substantially
expanded (Lazer, 1996).

A.3.c. The Need to Generate an Effective Culture in Special Education

Frameworks

The effective education movement first appeared in the 1960’s in Western
countries. From then on education systems have been contending with issues
connected with the products of learning and education, their outputs and their
effectiveness. The demand for effectiveness in the education system contributed
towards the anticipation of a higher level of professionalism among teachers. The
effective education movement also dealt with the subject of accountability
towards entities such as parents, supervisors and local authorities with regard to
achievement of the aims and objectives defined by the pedagogic team (Fridman,
Horowitz & Shalit, 1988, in Rotem, 2001).

Effectiveness in education systems is generally measured in terms of learning
achievements and the ability to adapt. The achievements themselves are varied,
and primarily relate to the basic skills. Effective frameworks of education are
distinguished from ineffective frameworks by two or more of the following
factors: The manager’s leadership style; climate (learning atmosphere, feeling of
safety, expectations for high achievements); control and assessment system
(Fridman, 1989); autonomous functioning; well-planned and organised
curriculum; clear aims and expectations for pupils’ success; professional
advancement courses for teachers as a team, rather than as individuals (Sharan &
Shahar, 1990).

One of central processes stipulated in the 1988 Special Education Law is to
provide normative education for SEN pupils. It is therefore mandatory to
examine the efficiency and effectiveness of the education given to pupils
mainstreamed in ordinary education frameworks or placed in special education

frameworks.

The effectiveness approach in ordinary education emphasises the need to advance
and treat weak and SEN pupils. The researchers, Reynolds (1995) and Udvari-
Solner & Thousand (1995) point to the link between the development of an
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effective education system and the development of the concept of mainstreaming
SEN pupils in such a system by implementing efficient and effective work
methods, adjusted to the needs of all the pupils. The concept of mainstreaming
and the movement for the promotion of effectiveness necessitate a change in the
special education teacher’s role definition. The teacher of special education no
longer works alone in an annexed-off room, but now operates in co-operation with
the mainstreamed pupil’s class teacher, professional teachers, other caregivers
both inside and outside the education framework, and the child’s parents. The
SEN teacher’s role is currently defined as that of a case manager. The role of the
co-ordinator is also defined and developed for non-inclusive special education

frameworks (Osler et al. 2000).

Special education frameworks now operate under special conditions, providing
educational, medical, paramedical and rehabilitative services, an extended school
day, and an extended school year. The Special Education Law stipulates that an
ISP must be structured for each individual SEN pupil by the team educating and
treating the pupil. The ISP must include the learning goals, time framework, and
means to be implemented in order to attain said goals — all based on the pupil’s
level of functioning at the time of preparing the programme (Director’s Circular,
March 1988).

The committee set up to examine the implementation of the Special Education
Law (Margalit, 2000), discussed the importance of special education frameworks
for those pupils, who, due to the complexity of their problems, are unable to
integrate into the ordinary school system. The committee emphasised the
significance of the content of special education frameworks, particularly in light
of the intricate response with which they must provide the pupils, i.e., disciplinary
teaching, remedial teaching, paramedical treatments, treatment in the emotional
sphere, preparation for matriculation, social education and preparation for life.
Effectiveness in special education frameworks is measured in terms of the
existence of an efficient and effective, wide-ranging and unique system of
services that fulfils the specific needs of pupils with complex disabilities and
handicaps, and which cannot exist in the ordinary education system (Rotem,

2001).
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A.3.d. The redefinition of the Israeli special education teachers’ role

In 1998 the ‘Special Education Basket’ was introduced as a further stage in the
implementation of the law. This allocation of resources constitutes a supplement
to the allocation of resources earmarked for inclusion, and resulted from the law’s
emphasis on the necessity to define the needs of pupils placed in the special
education frameworks. Resources were allocated for special services for all types
of special needs and age of children. These resources constitute a part of the ISP
to which the pupil with the special needs is entitled. The special education
classroom teacher / kindergarten teacher must manage these resources, taking in
account their nature and effectiveness and the personnel delivering them. The
allocation of these resources has thus brought about a change in the perception of

the function of the special education teacher/kindergarten teacher.

The special education teachers, who until 1998, worked alone, and whose sole
and major function to advance their pupils, have now become the managers of the
educational framework and are responsible for the administration of issues
connected with their pupils. They must learn how to operate within the framework
that they manage and handle the resources given to them, while in parallel
teaching and advancing their pupils and relating to the parents in their children’s

education process.

The special education class or kindergarten teacher leads the interdisciplinary
team, serving as a ‘case manager’ and coordinating the preparation of the ISP.
The special education interdisciplinary team is comprised of: the special education
class/kindergarten teacher (manager), who leads the team, professional teachers, a
paramedical team including a speech therapist, occupational therapist and
physiotherapist, teachers specializing in emotional- behavioral expression and
creativity, a social worker and a psychologist. This team prepares the ISP while

considering the available resources.

The ISP relates to studies, treatments and activities within the special education
framework, including partial -mainstreaming activities and another activities
taking place outside, and through the auspices of the special education framework.

The programme serves as a comprehensive work plan for class/kindergarten with
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special education pupils, and for the entire educational framework in the case of

special education schools.

Once the ISP has been prepared, it is presented to the entire team working with
the pupil, to any other staff member who has professional contact with the pupil,
and to the pupil’s parents. The ISP must be accessible to the class teacher and
staff members and applied in their routine work with the pupil. At the conclusion
of the school year, parents are issued with a summarized written evaluation

concerning their child’s progress in the various areas in relation to the ISP.

The conventional role of the class / kindergarten teacher has changed to that of a

‘manager’, consequent to the following organizational changes:

e The provision of a basket of services for the educational framework in

which the special-need pupil studies, adapted to pupil’s special needs.

e The necessity of planning ISP and ensuring that the interdisciplinary team

working within the educational framework implements these programmes.

An integral part of the class/kindergarten ‘manager’s role now consists of
managing a system of remedial hours for the pupils in his/her class and of leading
the professional interdisciplinary team in the preparation and implementation of
the work plan. As the leader of the team, the role of the teacher now includes the

following:
e Formulating a schedule for group/individual remedial hours.

e Building an interdisciplinary team, which according to Mortimore (1993),

will possess unique strength if it contains the following components:
e Formulating of mutual objectives (Bell, 1992).
Formulation of fixed work procedures (Bell, 1992), such as regular staff meetings,

regular meetings with parents, formulation of reporting procedures and generation

of follow-up, control and evaluation techniques.
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Co —operation and co-ordination among the team members (Bell, 1992;

Hopkins, Ainscow & West, 1994).

Open and constructive interpersonal communication between the staff
members (Bell, 1992) enabling team decision-making and problem

solving.

Optimal utilization of resources this can be achieved if the team works as
unit in order to plan, co-ordinate, implement, control, follow-up and draw
conclusions regarding all aspects of the ISP. (Hopkins, Ainscow & West,
1994).

Reinforcement and development of the team (West-Burnham, 1992;

Hopkins, Ainscow & West, 1994), according to Lacey and Lomas (1993).

Development of personal and joint responsibilities.

Provision of resources.

Creation of a free atmosphere for professional development for all

members of the team.

Allowing each member to express him/herself to the maximum within the

team framework.

An interdisciplinary team whose style includes the above criteria will be able to

attain its foremost objective — implementation of an ISP for every special needs

pupil learning in the specific educational framework — in an efficient and effective

manner.

Efficient and effective work on the part of an interdisciplinary team requires a

leader (Audit Commission 1991; Dimmock, 1993; Webb & Vulliamy 1996 in

Law & Glover 2000). The leader of the interdisciplinary team must possess the

following skills:

Ability to transmit a vision to the team (West-Burnham, 1992).
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e Ability to listen and accept problems raised by the team (Murgatroyd &
Gray’s, 1984 in Law & Glover, 2000).

e Ability to provide solutions through creative thinking and reflective -
thinking, and the ability to understand situations requiring change and
renewal (Ross et al, 1993).

e Transactional and transformational leadership skills (Coleman, 1995).

Despite that detailed above, on examining the reality of the special-education
system in Israel, it is apparent that there is a lack of pertinent training
opportunities for special education class/kindergarten teachers who must now

build and lead the interdisciplinary teams for their class.

B. Rationale

When examining the organisational change that took place as a result of the
Special education Law of 1988, it is impossible to ignore the human factor
accompanying the change. Special education school and kindergarten teachers
originally acquired their professional education teachers' training colleges. During
the course of their careers they developed and acquired knowledge in the
philosophical and practical world view regarding the treatment of SEN children.
The subject of managerial leadership role was only raised three years ago: it was
never mentioned during the process of choosing their profession, in the
framework of job definitions, or while fulfilling their roles up to that time.

It is possible that some of the teachers do not possess the personal skills suited to
management roles and to the leadership of an interdisciplinary team.

It is also possible that, had they known in advance that they would require
leadership and management skills to fulfil their job, they would not have chosen
the profession.

It is also possible that some of these teachers are actually unaware of their
potential in the spheres of leadership and management. Some may also be afraid

of the change and the new requirements that the current job description obliges.
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Due to the change on the perception of the function of the teacher, new issues are
now being raised concerning professional development and professionalisation in

regular education.

The teacher is no longer considered to be solely a provider of knowledge. Now
he has the task of guiding knowledge and develop thinking. The new teacher must
posses skills like: pedagogical innovation and vision; a learner - customer
approach, ability to provide a response to needs; reliability and credibility; the
ability to show respect and develop mutual trust; interpersonal communication

skills, approachability and courteousness. ( Levy, 1984).

Due to the organisational change following the application of the Special
Education Law, teachers in special education now require supplementary
professional development and professionalisation in addition to the above —
described personal and professional abilities and skills expected of all teachers.
Besides contents connected with teaching and education of SEN pupils, special
education school and nursery teachers must now also develop leadership.
Management, organisational and teamwork skills, as well as the ability to
communicate with parents while sharing and managing knowledge. The teacher

must be able to handle change in order to be able to cope with these issues.

Special education school and kindergarten teachers were not informed in advance
of the organisational change that would occur as a result of the Special Education
Law.

They were not prepared for this change, were not aware of its necessity or
significance, and did not receive any specific training. Furthermore, they received
no reinforcement to support them in coping with the changes that they are now

encountering as a result of the new expectations consequent of their new role.

As a result of the organisational change, the population of the special education
teachers must once again cope with the redefinition of their roles in the following

areas (according to the role definition model):

e Role conflict: Definition of the areas of responsibility connected with the
new role in light of the new expectations and new organisational culture

introduced. (Morgan & Turner, 1976 in Smith, 2000; Hargreaves, 1972).
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* Role set: new relationship with the spectrum of entities with whom the
school/kindergarten teacher comes into contact while fulfilling his/her role

according to the new definition (Katz & Kahn, 1966).

¢ Role expectations: definition of the expectations from the fulfillment of
the special education school/kindergarten teacher’s role (Katz & Kahn,
1966).

e Inter — role conflicts: the special education school/kindergarten teacher
must now fulfill a number of new roles that involve conflict. For example,
the expectation that the teacher must teach and advance his/her pupils
while concurrently handling such as the leadership, organisation and
management of an interdisciplinary team (Dunning, 1993). The demands
resulting from the change in role perception, against the background of a
lack of personal and professional readiness to fulfill the new and diverse
requirements of the role, oblige the acquisition of professional knowledge
in the areas of resource management, leadership development,
organisation and coordination skills. The ability to lead teamwork and to
manage curricula requires a cognitive and reflective change in the
teachers’ world view regarding the nature, aims and limits of the role
connected with their chosen profession. Such professional development
cannot be attained without extensive, in-depth and structured training and
long term ongoing support and instruction in the area of the personal and
professional development of special education school /kindergarten

teachers (Hargreaves, 1972).

C. Summary

The Special Education Law, by extended special services for pupils in special-
education frameworks and changing the perception of the role of the special
education class/kindergarten teacher, has created a new reality necessitating
intervention in the form of advanced professional training for special-education
school/kindergarten teachers on the subject of interdisciplinary — team leadership
and the processes involved in building such a team. Such advanced professional

training can contribute towards the professional development of the special —
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education kindergarten/class ‘manager’ so that he/she will be able to fulfil his/her
tasks in a successful manner. It is thus of utmost importance to study and evaluate

intervention of this type.

This study will examine the impact of the development of the professional,
managerial and leadership skills of the SEN teacher and their influence on the
efficiency and effectiveness of the interdisciplinary work team that the SEN

teacher leads or manages.
The study will contain a literature review that will include:

e A review of the subjects of leadership and management skills in the area

of education in general, and of special education on particular.

e An analysis of the role perception of the professional teacher,
leader/manager in special education as the leader of an effective
interdisciplinary team, including an analysis of the conflicts encountered

when fulfilling the new role in the existing situation, as presented above.

e A description of the nature of effective interdisciplinary teamwork in the

area of special education frameworks.

e The subject of teacher training and self development towards self efficacy
in the subject of educational leadership and management skills. The
review will highlight the relationship between these four areas and will

clarify their significance in the discussion of the research findings.

D. Methodology

D.1. Research Questions

One of the characteristics of interpretative research is that the research questions
are formulated in parallel with development of the study and deepening
familiarity with the research arena. The research questions have therefore been

redefined a number of times during the course of research:

1. To what extent does existence or non-existence of a stand relating to self-

perception as a leader influence leadership and teamwork skills?
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2. To what extent does intervention influence development of

interdisciplinary team leadership and management skills?
D.2. Research Objectives

1. To identify and characterise the role perceptions held by special education
kindergarten and class managers regarding the fulfillment of their roles and their
functioning as leaders of the interdisciplinary teams operating in the education

frameworks under their leadership.

2. To examine whether and in what way the leadership skills possessed by
special education kindergarten and class managers influence the teamwork
implemented by the interdisciplinary team operating in the education frameworks

under their leadership.
D.3. Research Base Assumptions

The first base assumption will be based on the approach of Muijs (1997) and
Dibella-McCarthy (et al, 1988), which assumes that the dominant element that
affects the ability of the teacher to handle changes, innovations and challenges
while performing their role is a sense of personal capability, which originates
from a sense of professional leadership based on vision, knowledge, beliefs,
values and skills in the role perception area. (Gee, 1992; Fridman & Farber, 1992;
Allinder, 1995; Dibella et al, 1988; Smylie, 1988; Good, 1981).

The second assumption will be based on the studies of Ben Peretz (1995) and
Mattingly (1991), which demonstrate that narrative reflective speech contributes
to the development and shaping of professional information, to an awareness and

understanding of explicit and implicit subjects.

The third base assumption will be constructed based on the paradigm that states
that it is possible to develop a professional educational management and
leadership of the special education teachers, through personal development and

acquiring professional knowledge.
D.4. Research Structure

The current study is an action research study and will be based on four phases:
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