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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The results of the research and planning activities conducted during
the first year of a special interrelated project funded by the Division
of Training, Bureau of the Education of the Handicapped, U.S.0.E., are
reported in this document. The scope of the project will be discussed
with major emphasis given to the research procedures employed and to a
comprehensive description of the obtained data base.

Project Goals

The major goal of the project is to develop a performance-based
prototype training model for the preparation of curriculum consultants
capable of developing and improving instructional programs for excep-
tional children. A secondary goal is that thic prototype model, as well
as the curricular input, be highly generatizable to other institutions
of higher education. The consultant's role will be to represent the
interests .of exceptional children at the decision-making level in cur-
riculum development activities. In contrast to providing direct services
to children, consultants will function in the realm of support personnel
for teachers and administrators in general and special education who are
responsible for making decisions affecting the education of exceptional
children.

For purposes of this project, a curriculum consultant is detined
as a person capable of:

serving as a leader in the development of curriculum

for special education programs; advising and aiding

in decision making about curriculum for the total educa-
tional program as it influences education for excep-
tional children; providing leadership through in-service
education; advising administrators on curriculum needs;
aiding teachers' use of resources and research; as-
sisting teachers with instructiona! problems; pro-
viding indirect service to children.

The emphasis will not be on training supervisors or administrators,
although administrative and supervisory skills may be among the compe-
tencies to be developed. Rather the focus will be on the svaluation and
developmental processes of curriculum design and on the improvement of
instruction. Although trainees may be recruited from specialists in
categorical programs, i.e., teachers of the mentally retarded or consul-
tants for the emotionally disturbed, the training curriculum will be



noncategorical. The competencies to be developed are net only generic
to educational programs in general, but they are highly applicagle to
the full spectrum of school district organfzational structures.

The three major aspects of the project include: (1)} identifyin
the competencies required to function as a curriculum consultant, (2?
developing Yearning experiences in the form of instructional modules
designed to facilitate acquisition of identified competencies, and (3)
conceptualizing an instructional system which allows trainees to specify
their program goals and then to be accommodated by the provisions of a
program tailored to these sRecifications. These tasks have been ap-
proached by incorporating the following features into the processes
employed by the project. .

Features related to the curriculum input of the training program:

1. The curriculum will be based on specific competencies rather
than on general descriptions of content to be taught.

2. The éémpetencies will be identified systematically through
empirical research rather than being based on assumptions.

3. The emphasis will be on situation and process variables in-
stead of on organizational models, such as special classes,

itinerant teachers, etc.

4. Major consideration will be given to determinfng the appro-
priate setting for the developncnt of the identified compe-
tencies, i.e.,, campus-structured or field-based settings.

5. The emphasis will be on competencies relative to the process
of curriculum development with generic application to educa-
tional programs for exceptional children.

Features related to the structure of the training program:

1. The training program will be organized around instructional
modules based on the identified competencies. The modules
will be designed for maximum generalization to other train-
ing programs.

2. The program will be a graduate non-degree program with ad-
vanced degree cptions.

3. Trainees will be allowed to specify their own competency
goals.

4, Extensive use will be made of criterion measures as a means
of enhancing self-monitoring.

5. A consortium approach will be taken when necessary to attain
specific competencies. It may be to the trainee's advantage



to meet the requivements of a particular module at a
setting other than the University of Missouri - Columbia,

6. The instructional modules will be designed for use in
off-campus in-service training as well as for use in the
basic training program.

These features in combination represent the restraints within which
the project activities have been developed. In summary, the project
proposes to develop a performance-based training program for the pre-
paration of curriculum consultants for exceptional children.

Project Activities

For purposes of planning, project activities were organized under
nine major activities or subsystems. The activities then were grouped
according to related functions and placed in a time frame geared to the
relationship of the tasks involved (see Figure 1}.

Phase I. Subsystems 1.0 throu?h 4.0 were carried out during the
:nitial research and planning year { September, 1970, through August,
971).

Phase IlI. This phase, subsystem 5.0, involves the design of
modules. Once initiated, this phase becomes a continuous phase in
that the design and revision of modules is an ongoing process which
serves to keep the program relevant and efficient. The 1971-72
academic year has been allocated to module development.

Phase IIl. Subsystems 6.0 through 9.0 represent the implementa-
tion phase. The target date for implementing the program on a limited
scale is the fall of 1972.

Definitions

Because selected terms used frequently in this report are not
interpreted uniformly, a brief description of their meanings as
applied to project activities follows:

Competencies: Specific skills, abilities, and/or areas
of knowledge essential to the role of a curriculum
consultant.

Performance-based training program: A training program

in which the competencies to be developed are explicitly
stated along with the evaluation procedures. Student pro-
gress is measured in terms of competencies attained

rather than courses completed.

Instructional Objectives: ' A statement of an intended outcome
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of a learning experience which identifies the desired be-
havior, the conditions under which it is to be performed,
and a criterion level of satisfactory performance.

Consortium Based: When necessary and feasible, trainees
will serve Tnternships or completé the module requirements
at special facilities, school districts, or other campuses.
It is anticipated that the consortium will be comprised of

a small group of facilities whose services for training pur-
poses will be used frequently.

Training Modules: A plan or set of prescribed experiences
designed to prepare trainees to achieve competence in a
major task relevant to the role of a curriculum consultant.




CHAPTER 11
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Part 1. Rationale

The influence of education on the social and intellectual devel-
opment of children is closely related to the employment of quality
instruction, the utilization of available technologies, and the provision
of an environment conducive to learning. In order for this influence to
be maximally effective, manpower, expertise, and financial resources must
be reinforced by a societal commitment to an investment in education,
Even with the resources and commitment in balance, the learner's
varfability affords a formidable challenge. Within the range of "nor-
malcy" learner characteristics vary considerably.

Much attention has been given during the past 25 years to children
who because of sensory, physical, or mental deficiency vary to the
degree that they have not achieved sufficiently as independent learners
in regular classes. For the most part the emphasis has been on delivery
systems, with attention to the design of special materials and methodolo-
gies a more recent activity. The response of educators to children pre-
senting learning characteristics which inhibit their performance as
pupils has been to identify them as exceptional, to label their pro-
blems, and to establish special education programs to serve them. One
needs only to review educational statutes or to examine local public
school programs to see that special education has become an integral as-
pect of our education system.

The differentiation between exceptional children and children<con~
sidered to be "normal" in their learning behavior is not dichotdmous.
The features which make children exceptional and subscquently candidates
for special education services vary. Philosophically, the emphasis,has
been to enhance the child's performance in the regular class and reserve
placement in special education programs for the child whose problems
warrant more attention than participation in the regular class allows.
The favorableness of the school setting also varies, thus influencing
the educational placement of exceptional children. So, children with
varying degrees of exceptionalness are found in regular classes. It is
estimated that 50 % of all exceptional children are served through regu-
lar education. When children with less severe learning problems are
added, it becomes apparent that the majority of exceptional children are
being educated through general education.

In situations where quality instruction prevails and support ser-
vices are plentiful, the exceptional child with a mild learning prob]em
probably will be accommodated within the regular program. However, in a



poor instructional environment, the mildly handicapped becomes vulner-
able. The nature of his educational program may be determined more by
decisions based on administrative or economic considerations.

Special education services range from the provision of special equip-
ment to instruction through self-contained classes. Except for those
exceptional children whose needs are primarily for supportive services,
the needs of exceptional children fall within the realm of curriculum
modification and/or development. Consequently, special education for this
group of exceptional children can be viewed as that aspect of education
responsible for modifying curriculum practices to the needs of children
experiencing problems which significantly inhibit learning. For some
exceptional children, such as the mentally retarded, the implications
for curriculum modification focus on circumscribing the content to be
taught as well as employing special techniques. For those children
without intellectual deficits, the curriculum content is not altered;
instead innovative instructional strategies are emphasized.

If one can accept the premises that justification for special edu-
cation is based primarily on the need for curriculum modification and/or
developrient, and that the educational setting in which the child {s
found influences the curriculum modifications required, it would hold
that curriculum development is a major responsibility of special educa-
tion. With this in mind it is interesting to note that historically
the emphasis in special education has been on organizational structure,
diagnostic techniques, and the establishment of educational procedures
based on global disabilities rather than on specific learning problems.
The result has been the evolution of a highly visible segment of educa-
tion geared to exceptional children. The attention given to curriculum
development or modification through this system is not nearly so visible,
For the most part, special education programs have employed supervisors
who were given their respective responsibilities as well as a variety
of administrative tasks. Directors of special education have tended to
perceive their role as facilitating the development of programs rather
than investing in the formulation of curriculum directives. This perception
seems more a reflection of their competencies than of their philosophi-
cal commitment to the education of exceptional children. The result
has been that teachers have assumed a major role in curriculum decision
making. What they teach in their classrooms becomes the curriculum al-
though it may not be consistent with any particular curriculum design.
This delegation of responsibility to the special class teacher has oc-
curred primarily by default,

Special education's responsibility to curriculum development has
been acknowledged routinely in the 1iterature; however, a significant
investment in curriculum development for exceptional children was not
made until the latter part of the past decade. Historically, this in-
vestment has been in the organizational system and procedures for
identifying exceptional children.

Gallagher (1967), while commenting on the future of the Special
Education Instructional Materials Center network, expressed concern that:




. « . special educators be wise enough to not pass the job
of curriculum innovation around only within our little group
of special educators, but also seek out the active coopera-
tion of anthropologists, soc101o?15ts. sychologists, and all
others who can, with our pedagogical help, bring content va-
1idity to our curriculum. It is a huge problem and demands
heroic response. If we can listen to the anguished cries of
the teachers around us, we should know that nothing we could
do could so aid our special education program as a major ef-
fort of this sort.

In the same article, he presented his first unthinkable thought which
posed a significant question: "Is curriculum development for exceptional
children too important to be left to the classroom teacher or, for that
matter, to the special educator?" Goldstein, in 1970, reiterated the
same concern:

Implicit in our concept of curriculum development is
a strong conviction that teachers are not the ones to devel-
op curriculum. There are many common sense reasons under-
lying our beliefs. Not the least of these are: (1) Teach-
er preparation rarely includes the essentials of curriculum
development; 1f anything teachers are better equipped to ap-
ply and evaluate curriculum; (2) Teachers, because of their
localization, lack the opportunity to reach out adequately
for the kinds of datum and information that are crucial to
curriculum development; and (3) Even if we are wrong about
1 and 2 above, there is the inescapable fact that teachers
expend so much cortical and physical energy in the course of
the day that they have relatively 1ittle left to give to
the after school curriculum committee.

If the teacher does not possess the skills and resources necessary
to develop curriculum, and if the system employed to provide special
education services does not provide leadership in curriculum develop-
ment, how is curriculum development for exceptional children accomplished?
One would assume that the curriculum specialist from general education
would be a major resource for the special educator. Actuaily, the
specialness of special education has created a situation which precludes,
or at least discourages, the involvement of subject matter specialists
and curriculum development specialists from general education engaging
in the process of developing curriculum for exceptional children. The
significance of this situation could be discounted if special education
personnel were competent te develop curriculum. However, there is little
evidence to suggest that either the commitment or the competence has
been generated in behalf of curriculum development for exceptional
children within the existing model of special education. Consequently,
it is not surprising that special education is vulnerable to the
criticism being leveled by persons such as Johnson (1962), Dunn (1968),
and Lilly (1970).

The emerging movement aimed at returning milidly handicapped children



to the mainstream of education will alleviate many criticisms of existing
models, but it will not resolve the need for systematically developed
curriculum ?eared to the needs of exceptional children nor will it
1ikely result in the representation of exceptional children at the de-
cision-making level of curriculum developtient within general education.
It would appear unrealistic to place exceptional children in the main-
stream of education without representation also in the mainstream of
curriculum decision making in the education spectrum. If this goal is

to be accomplished, special education personnel must achieve a competency
in curriculum development sufficient to provide leadership within the

canfines of special education as well as within the structure of general
education. '

Personnel with competencies relative to curriculum development
are essential to this projected need. The specification of skills and
means for training individuals with such skills represent unresolved
tasks. Closely related to these problems is the matter of establishing
a role compatible to our systems of special and general education. This
role should provide for 1inkage between those professionals knowledge-
able of exceptional childvren, subject matter specialists, and curriculum
developers in general education.

Although changes are taking place in teacher training, it is question-
able that newly trained teachers are skilled in curriculum development.
Goodlad (1966) probably is realistic in spite of his pessimism when he
states that:

For some years yet, however, school systems cannot
count on beginning teachers' awareness of modern curricular
emphasis and must provide immediate in-service education for
them. Of course, school systems which intend to keep abreast
of the times always must make every possible provision for
the continuing self-renewal of the teachers.

If special education teachers are to continue to be curriculum de-
devopers, in-service education becomes a prerequisite for improving
their skills. Even this approach assumes that administrators are pre-
pared to make allowances for their participation in curriculum develop-
ment. If their talents are to be used appropriately, supportive per-
sonnel with development skills also will be needed. In appraising the
present status of support personnel, Hanson {1967) indicates that:
"There are too few qualified or trained supervisors that work with our
special class teachers. Many building principals and administrators are
very weak in curriculum supervision for special education teachers."

The current empahsis on instructional matevrials centers, while effective
in generating the development of materials, does not compensate for
the needed expertise in curriculum development.

As Grobman (1968) points out, curriculum and textbooks are not
synonymous. However, if special education is to move beyond the selec-
tion of software as an approach to curriculum development and enter a
phase characterized by systematically designed curriculum compatible with
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curricular theory and the dictates of pupil characteristics, a personnet
resource sufficient to provide direction in developing curriculum for
exceptional children must be created.

It 1s questionable if s?ecial education can take its lead from the
processes employed in general education and apply the same processes
without modificaticn to curriculum development for exceptional children.
However, the tasks of curriculum development are similar regardless of
the population involved. For example, if one reviews the role of cur-
riculum specialists outlined by Caswell (1966) he finds’implications

for a similar role in special education. Caswell indicates curriculum
specialists are concerned with: (1) assuring a sound sequence of
continuity in the curriculum, (2) establishing relationships consistent
with general goals of education and specific teaching objectives,

(3) designing curricula that provide reasonable balance and emphasis
among areas of study. This role definition has many implications for
special education. "It is quite evident that special education and
regular education are not mutually exclusive programs and cannot func-
tion independently from each other " (Fuchigami, 1967).

The long range goal of the Special Education Curriculum Training
Project at the University of Missouri - Columbia is to provide a training
component for the preparation of curriculum specialists knowledgeable
of the process of curriculum development and the learning characteris-
tics of exceptional children. This facet of the University of Missouri -
Columbia program will complement its present emphasis oh the training of
classroom teachers and college level instructors in special education., -
Although the first year's research efforts will dictate the nature of the
training curriculum, the parameters of the project are strongly influenced
by five basic considerations:

(1) The training curriculum will be based on a hierarchy of
competence derived through empirical research rather than
on assumptions possessed by faculty representatives.

(2) The tra1n1n? model will be designed to accommodate in-
dividuals with various experience and levels of compe-
tencies. The length of the training program will de-
pﬁ??]on the objectives of the trainee and his prerequisite
s S,

(3) The training setting will be based on a consortium model.
While the primary training will be coordinated on the
University of Missnuri - Columbia campus, considerable
use will be made of specialized facilities regionally
and nationally.

(4) The program will be primarily a non-degree graduate pro-
gram with degree options. It also will have a short
course provision to accommodate an in-service training
function.




(5) The training curriculum based on behaviorally stated ob-
Jectives will enhance evaluation and facilitate individ-
ualized training.

1N
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Part II. The Consultant Role; Leadership and Change Agent

The increasing complexity of information available to educators
necessitates expanded use of s?ecialists in various support areas. The
singular importance of curriculum modification in special education as
well as the proliferation of new instructional materials has resulted in
the existing demand for curriculum specialists. Despite the increasing
dependency on consultants in education, few empirical investigations
have explored the parameters of consultation. Clearly, the diversity of
evolving consultative roles, situational variables, and differential
staff expectations demands thorough investigation toward maximizing the
effective utilization of this resource.

The existing literature bearing on consultation is generally descrip-
tive in nature, and several authors have arm-chaired frameworks in
which to view the consultant and/or his role. Pertinent to the present
project is these authors' consensus supporting the intuitive notion that
a consultive role is not fixed, but varies as a function of role expec-
tation and other variables specific to the setting in which the consul-
tant will be operating. Gross, Mason, and McEachern {1958) specify three
distinct role definitions: (15 normative roles determined by behavioral
expectations of self and others, (2) situational roles determined by
the perceived demand characteristics of the setting, and (3) behavioral
roles determined by actual performance criteria. Similarly, Gilbert
1960) delineates three operational aspects of consultation: (1) role,
2) function, and (3) process. Gilbert's "role" appears analogous to the
previously noted (Gross, et al., 1958) description of normative roles
in that he specifies who the consultant is and who others think he is
(i.e., role expectations). Further, his "function" aspect refers to
the consultant's goals and expectations, and by "process" he refers to
the means or methods by which the function is carried out.

The pervasive recognition of the significance of others' expectations
in defining the consultant's role dictates analysis of proposed compe-
tencies in relation to the respondent's professional position. That is,
it is anticipated that role expectancies may vary between an administra-
tor and a special class teacher resulting in disagreement in preferred
competencies for a curriculum consultant. Similarly, it is suggested
that in-situ demand characteristics will influence the nature of the
consuTtant’s role. The empirical investigation defining Phase I of the
current project provides a sound base on which training specifications
may be determined for preparing curriculum consultants of maximum
effectiveness in a variety of settings. Further, successful integration
of the consultant into an ongoing educational program should be assured
by a training program consonant with the predetermined expectations of
field personnel.

Q The use of consultants is probably the major adjunct service to
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education today. Widespread utilization of consultants in business
and industry (Tilles, 1961) in advisory, innovative, and evaluative
capacities, further evidences the confidence invested 1n this rdle

by administrative-managerial staff. Several features definitive of
the consultant's role commend consultation as maximally beneficial
toward fulfilling the service hiatus in curriculum information. The
major characteristics differentiating the role of the consultant from

‘that of other staff positions are:

(1) Objectivity

The consultant is essentially an "outsider", He func-
tions primarily as a resource person called into an ongoing
enterprise as the need for his specialized skills is per-
ceived. Consequently, the consultant approaches his duties
with a degree of objectivity unattainable from within the
organizational structure where personnel typically are
involved full-time on a day-to-day basis. This degree of
objectivity assures an individual freedom from the ego-in-
volvement inherent in a staff position and the pursuant
resistance to change so often characterizing programs in
education.

(2) Fresh Approach

The predominately external perspective of the consultant
as well as his entrance into the picture after some period
of operation affords a fresh perception of the program. Thus,
the consultant is' in an ideal position to "breathe new life"
into the status quo generated from internal consistency.

(3) Unique Status

The consultant may serve in a capacity unlike any other
in the line/staff structure usuaily created for purposes of
administrative efficiency. He may be delegated line access
to all program staff and thus circumvent the impediments to
rapid decision making intrinsic to organizational hierarchies.

(4) Novel Perspective

The consultant's role places him at an unusual and
beneficial vantage point enabling him to oversee the total
operation as an integrated whole unencumbered by the status
roles defined for internal staff positions. In addition, the
top administrative position as well as those descending the
organizational hierarchy are equally accessible to scrutiny
from this unique perspective.

(5) Itinerant Nature

The traditional view of the conéuttant as operating on an
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itinerant basis provides for an individual available on demand
at specific times in response to particular needs. This
arrangement, allowing greatest flexibility in personnel se-
lection, maintains both economic and administrative efficien-
¢y. Further, the itinerant nature of the consultant position
provides a natural channel for enhanced cooperation and in-
formation exchange between universities, state departments

of education, and local school districts, as well as repre-
sentatives of the private sector.

(6) Specialization

The excess of information and skills necessary to insure
effectiveness in curriculum decision processes renders un- |
feasible continued reliance on personnel currently charged
with the performance of other requisite services in educa-
tion. This is particuiarly certain in the case of the often
ill-equipped and already overburdened classroom teacher with
whom major curriculum decisions often rest. The availability
of a well-trained specialist possessing in-depth curriculum
expertise surmounts the difficulties resulting from multi-
ple and inappropriate job specifications.

These advantages inherent in the role of a consultant are those
associated with the traditional view of the consultant as an external
agent. This project's goal is to train curriculum consultants as inter-
nally operating professionals while maintaining the several strengths
associated with the external role. Thus, consistent with Havelock's
(1969) typology, the product of this training program will fill a leader-
ship position, serving primarily as an "inside change agent" while pre-
sezving the integrity of the consultant as conveyor, facilitator,
and trainer.

Several distinct benefits are afforded both the curriculum consul-
tant and the employment setting via his fulfillment of responsibilities
in this capacity: (1) The consultant shares the successes and failures
experienced leading to increased personal motivation. (2) The consul-
tant spends a greater proportion of his time in a particular work setting
familiarizing himself with that unique situation. (3) His identity as
part of "the team" facilitates rapport and esprit-de-corps between him
and other personnel. (4) His status provides continued and direct com-
munication with the tota) staff. (5) The internal consultant jis always
available to handle problems as they evolve. (6) He is in a position
to anticipate and offset needs prior to their identification by
associate staff,
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Part I1I. Review of Relevant Training Models

Performance based training models in elementary education are dis-
cussed in terms of their application to project goals. Specific at-
tention is given to their unique features and observable weaknesses.

As indicated in a previous section, this project is attempting to for-
mulate a prototype training model possessing features such as an empiri-
cal or consensus base, modular scheduling, and proficiency criteria
integrated into a consortium endeavor. The rationale for a training
model such as the one being researched in this project elicits numer-
ous questions because of fts departure from the traditional. Such

-questions would include:

(1) How is the program divided into modules?

(2) Can modules, once developed, be implemented into a col-
lege or university program not organized in such a fash-
ion?

(3) How will a student select and organize training modules
into a sequential and total training program?

(4) How will evaluation be conducted and how is minimal
proficiency determined?

(5) Can a training program based on proficiency criteria
utilize traditional grading systems?

(6) How will other university personnel and the professional
community respond to a modular training program?

In search for answers to these and related questions, the Compre-
hensive Elementary Teacher Education Models were reviewed. These models
represent the most forward-looking endeavors in general education. They
are particularly relevant to this project because they have attempted
to implement several features being considered for the training model to
prepare curriculum personnel.

In the fall of 1967, the United States Office of Education re-
quested proposals for a tiiree-phased project designed to provide out-
standing programs for the professional education of elementary teachers
(Engbretson, 1969). The first phase of the project was to develop
program models; the second phase was to test their feasibility; and
the third, depending upon the results of the feasibility study, was
to implement at least two model-based programs to serve as demon-tration
programs for elementary teacher education across the nation.

The Office of Education's request for proposals resulted in the
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submission of 80 design proposals from universities, colleges, and edu-
cational research and development agencies. Nine of theseé proposals
eventuall% were funded to support Phase I development. Contracts were
awarded the University of Massachusetts; University of Pittsburgh;
Syracuse University; Teachers College, Columbia University; University
of Toledo; Michigan State University; University of Georgia; Florida

© State University; and the Northwest Regional Lagoratory.

Each of these agencies developed a training model with unigue
" properties; however, in a review of the nine models, Monson (1969)
identified ten common properties:

(1) Greater stress on individualization and flexibility in
the form of self-pacing, self-evaluation, and added self-
responsibility.

(2) More emphasis on performance c¢riteria or training cycles
and the use of behavioral objectives. More definitions of
teacher tasks. Thus, less structuring of formal courses.

(3) Earlier experiences with children--and often more and
more varied experiences than in present programs.

(4) Increased cooperation among those concerned with teacher
education in the universities and colleges, in the
public schools, in media development, and within other
dgencies.

(5) More reliance on technology--from video-tape machines
and programmed instruction to entire computer-assisted
and computer-based programs.

(6) Highly selected laboratory experiences, simulations,
microteaching, and internships.

(7) Planned in-service follow-up programs for graduates in
their first year of teaching.

(8) Differentiated roles for elementary school personnel and
college staffs.

(9) Movement toward a five-year internship program in basic
elementary teacher preparation.

(10) More emphasis on liberal education and toward an inter-
disciplinary approach to teacher education.

A perusal of this list of commonalities in the New Model Elemen-
tary Teacher Education programs indicates that the envisioned training
program for curriculum personnel possesses a similar philosophy and
comparable methodology. Thus, a careful review of those aspects in
the Elementary Teacher Education Models which seem to possess particular
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relevance to the current project is presented.

Program Content:

The training model developed at the University of Syracuse
possesses a clear delineation of its content areas. Each content area
contains several training modules. The content areas include: liberal
education, methods and curriculum, child development, teaching theory
and practice, professional sensitivity training, social-cultural founda-
tions, and self-directed professional study.

These content areas exemplify the movement made by most of the
training models toward developing greater knowledge of instructional
theory. The emphasis those models placed on training in the areas of
intra and intergroup relationships also is noteworthy. Nearly all of
the programs indicated that the days of the self-contained classroom
are numbered. Instead, instructjon will become a cooperative venture
by an educational team comprised of individuals with different levels
of competence and different areas of expectation. Thus, the authors
of these models felt it was imperative that prospective teachers re-
ceive training relevant to functioning in group endeavors. Another
area of emphasis featured by most models was included in the Syracuse
model. While most traditional training programs have suggested that
students take coursework in sociology and related areas’, the new
models emphasize sociocuitural foundations.

The changing emphasis in program content as suggested by the
new training models has much relevance for a future training program
for special education curriculum personnel. Education is moving
toward higher teacher competencies in those areas which would facil-
itate the implementation of ideas and recommendations by consultant
personnel. The cmphasis these models placed on instructional theory,
sensitivity training, and social-cultural foundations suggests that
any new training program in education must address itself carefully
to certain aspects of these topics.

Specific Teacher Competencies:

The model developed at the University of Pittsburgh has given
close inspection to the professional training component within the
overall training content. Nine teacher competency areas have been
identified: (1? specifying learning goals, (2) assessing pupil
achievement, (3) diagnosing the learner, (4) planning programs, (5)
guiding pupils, (6) of¢-task pupil behavior, (7) evaluating the
learner, (8) team work, and (9) self-development in specialty areas.
Each competency area would contain numerous training modules pro-
viding alternative courses of action. The student would be given
the opportunity to exercise several options in meeting the pre-
scribed proficiency. It should be noted that a model which identi-
fies specific competencies does not force individuals to become
generalists. An individual may become specialized in a particular
competency area, but he should attain a minimal level of proficiency
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in other competency areas to function effectively as a specialist,

It is obvious that a training program to preﬂare curyiculum
personnel {n special education would not employ the same hierarchy
of competencies as those enumerated in the gittsburgh model. However,
this model does suggest areas for consideration and possible {nclusion.
The model also indicates the feasibility of delineating several com-
petency areas which must be met at minimum levels of proficiency but
which can provide the opportunity for specialization.

Level of Competence:

Nearly all models addressed themselves to training personnel on
a continuum of competence more extensive than traditionagly provided
by teacher training programs. By combining the provisions of several
models-~ most notably the models by Florida State, Michigan State,

and the Northwest Regional Education Laboratory-- the following hier-
archy can be obtained: (1) underclass liberal arts requirements; (2)
pre-service, which would include exploration of the teacher competency
areas as well as clinical experiences such as microteaching, etc.;

and (3) in-service which involves contact with personnel at the in-
ternship, competent teacher, competent experienced teacher, and pro-
fessional experienced teacher levels.

[t is noteworthy that teacher training institutions are making
serious efforts toward providing experiences for different levels of
teacher competence. The philosophy embedded within these models
emphasizes that a competent teacher is in a constant state of self-
actualization and must be provided with opportunities for continued
growth. The need for such provisions was reiterated by Fattu (1969)
when he stated: "Staff competency is not a matter of initial capability,
because the things you know now will be outdated five years from now.

It is a matter of constant learning, of constantly being a student, and
of constantly making provisions for new learning opportunities."

Few provisions now exist for the growth of special education
teachers. It will be imperative that personnel emerging from the new
training model receive training in providing in-service instruction.
It also is apparent that the new training model will need to consider
strongly internship experiences as an integral component of the train-
ing program. Provisions for continued association with graduates of
the new training model also will need careful exploration.

PPBS - Planning, Programming, Budgeting System:

In developing the Elementary Training Models the submitting agen-
cies made use of the Planning, Programming, Budgeting System which
originated in the Department of Defense. The planning aspect of this
system is the process of clearly defining what is to be accomplished.
The programming phase is the process of determining ways to meet the
prescribed plans. It is recommended that a program provide at least
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the program must be put on a cost basis in terms of dollars, personnel,
and time. The PPBS procedure is beceming an integral part of planning
pracedures in higher education. Thus, the procedure should be consider-
ed carefully in the development of any new training model.

Training Modules:

A1l Elementary Training Models incorporated modules representing
packaged alternatives programmed to meet a prescribed objective. Each
moduie or planned instructional episode may take several hours to
several months to complete. The model developed by Michigan State
has made the most extensive use of modular organization. Their model
incorporated more than 2,700 modules. Each module contained the in-
tended learning experience, the purposes the experience was designed
to serve, suggested evaluation procedures, and a set of logistical
recommendations for management of the program.

While the development of a training program on a modular base
does not exclude some coursework, perhaps of a traditional nature, it
facilitates and strongly encourages independent study. €Each independent
study module must include a behavioral objective, relevant material, a
pre-test, procedure choices based on pre-test evaluation, and a final
performance test. Nearly all programs advised against the exclusive
use of independent study because regular coursework, occasional lectures,
and seminar experiences are important adjuncts to any training program.

The training model being formulated should make extensive use of
modules and independent study. Because the program will possess a
non-degree option and have enrollees representing a wide range of ex-
perience and prior preparation, it is essential that experiences be
clearly delineated and documented. The research staff will want to
continue its contact with the ComField project (Northwest Regional
Laboratory), Michigan State, and Florida State because these programs
have made the greatest use of modular scheduling. It should be noted
that since all three of these projects have been funded for Phase 11
they may direct studies concerned with the development, implementation,
and operation of their respective model teacher training programs.*
Thus, these particular programs represent a valuable resource for
expertise in the area of modular development and scheduling.

Advisement:

Modular scheduling, independent study, emphasis on field experiences,
etc., are going to place heavy demands on staff resources for advisement.
The most progressive solution to this problem was proposed by Teachers
College, Columbia University, who suggested that students enrolled in
its model program be organized into panels of 12, constituting a Demo-

* Other institutions receiving Phase II funding are Syracuse, Georgia,
Massachusetts, Toledo, and Wisconsin.
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cratic Inquiry Group. Each group {s assisted by a faculty memoer who
serves only as a seminar leader. The membership of the {nquiry group
remains throughout the entire program. The group members, who attempt
to educate themselves, provide feedback to each other regarding indi-
vidual performance in variocus aspects of the program. Each Democratic
Inquiry Group elects representatives who serve on faculty-administration
steering committees to provide continuous sources of input for evalua-
tion and revision of program components.

This approach to advisement could prove to be an effective mecha~-
nism for the training ?rogram under development. It would appear that
graduate students enrclled in such a program would possess greater
experience, maturity, and goal-directed behavior than would the indi-
viduals under consideration in the model from Teachers College, Colum-
bia University. Thus, aspects of this approach certainly merit csii-
tinued exploration.

Consortium Training:

Two funded Comprehensive Elementary Teacher Education Models were
submitted by agencies representing extensive consortia. Both models
have been funded for Phase 1 and Phase Il. The ComField Model sub-
mitted by the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory represents a
consortium of 26 colleges and universities, five state departments of
education (Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Alaska) and the
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. The other model, submitted
by the University of Toledo, represents the efforts of the University
of Toledo and 11 other state universities.

The climate in higher education is warming up to cooperative
endeavors. A model with the specificity such as the one under current
development cannot reach full maturity and potential on the limited
resources of any single institution of higher education. When the
project reaches the stage of specific training module formulation, it
will be necessary to profit from resources Sutside the University of
Missouri.

The previous discussion has attempted to present a brief summary
of the New Models in Elementary Teacher Education and their relevance
for the developing project. It is worth noting some of the criticisms
that have been leveled at the New Models in terms of their deficiencies
(Clark, 1969). Five are particularly relevant to our efforts.

(1) The New Models did not give enough attention to performance
criteria. Thus, evaluation both at pre-test and post-test
levels was severely crippled.

(2) The New Models made little provision for maintaining contact
with graduates. Certainly follow-up data represent the ultimate
criteria for determining the merit of any training program.

(3) Little provision had been made by the New Models for the re-



21

training of teacher educators. Personnel capabilities will
Largely determine the effectiveness of such innovative en-
eayors.

{4) Few New Models made adequate reference to the purposes of
education at the elementary level. In other words, the train-
ing models were without an identifiable starting place.

(5) Few New Models made sufficient provisions for student involve-
ment. Students should have the opportunity to provide contin-
uous feedback regarding the program's effectiveness. Mechanisms
to facilitate such student response must be established.

The training program to prepare special education curriculum per-
sonnel can profit extensively from its exploration of the strengths
and weaknesses displayed by the Comprehensive Elementary Teacher Edu-
cation Models. As indicated previously, eight models have been funded
for Phase II, thus insuring further development and exploration. The
project staff will maintain close surveillance of their continued ac-

tivities.
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Part IV. Admintstrative Perspectives

Basic principles of school administration are reviewed relative to
contemporary views on school organization. Implications for the role
of a curriculum consultant in special education are discussed. One
must have knowledge of educational administration, school organization,
and personnel services to discuss the role and functions of special
education curriculum consultants. Basic to the investigation of a
proposed special education curriculum consultant's position is an
understanding of the usual hierarchy of administrative and school
personnel. A study of common personnel structures provides direction
in determining the place of curriculum consultants in the organizational
pattern of schools. A knowledge of the tasks of curriculum specialists
now serving regular education is crucial to a study of the special edu-
cation consultant's functions.

School administration, the roles of personnel who perform curricu-
Tum and instruction functions, and innovative patterns of school organ-
ization are discussed in the next section.

School Administration:

The central purpose of educational administration is the enhance-
ment of teaching and learning. To accomplish this purpose, schecol ad-
ministrators are required to discern and influence the development of
goals and policies, to establish and coordinate an organization con-
cerned with planning and implementing appropriate programs, and to
procure and manage money, resources, and material necessary tc support
the organization and its program.

The basic operating area for the school administrator is that of
curriculum and instruction, those activities in which school workers
cooperatively plan, implement, and evaluate a school program. Castetter
and Burchell (1967) identified the activities educational leadership
utilized to improve instruction:

(1) Helping the schoul system and its subdivisions to establish
goals and subgoals. Education administration should focus
upon goals which will bring about optimum conditions for
teaching and learning.

{2) Developing an organizational structure conducive to the
attainment of goals. At the central office level, the task
is that of formulating general organizational goals for broad
approval. At the attendance unit level {individual schools)
the administrator helps focus the structure by defining the
aims of the school and the relationships and objectives of
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each position. At this level, plans are needed to provide
personiel with a knowledge of the educational program in each
school--what {is taught and why, what learning experiences

are planned for various grade levels, and how children are
grouped to facilitate learning.

(3) Utilizing knowledge of the characteristics of human develop-
ment in planning the educational program. Learning experi-
ences tnctuded in the curriculum must consider the variation
in growth rates among individuals, the optimum time for pre-
senting instructional activities, and the essential organi-
zational climate.

(4) Focusing the educational program on the development of indi-
vidual potential. ATl school personnel must understand what
1s Tnvolved 1n making provisions for individual differences.
Diagnosing, planning for instructional means, and appraising
efforts are of prime concern. The educational program will
not be the same for all students, even though common values,
knowledges, and skills may be part of its content. For
varfous pupils there will be different methods, materials,
and experiences.

(5) Planning for balance in the education program. Educational
Teaders must see that Tearning experiences provided in schools
harmonize with curricular prior.ties.

(6) Improving the organization of tearning experiences. Educa~-
tional Teaders are constantly involved in decisions relating
to what is taught in the schools, to whom, by whom, at what
time, in what places, and with what methods and materials.

(7) Utilizing methods and materials which will facilitate the
teaching-learning process. Developments in grouping for in-
struction, new tools, and techniques pose choices and create
decisions for educational leaders.

(8) Allocating resources in a manner calculated to achieve organ-
Tzational goals. The budget as the chief instrument for
planning and allocating resources has become an important
tool for linking resources to objectives.

A recent study (Goldhammer, et al., 1967) recounted interviews
with selected school superintendents regarding the problem areas which
they perceived to be especially bothersome. A major concern of many
superintendents was the development of a curriculum in harmony with the
needs of the youth in the community. This concern was presented in the
following statement:

Beforc they can make significant changes in the curri-
culum, the superintendents feel that the school districts
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must make greater provisions for a number of things

which are now scarce commodities in a school organi-
zation. For example, teachers must have more time

for planning and study; a greater number of consul-
tation and coordinating services must be secured;

material resources must be proyided in greater abun-

dance; and every district needs to allocate greater

time and money to realistic in~service education pro-

?rams for all professional personnel {Goldharmer,et al.,
967 ’ ppl 27"28) 0

This study also identified the selection of adequate curriculum
resources and staffs as a large problem for superintendents. Local
school districts lacked specialized personnel with product evaluation
expertise to select commercially prepared instructional materials.

Also cited was the shortage of qualified staff. In instances ia
which a resource staff was available, the burdens of administrative
ds?ails for personnel prevented their exerting a great deal of leader-
ship.

Adminstrative leadership personnel recognize that their major
function is to secure the highest quality of teaching and learning.
Their perceptions of obstacles to accomplishing these goals indicate
the need for specialists knowledgeable of curriculum development.

Organization of Personnel to Fulfill Curriculum and Instruction
Functions:

A common plan for the organization of public school instruction
is the designation of an Assistant Superintendent for Instruction as
a line position having authority on matters pertaining to curriculum
and instruction. The major functions of such a position are:

establishing a system-wide theory of instruction
to guide educational operations; maintaining
quaiity control over the instructional program;
fnstituting and regulating organizational mecha-
nisms which serve to interlock the various seg-
ments of the educational program; mobilizing and
directing staff energy toward attainment of edu-
cational goals to which the school system is
committed; and directing an on-going, comprehen-
sive program of curriculum improvements (Castetter
and Burchell, 15C7, p. 34).

These functions are carried out by the Assistant Superintendent
for Instruction through his direction of the work of various staff
position personnel, commonly referred to as Coordinators for Curriculum
or Coordinators for Personnel Services. While the Assistant Superin-
tendent can be characterized as a curriculum strategist, theoretician,
or agent for educational change, the Coordinators and Assistant Co-
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ordinators can best be described as implementers and expediters.

As one proceeds down the organizational chart (superintendency
at the top), he sees that personnel become more specia?1zed in their
services and knowledges. They function as sprcialists in designated
instructional areas and perform tasks such as:

Serve as chairman of meetings which focus on matters
_ pertinent to a specific instructional area.

Submit recommendations relevant to a given {nstructional
area.

Assist teachers and principals in making curriculum
changes in a particular instructional area.

Supervise pilot projects and innovative experiments
undertaken in a designated instructional area.

Conduct demonstrations of new teaching methods and
techniques.

Conduct study groups for staff members in order to in-
crease their mastery of content.

Arrange opportunities for staff members to exchange in-
formation about teaching practices which have proved effective.

Extend help on an individual basis to teachers con-
fronted with instructional problems.

Help school personnel to keep abreast of developments
in an area by preparing digests of research findings, summaries
of articles in profassional journals, and the like.

Serve as a resource person to faculty committees at
work on curriculum projects in a particular instructional
area.

Participate extensively in the preparation of curriculum
guides and course syllabt.

Maintain an up-to-date sample collection of supplementary
materials and instructional aids for examination by school
personnel.

Prepare presentations which orient the board of education
and other groups to curriculum changes occurr1nq in desig-
nated instructional areas (Castetter and Burchell, 1967, p.37).

The principalship in any attendance unit is the level at which
most operating decisions regarding the implementation of an educational
program will be made. The teachers also become active participants in
the implementation process at this level,

Thus, in most school systems the line-of authority for maintaining
quality of instruction and curriculum extends from the Superintendency
to the Principalship with staff-level personnel serving in intermediary
positions as resource specialists to plan and implement the programs
in cooperation with personnel at both the central-office level and the
attendance unit level.

A study of specialists' duties in regular education reveals their
involvement in the improvement of curriculum and instruction. A similar
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role and function would be performed by curriculum consultants concerned
with exceptional children in the schogls.

Innovative Patterns of School QOrganization;

Certain social, ideological, and technological pressures seem to
have implications for educational organizations. Education is seen by
many as the primary means through which individuals can accomplish their
personal goals. Educators long have held as an ideology, at least at
the verbal level, the uniqueness and importance of the individual. Our
developing technology is producing the resources by which meaningful
individualization of learning can become a reality.

Certain forces in American society are influencing the school
organization reshaping. The nation 1s concerned about the utilization
of talent demonstrated by the recent concern which has been focused
on the problems of the educationally disadvantaged. Development of
new curricula in mathematics and science and new technologies and media
for instruction are having impact. The rapid growth of the school
population calls for new and more efficient ways to utilize the skills
of teachers. This climate seems to provide a readiness in the schools
for organizational change.

The adaptation of instruction in the direction of increased
attention to the interests, needs, and abilities of iudividual students
will necessitate: (1) the use of advanced technology, such as com-
puters; (2) the development of task specialization among instructional
and supervisory personnel; (3) some decentralization of authority and
responsibility within the organization and a shift in the focus of many
decisfons from individuals to groups; (4) the implementation of man-
agement information systems and planning procedures; (5) the use of
behavioral objectives and the development of materials, processes, and
arrangements by which those objectives might be achieved; and (6) some
dependable and meaningful methods of assessing the outcomes of the in-
structional program.

Abbott and Eidell (1970) have forecast the implications of a focus
on the individual:

A substantial increase in the individualization of
instruction will require a shift in the locus of instruc-
tional decisions from supervisory and administrative
personnel to instructional personnel. This does not
mean, however, increased independence for teachers. On
the contrary, it implies increased interdependence of
specialized personnel as they use vastly increased
amounts of information. Thus, both planning for instruc-
tion and instruction itself will call for the cooperative
and collaborative efforts of a variety of persons, each
?osseising specialized competencies, knowledge, and skills.

p.64).
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Evidence that educational leaders are seeking answers to these edu-
cational problems and societal forces can be found in organizational
plans such as nongrading, team teaching, and dual progress plans now
being researched. To what extent the new organizational plans will
gain wide acceptance in America's schools cannot be predicted. Cer-
tainly there are good reasons for predicting that the conventional
graded system will not survive the current tide of change in school
organization. There 1s almost universal interest in having schools
provide for the individual differences defining the atypical child,
and in adapting the curriculum to his needs.
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CHAPTER Il
STATEMENT OF PROBLEM AND PROCEDURES
EMPLOYED IN COMPETENCY STUDY

Phase I was devoted to planning and operationalizing the project
structure and to conducting a study of competencies relative to the
role of a curriculum consuitant. This chapter will delineate the
problems investigated and the procedures employed in carrying out this
competency study.

Statement of Problem

The purpose of the competency study was to identify competencies
essential to the successful performance of a curriculum consultant
responsible for providing leadership in educational programming for
exceptional children. The identification of competencies is essential
to the development of an empirical base for determining a curriculum
for the performance-based training program to be developed in Phase II.

The following questions were” investigated:

1. What specific competencies are pzrceived by school personnel
as being important to the role of a curriculum consultant?

2. Do various school personnel differ in their perceptions of the
role of a curpriculum consultant, 1.e., superintendents,
curriculum consultants, principals, psychologists, speech and
hearing clinicians, directors of special education, special
education consultants, regular elementary teachers, and
special education teachers?

3. What competencies appear interrelated .in terms of their func-
tion and in reference to the context in which that function
is carried out? .

4. What is the relative importance of the various competencies?
Does relative importance vary as a function of professional
position?

5. Which competencies appear most amenable to development through
on-campus activities and which through field experiences?

6. Does size of school district affect perceptions of the role
of a curriculum consultant?

Generation of a Competency Item Pool

Two techniques were employed in developing an initial pool of com-
_ petency statements. First, 30 educators employed in administrative or

3
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instructional positions in Iowa, Kansas, and Missouri were interviewed.
Second, an extensive review of the 1iterature from general education,
special education, and industry was undertaken. Specific attention was
given to; (1) consultant functions independent of professional affili-
ation, (2) educational consultant functions, (3) special education
support service functions, and (4) the literature pertaining to perfor-
mai+ e-based training models.

Interview Procedures

The interviewees were six special class teachers employed by local
districts, six district level special education administrators, three
intermediate district level administrators, two state agency administra-
tors, two district level special education consultants, three inter-
mediate district special education consultants, and six Instructional
Materials Center consuitants. The interviews were informal but struc-
tured into four stages: (1) establishing rapport, (2) preliminary
structuring, (3) introduction to project, and (4) selection of compe-
tency statements. Appendix A details a description of each stage. All
interviews were recorded via audio tape. After each session these tapes
wire analyzed for competency statements and discussed by the project
staff.

Review of Literature

Literature searches were initiated tnrough the ERIC system. Pro-
Jects relevant to the broad spectrum of consultive functions and curri-
culum development were reviewed and a supportive 1ibrary search using a
variety of indexes followed. An extensive annotated bibliography was
compiled and a position paper based on selected sources was written.
Additional competency statements were generated by reviewers as part of
the review process.

Organization of Item Pool

Competency Organization and Generation Model

As a means of organizing the identified competency statements and
assessing representativeness of items, a model was designed to serve as
a frame of reference. The three dimensional model (Figure 2) required
that the major functions of a curriculum consultant be viewed from the
perspective of the skills required to fulfill the function as well as
the different situations in which those functions might be carried out.
Each competency generated from the interviews and literature search was
written as % performance statement and assigned to the appropriate cell
in the model.

Areas of Responsibility

The variables listed under this domain reflect the general areas
in which it was assumed that curriculum consultants would commit their
energies. These areas were not viewed exclusively as areas of knowledge
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or areas of performance. In some cases, knowledge would be sufficient
for the consultant to fulfill his role expectation; in others, he must
be able to demonstrate his knowledze through ?erformance. For example,
1t may be important for him to be Knowledgeable of certain learning
theories but not essential for him to be able to demonstrate how they
apply 1n the classroom. In an area such as curriculum development, in
addition to knowing about curricular theory, it would be necessary for
him to be skilled in directing curriculum projects.

(a) Curriculum: The emphasis in this area includes primary re-
sponsibiTities for developing curriculum. Pertinent are compe-
tencies relative to working with other personnel in making deci-
sions on content, developing procedures for implementation,
assessing what is currently being done, and orienting teachers and
adminstrators to the necessity of investing in curriculum for
exceptional children,

(b)  Instruction: The instructional area entails teaching methods,
classroom management, techniques for structuring the classroom
milieu, and significant didactic interactions of pupil-teacher,
pupil-pupil, pupil-material, and pupil-environment.

{c) Materials: The utilization of materials most effective for
attaining the objectives of the curriculum is the basic feature
in this area. This necessitates knowledge of available materials
as well as familiarity with the intended uses of these materials
relative to learner characteristics and curriculum content.

(d) Media: For purposes of this model, media has been limited to
modes other than print for presenting instruction to learners in-
dividually and in groups. Also included are technologies in the
form of CAl, teaching machines, and video taping.

(e) Personnel: The major resource available to a person fulfilling
the roTe of curriculum consultant is represented in the knowledge
and skills possessed by other personnel. Much of his effectiveness
will depend on his ability to communicate with colleagues, identify
persons with relevant skills, and structure situations which engage
staff in curriculum development activities.

(f) In-service: In-service is defined as a change agent role in
upgrading the curriculum development skills of the staff and involves
the employment of in-service training as a means of implementing
curriculum changes.

(g) Public Relations: Public relations identifies those functions
related to communication within and outside the school. It implies
both dissemination and salesmanship.

Situations

The specific competencies required for a curriculum consultant to
function effectively may depend on the particular situation in vhich he
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works. For example, a program which is comprehensive and which employs
well-designed curricula may make different demands on a consultant than

a program which has neither structured curriculum nor sufficient resources
to develop curriculum. The organizational structure of the employing
school agency could introduce another set of situational variables, e.g.
urban school districts differ in structure from intenrmediate school
districts. The latter situation might result in consultation service to
several independent districts but no direct service to children.

Situational variables may dictate the need for alternative compe-
tencies to accomplish some specific task in different settings. Conse-
quently, the process of generating potential competencies must consider
situational variables. These variabley could be extended to include
other settings, such as the University, Instructional Material Center,
and Child Study Centers. The focus in this project is currently on the
school with some consideration of these peripheral settings.

(a) Comprehensive {(Local) Program: This level refers to programs
which offer an array of special education services. In general,
financial and manpower rescurces are available for curriculum
development.

(b) Limited (Local) Program: This level is characterized by
insufficient special education services and/or 1imited financial
resources. There is a general lack of activity in curriculum
development for exceptional children.

(c) Intermediate District: While there may be qualitative
differences in this type of program, the major difference is
in relation to the organizational structure. An intermediate
district typically requires the consultant to work with teach-
ers employed by several local school districts. Under these
conditions, the consultant has less control of resources and
must be capable of giving leadershiip to several autonomous
local programs. ‘

Process-Skills

The processes specified reflect generic skills applicable to most
functions of a curriculum consultant but are by no means unique to this
position. Each process is viewed as a possible determinant for compe-
tencies within the realm of each area of responsibility.

(a) Observation: Pertains to the skill of observing the behavior
of others and recording appropriate data.

(b) Interpretation: Involves drawing conclusfons from the meanings
of events, statements, actions, and materials.

- (c) Selection: Refers to identifying tasks, events, products, and

processes relative to <pecific criteria.

(d) Adaptation: Refers to modifying materiai ur procedures to meet

- —
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the requirements of a given situation.

(e) OQrganization: Pertains to skills relative to management,
establishing procedures, and Structuring tasks.

(f) Planning: Relates to the process of making decisions and
formuTating criteria.

(g) Development: Involves responsibility for carrying out specific
steps Teading to the constitution of a project or an operational
process.

(h) Evaluation: Pertains to assessing processes, products, and
events.

The model served a useful purpose in organizing the universe of
competency statements. It also served as a guide to staff members
in broadening the spectrum to include competencies which vary from
being tangential in nature to those which have direct application to
the role of a curriculum consultant.

After the competency statements were categorized according to the
Competency Ordganization and Generation Model, the number of competencies
to be included in the pilot study was reduced from 400 to 150 statements.
Decisions regarding redundancy and relevancy were made by project staff
on the basis of their own experience and advisement from qualified con-
sultants and the Advisory Board.

Pilot Study Procedures

The purpose of the pilot study was to refine the survey procedures
used and to identify problems related to the competency statements. An
attempt was made to write each statement at a uniform level of specifi-
city. Attention also was given to including competencies in the pilot
study representative of the original universe of items.

Instrument Design

The pilot study instrument was comprised of the 150 competency
statements. The instructions included a descriptive definition of a
curriculum consultant. Respondents were asked to rate each competency
statement on Importance and Trainability. The instructions were stated
as follows:

Importance

Rate each competency according to its importance in carrying
out the role of a curriculum consultant as described above.
Consider the program in which you work as the setting in which
this person would be serving. Using a soft-leaded pencil

mark your rating of the importance of each item according to
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the following criteria:

Column 0 = Very important

Column 1 = Moderately important
Column 2 = Slightly important
Column 3 = Somewhat unimportant
Column 4 = Definitely unimportant

Trainability

Trainability refers to the manner in which a particular compe-
tency 1s developed. Certain competencies are best developed
within the framework of on-campus college curricula. Other
competenciés are best developed through an apprenticeship or
on-the-job training and experience. Still otﬁer competencies
may be looked upon as not susceptible to development through
formal education or job experience but are primarily a matter
of self-growth and personal maturity. Using a soft-leaded
pencil mark your rating of the trainability of each item
according to the following criteria:

Column 7 = Best developed through on-campus
curricula
Column 8 = Best developed through on-the-
job training and experience.
_Column 9 = Not amenable to training; a matter

of self-growth and personal maturity.

Descriptive data regarding name, position, age, sex, training,
teaching experience, certification, and school district organization
were obtained on each subject (see Appendix B for a copy of the pilot
study instrument). The instrument was printed on Digitek Optical
Scanning paper to facilitate the transformation of data from the in-
strument to tape for processing.

A supplemental form soliciting specific comments and suggestions
on individual items was attached to the questionnaire. Respondents were
asked to address their comments to items needing revision and to the
comprehensiveness of the total instrument.

Selection of Subjects

One hundred and twenty-five professional staff members from four
school districts were selected as subjects for the pilot study. The
districts were selected because they operated programs for most types
of exceptional children but did not employ a person whose responsibilities
approximate the role definition of a curriculum consultant as described
for this project. The K-12 enrollment of the four districts ranged from
7,380 to 23,212. See Table 1 for descriptive data on the districts.

Guidelines were provided the Special Education Director of each
district relative to the selection and desired number of subjects per
category. A total of 125 subjects was selected. Ninety-one question-
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Description of Pilot Study School Districts

38

District A

District 8

Variable District C| District D
K-12 Enroliment 8,204 7,380 23,212 17,399
Community Population 32,366 34,719 104,839 72,691
Number of Professional 432 681 1,031 765
Personnel
Number of Special 27 42 43 40

Education Personnel

naires were returned for a return rate of 72%.
breakdown of the responses by the number of questionnaires distributed

and returned.

Pilot Study Data Collection Procedure

Table 2 presents a

The Special Education Directors in the four districts served as
: They selected the subjects accord-
ing to the guidelines provided and were responsible for distributing

contact persons for the pilot study.

the questionnaires.

questionnaire so responses could be mailed directly to the project

office.
employed.

date was provided each director.

Due to time limitations, only one follow-up procedure was
Information regarding the number of returns on the deadline
He in turn was advised to send a memo

Addressed return envelopes were included with each.

to the subject in his district asking him to complete the questionnaire

if he had not done so.

and correctness in following the instructions and then prepared for

analysis.

Analysis

The analyses of data from the pilot study were restricted to de-
scriptive statistics on consensus and interpretation of feedback regard-

ing specific items.
groups were applied.

No tests of statistical significance between sub-

Each questionnaire was reviewed for completeness
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Table 2

Pilot Study Instrument Distribution and Return by Position and District

st s t—— e e tm———— sttt
[y e e

District A [District B |District C |District D
Position Sent |Recd. | Sent |Recd.| Sent|Recd.| Sent |Recd.
Superintendent 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0
Curriculum Consultant 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 ]
Principal 2 2" 2 2 2 3 2 2
Psychologist 2 0 3 2 2 ] 2 2
Speech Clinician 1 0 5 5 2 2 5 5
Hearing Clinician 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
Regular Elementary 4 2 5 1 4 3 4 4
Teacher
Director of Special 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
Education
Special Education 0 0 1 1 * 0 2 1
Consultant
Sp$glgae5ducation 7 4 20 3 ] * 6 21 15
Not Determined 2 0 1 5
Total 20 [ M 40 (17 | 25 |20 | 40 | 35

* Requested that the questionnaire be distributed to every Special
Education Consultant in this district and that the balance of the
questionnaires be distributed to Special Education Teachers.
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Importance Dimension

The mean, standard deviation, end variance for the importance
ratings were calculated for each item. Lower mean values represented
greater jmportance. Out of a possible range »f 0 to 4, the range of
means was 0.17 {o 1.58. The variance for each item was used as a
measure of consensus. Lower variances represented greater agreement
among respondents. The observed range of variances was 0.17 to 1.71.

As shown in Table 3, the mean importance ratings on 19 {tems
(12.7%) was 0.49 or below and thus within the Very Important category.
One hundred twenty-nine items (86%) had mean ratings of 0.50 to 1.49.
The weighted averages of these items were within the Moderately Impor-
tant category. The remaining two items {1.3%) received mean ratings
of 1.56 and 1.58 which placed them in the Slightly Important category.

Table 3

Distribution of Items by Mean Importance Scores

Mathematical Limits
Category of Categories Frequency Percent
Very Important 0 - 0.49 19 12.7
Moderately Important 0.50 - 1.49 129 86.0
Slightly Important . 1.50 - 2.49 .2 1.3
Somewhat Unimportant 2.50 - 3.49 0 0
Definitely Unimportant 3.50 - 4.00 0 0

On 66 items (44%), at least 50% of the responses were in the Very
Important category. The remaining 84 items were placed in other cate-
gories, but for no ftem did a category other than Very Important obtain
as much as 50% of the responses.

Trainability Dimension

The data from the trainability dimension were looked at in two ways.
Responses first were analyzed to determine the predominant category for
each item. The binomial test {Siegel, 1956, p.40) was used to determine
dependence in a two-category distribution:
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a= JNjg where;

x = the number of responses in the category which
received the largest number of responses;
y = the number of responses in the category which
received the second largest number of responses;
and N = x +y

A 2-score greater than or equal to 1.65 (the .05 level of confi-
ence) was used as the criterion for establishing the number of responses
in the largest category as significantly greater than the number of
responses in the second-largest category. Using this criterion, 25
competencies {(16.7%) were rated as being preferably developed through
on-campus course work; 92 competencies (61.3%) were Jjudged as being pre-
ferably developed through on-the-job training and experience; 5 compe-
tencies (3.3%) were seen as not being amenable to training, rather a
matter of self-growth and maturity. Twenty-eight items (18.7%) did not
meet the criterjon established for consensus; that is, no singie cate-
gory could be determined as being predominant.

The second analysis performed on the trainability dimension was to
determine any relationship between the degree of importance attributed
to a competency and the trainability category assigned to it. The com-
petency items were rank-ordered by their mean importance scores and
divided by a median split into a higher importance group and a lower
importance group. Table 4 illustrates the relationship of competency
items by degrees of importance to trainability.

Table 4

Distribution of Items by Trainability Categories
and Two Levels of Importance

Trainability

oc 0cC JT  10C,JT,
and [and }and | and

Level of Importance oc | a1 | sa lor lsg Ise |sg
Higher Importance 7 51 5 8 1 2 1
Lower Importance 18 4] 0 14 0 2 0

Totals 25 92 5 22 1 4 1
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The results suggest that:

(1) of those competencies for which ratings were predominant-
1y in the On-Campus category, there were considerably more in
the lower importance group than in the higher importance group.

(2) Of those competencies for which ratings were predominant-
ly in the Job-Training category, there were considerably more in
the higher importance group.

{3) A1l competencies for which ratings were predominantly in
the Self-Growth category were in the higher importance group.

(4) Of those competencies for which On-Campus and Job-~Training

were both selected more often than Self-Growth, there were con-
siderably more in the lower importance group.

Subjective Feedback

The narrative comments supplied by respondents proved exceedingly
helpful in making decisions on items in need of revision or deletion.
The item revisions included:

(a) The rewording of 33 competency statements to make them
more precise.

(b)Y The elimination of 23 items redundant of other items rated
more important with a greater degree of consensus.

(c) The combination of 47 items with similar content and some-
what similar importance and trainability ratings.

The instructions and demographic variables also were revised in ac-
cordance with the suggestions received from respondents. See Appendix B
for a listing of the categories within which comments were solicited.

. The major format change resulting from the pilot study was the in-
clusion of the curriculum consultant definition at the top of each page
containing competency statements. The original form included the defini-
tion only on the instructions page.

Copetency Study Procedures

The competency study was comprised of two parts. The first part in-
volved a replication of the pilot study using the revised instrument and a
larger, more representative sample to obtain data on the importance and
traznab111ty of the competencies. The second part related to the cluster-
ing of competencies for the development of modules.
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Data Collection Procedures for Phase I: Competency Item Analysis

The procedures used to generate and validate competency statements
during the pilot study were basic to this more comprehensive study. The
reader is encouraged to read the previous section of this chapter before
proceeding with the discussion of the comprehensive study.

Instrumentation

The final instrument was comprised of 100 competency statements.
Each respondent was asked to rate all items on the dimensions of Impor-
tance and Trainability. Specific personal and demographic data were col-
lected on respondents and school districts participating in the study.
The instrument was printed on Digitek Optical Scanning paper. Subjects
recorded their responses directly on the questionnaire pages containing
the item rather than on separate answer sheets.

Because the instrument is basic to the training curriculum which
ultimately will evolve from this project, a photo copy of the instrument
is included (see Appendix C).

Samp]e Selection Procedures

The geographic area from which subjects were selected was an 11-
state area including Arkansas, I11linois, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Missouri,
Minnesota, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and Wisconsin. These states
were selected because, in the judgment of the project staff, they repre-
sent those states from which the trainees will most 1ikely come.

School districts having an enrollment of 5,000 or more as reported
by the United States Office of Education (Sietsema & Mongello, 1970) for
the 1969-70 school year were included in the population. Districts with
smaller enrollments were eliminated because of the improbability of such
districts employing a curriculum consultant as defined in this study.

To accommodate the perspectives of smaller districts, intermediate or
cooperative units from the four states in the region which operate inter-
mediate systems were sampled.

Table 5 illustrates the number of districts per enroliment category
in the United States, the 11 selected states, and the number of districts
selected for inclusion in the sample.

Using the ratio of 1:3:6 reflected in Table 5, twenty school districts
were selected randomly. The selection resulted in 2 districts chosen from
the 25,000+ category, 6 from the 10,000 to 24,999 category, and 12 from the
5,000 to 9,999 category. Because the organizational structure of the inter-
mediate concept varied according to each of the four states within the
region, it was decided to select randomly one intermediate unit from each
of the four states rather than from the total region.

Table 6 contains a list of the local and intermediate districts ran-
domly selected for participation in the study.



Table 5

a4

Distribution of School Districts by Enroliment Size

e e — — -
Number of Districts in

Districts in the Eleven Number of

the United Selected Districts

Enrollment Size States States Sampled
25,000+ Enrollment 180 3 2
10,000 - 24,999 538 80 6
5,000 - 9,999 1,097 196 12

Extensive demographic data were collected on each sample unit. A

copy of the forms used in this procedure appears in Appendix D.

The superintendent of each district or intermediate unit was con-
tacted by phone or in person depending on his participation in the study.
Where necessary, directors of research also were consulted. The super-
intendents were asked to name a contact person. Where possible, this
individual was the Director of Special Education, the Assistant Super-
intendent, or the Director of Instruction.

The actual selection of subjects by position within each sample unit
was made by the contact person. Three types of guidelines were provided
each contact person: (1? description of positions, 22) selection pro-
cedures, and (3) recommended numbers per position. (See Appendix E for
a copy of these guidelines.)

Description of Positions

The following descriptive statements were used to define the positions
to be included in the sample:

Superintendent: Theé Superintendent, or an Associate or Assis-
tant Superintendent in charge of instruction.

Curriculum Consultant or Coordinator: A central staff member,
below the Tevel of the superintendency, whose activities deal
with curriculum and instruction. A coordinator or consultant
serving the entire school system or a portion of the school sys-
tem larger than a single school. A specialist in a designated
instructional area, e.g., Reading Consultant,

Psychologist: Psychologist or psychometrist who is responsible
for provgaing psychologital services to pupils, including the
administration and interpretation of psychological tests.
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Speech and/or Hearing Clinician: Clinician, therapist, or
patho1o?1st?6F'speech and/or hearing probiems who provides in-
dividual or small grouﬁ instruction to children on an itinerant
basis, {.e., does not ha

room, .

ve full-time responsibility for a class-

Principal: Building principal or assistant principal for an
e1emen%ary school (no higher than grade 8). Does not include
teaching principals unless they are in charge of schools of
four or more classrooms. Presence or absence of Special Edu-
cation classes in their buildings is not a factor.

Director of Special Education: The staff member who has the
major responsibility in the district for coordinating and
supervising the Special Education program of the school sys-

tem. (The position titles of this person may vary by districts.)

Special Education Consultant: A staff member who works under
the direction of a Director of Spucial Education and who deals
with the curriculum and instructional aspects of one or more
areas of exceptionality, e.g., Consultant for Mental Retarda-
tion. Does not provide direct service to children. '

Elementary Classroom Teacher: A full-time teacher of a class-
room for elementary school children (grades K through 8).

May be ungraded or multi-grade classrooms. Must not be con-
sidered as a special education classroom. The teacher must be
certified. Presence or absence of Special Education classes in
the school {is not a factor.

Special Education Classroom Teacher: A teacher of a classroom
specifically designated as serving some category of exceptional
children. Such classrooms may be from pre-primary level through
secondary school pro?rams. The classroom may be designated as
being for the mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed, deaf or
hard of hearing, blind or visually handicapped, orthopedically
handicapped, multiply handicapped, hospitalized or home bound,
socially maladjusted, brain injured, or specific learning dis-
abilities. Do not include teachers who are primarily resosurce
room teachers or itinerant teachers. Certification status
should not be a 1imiting factor.

Table 7 presents a breakdown of the subject sample by position and
type of district according to the number of questionnaires distributed
and received.

Descriptive data on sex, age, level of education attatned, and to-
tal years professional experience are reported in Table 8. .

Analysis Procedures

Means and standard deviations were calculated for the total sample
N of 587 subjects as well as for each of the nine subgroups (respondent
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Questionnaire Distribution and Return by Position and Size of District

e

= e

Size of District

Inter- 10,000 - 5,000 -
mediate 25,000+ 24,999 9,999
Position Sent |Recd.|Sent {Recd.|Sent |Recd.|Sent {Recd.
Superintendent 0 0 2 1 6 3 13 13
Psychologist 8 5 2 5 3 10 9
Principal 0 0 4 3 12 10 37 33
Curriculum Consultant 0 0 2 2 6 2 11 8
Speech and/or Hearing N 8 5 5 16 N 27 23
Clinician
Special Education 15 8 3 2 3 3 3 3
Consultant
Director of Special 4 4 2 2 6 5 9 8
Education
Special Education 82| 61 30| 20| 93! 76| 123 | 106
Teacher
Regular Elementary 0 0 10 9 33 24 | 127 | 106
Teacher
Total 120 86 60 55 [ 180 | 137 | 360 | 309




Table 8

Sex, Age, Level of Education Attained, and Total Years of Profess1ona1
Experience of Respondents by Position

Position of Respondent
Speech Dir.
Curr Hand ggec. Sof ggec. Eeg.
. eal”- UCQ eC. UC. Iemu
Varfable |Supt. Psych.Prin. |Cons. k11n. |Cons . Eguc, Tchr. Tchr. [Total
SEX
Male 17 12 39 5 6 6 15 56 24 1180
female 0 7 7 7 41 10 4 1216 }115 |407
AGE
24 or lessy O 0 0 0 15 1 0 45 17 78
25 - 29 0 5 3 1 13 1 1 39 22 85
30 - 39 3 7 15 4 6 5 6 57 27 130
40 - 49 4 5 13 3 8 6 7 43 22 11N
50 - 59 7 2 9 1 3 2 3 61 30 (118
60 - 65 3 0 4 3 2 1 2 21 21 57
66+ 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 6 0 8
EDUCATION
<BA 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 16 16 34
BA 0 0 4 0 9 0 0 44 26 83
BA+ 0 | 5 0 18 0 T 121 66 (212
MA 3 2 6 1 10 5 1 30 16 74
MA+ 4 9 25 9 9 10 12 49 13 |140
6th year 5 2 5 0 0 1 1 5 2 21
Doctorate 5 5 0 2 0 0 4 2 0 18
TOTAL YEARS
PROFESSIONAL
EXPERIENCE
None-NA 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 4
1 - 2 0 2 0 0 10 1 ] 39 13 66
3J- 5 0 4 4 0 17 0 1 58 26 1110
6 - 10 0 7 12 1 4 4 3 44 27 (102
11 - 15 2 1 4 1 3 5 4 45 16 81
16 - 20—~ 3 1 9 2 2 4 2 30 17 70
21+ 12 4 16 7 8 1 8 5 39 (146
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positions). Additional subgroups also were structured as follows:

(1) administrator types: superintendents, principals, and directors

of special education, and (2) teacher types: regular and special edu-
cation teachers. Means and standard deviations were computed for these
restructured groups.

[tems were rank ordered by importance for the total sample, sub-
groups by positions, administrator types, and teacher types. The
Kendall coefficient of concordance ¥ (Siegel, 1956, p. 229) was applied
as a measure of association among the various sub-groups on the basis
of rank ordaring.

To determine significant differences, ¢ tests were calculated for
the following sub-group comparisons on each competency item:; (1) ad-
ministrator types and curriculum consultants, (2) special education con-
sultants and curriculum consultants, (3) curriculum consultants and
teacher types, and (4) teacher types and administrator types.

The trainability ratings were analyzed using the Binomial test
described by Siegel (1956, p. 40) to test for dependence in a two-category
distribution,

Data Collection Procedures for Phase II: Cluster Analysis

Based on the review of literature and the interviews conducted during
the process of generating competency statements, the project staff iden-
tified five functions which appeared to be central to the role of a con-
sultant, It also was felt that these functions were generic to at least
five contexts. The functions and contexts are illustrated in Figure 3.

Figure 3 was used as a model for clustering of competency state-
ments. Seven judges with expertise in curriculum development were
selected to apply a modified @-sort technique to cluster the 100 compe-
tencies. The judges included fhree professors of special education,
one professor of curriculum development from regular education, and
three special education consultants from the field. The specific in-
structions provided the judges are included in Appendix F.

The categories of the Function Dimension were defined as follows:

Evaluating: Those items which involve exploring current con-
ditions, identifying problems, analyzing processes and programs.

Developing: Those items which involve developing policies,
products or programs, organizing and directing programs or
processes, translating information into useable form, adapting
knowledges into practices.

Training: Those items relating to planned activities or pro-
cedures aimed at developing particular skills and/or under-
standings on the part of others.

Advising: Those items relating to assisting persons by pro-
Q viding information, demonstrating, and sharing of ideas intended




FUNCTIONS

Evaluating

" ‘Developing

Training

Advising

Serving as
Liaison

Figure 3.

CONTEXTS

Materials
Curriculum Instruction and Media

Communi -
cation
Processes

Support
Systems
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Function and context matrix.
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to help in decision making, the solution of a particular pro-
blem, or the improvement of a particular practice.

Serving as Liaison: Those items relating to assisting in com-
munication between groups and securing support and assis-
tance from others.

The categories for the Context Dimension were defined as follows:

Curriculum: Those items which relate to the identification,
evaluation, and sequencing of curriculum content, plus those
which pertain to the process of curriculum development.

Instruction: Those items which relate to teaching methods,
techniques, classroom interactions, pupil performance, and
c¢lassroom management. '

Materials and Media: Those items pertaining to teaching materi-
als, audfovisual equipment and technologies for instruction.

Communication Processes: Those 1tems which primarily focus on
the interaction between professional groups, interpersonal and
intrapersonal relations, communications beyond the school dis-
trict, structures of groups.

Support Systems: Those items which are concerned with estab-
T{shing resources and policies relevant to educational programs,
e.g., research support, in-service training, better facilities,
consultant services, etc.

One item was placed in a cluster if four out of the seven judges
placed it in a particular cell. In the case of the function/context
cell, an {tem was required to receive four or more votes for a particu-
lar function as well as for a particular context. For example, an item
placed in the Evaluating/Curriculum cluster received four or more votes
in the context cimension of Curriculum and four or more votes in ihe
function dimension of Evaluating. After the clustering process was
completed, descriptive statistics were computed for each function clus-
ter, context cluster, and function/context cluster. The following treat-
ments were applied: '

(1) Weighted means of importance ratings over all items within
each function cluster, context cluster, and function/context
cluster were computed.

(2) The competency statements within each cluster were rank
ordered on the basis of their importance means.

(3) A rank order based on cluster importance means of the total
sample was established for the 20 function/context clusters.

(4) A consensus index for each cluster was computed by summing
the number of judgments for the appropriate category and dividing
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by the total number of judgments. This resulted in a maxi-
mum value of 100% for complete agreement.

(5) Four one-way analyses of variance were conducted on clus-
ter importance means for the following subject groups: (a)
total sample, (b) teachers, (c) administrators, and (d) curricu-
Tum consultants.

(6) Duncan's new multiple range test (Edwards, 1968, p. 131)
was utilized to determine which of the differences among the
cluster means were significant.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF COMPETENCY STUDY

The competency study results are presented in two parts. The data
regarding individual competency statements are inciuded in Part I and
the data on clusters of competencies are gresented in Part II. The
purposes of the competency study were: (1) to identify specific compe-
tencies perceived by school personnel as important to the effectiveness
of a curriculum consultant for exceptional children, and (2) to deter-
mine the extent of relationships among competencies which could be capi-
talized on in the developmant of instructional modules.

Although the data derived from the competency study support state-
ments regarding the importance of specific competencies and clusters,
the perceived differences on the part of various school personne}, and
the manner in which competencies should be developed, it is not feasible
to discuss all the implications relative to specific competencies. These
descriptive data will be used as a primary reference hy the.project staff
in structuring the training model, in developing modules, and in counsel-
ing trainees. For example, the importance and trainability ratings given
items within clusters will help determine module content. The relative
importance of competencies as perceived by the subgroups of school per-
sonnel will be important in counseling a trainee on which modules to
pursue. Ffor example, if a trainee aspires to work in a large school dis-
trict in an administrative position with responsibilities for curriculum
development in special education, then those modules.commensurate with
the importance rating of administrators should be given priority. Where-
as, 1f he plans to work as a curriculum consultant in an intermediate
untt at a level which brings him into contact with teachers, then the
perceptions of teachers become important in planning his program.

The determination of which data to report represents a compromise
between what was percefved as essential to decisions regardin? the de-
velopment of modules and results which were observed and considered im-
portant additions to the literature but not crucial to project decisions
inherent in module development. Because this report has been compiled
as a primary reference for the staff, discussion will be 1imited. For
the most part, the descriptive tables are self-explanatory. The major
restriction on data discussion is that the implications vary depending
on the relationship among competencies selected as a basis for a module.
Consequently, interpretation will occur when competencies are selected
for inclusion in a module.
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Part 1. Competency Data by Item

Out of a total of 720 questionnaires distributed, 612 were returned
(85%). Of these, 587 (98%) were in useable form and contributed to the
data analysis. A questionnaire was not considered if the instrument was
mismarked or if the demographic data were omitted. Questionnaires on
which respondents failed to respond to particular items were included,
accounting for the differential ¥s reported for individual ftems. Table 9
presents-a summary of the number of respondents by position and type of
district in which they were employed.

Table 9
Description of Sample by Position and Size of District

T -—— Size of District T
Inter- | | 10,000-] 5.000- | Row
Position mediate| 25,000+{ 24,999 | 9,999 Total
Superintendent 0 1 3 13 17
Psychologist 5 2 3 9 19
Pr1nc1pa] 0 3 10 33 46
Curriculum Consultant 0 2 2 8 12
Speech and/or Hearing 8 5 11 23 47
Clinician
Special Education 8 2 3 3 16
Consultant
Director of Special 4 2 5 8 19
Education
Special Education Teacher 61 29 76 106 272
Regular Elementary Teacher 0 9 24 106 - 139
Column Total 86 55 137 309 587




67

The competency items will serve as the basis for decision making in
module development. Each competency represents an area of performance
or know1ed?e for which training modules will be designed and incorporated
into a training program, To facilitate the design of a training model,
it 1s necessary to structure a system of modules which allows for individu-
alizing programs to both the goals and abilities of trainees. Persons re-
sponsible for the training program must be knowledgeable not only of skills
essential to a particular role, e.g., curriculum consultant for exception-
al children, but familiar also with those situational variables which might
alter the expectations of such a role. For example, superintendents and
teachers would be consumers of the curriculum consultant service but might
vary in their perception of what the consultant should do. Teachers them-
selves might vary depending on the size of district they are in, the
number of other specfal classes in their buildings, or the comprehensive-
ness of support service available to them. Data regarding ‘hese variables
should be accessible to module developers if they are to design modules
which are maximally effective and applicable to the situation for which
the trainee {s preparing himself. While such detailed information is
essential to module development, it {s not feasible to report data on a
particular competency item and discuss how each piece of data will be
used in transforming the competency item into an instructional activity
and ultimately into a capability on the part of a trainee. Much depends
on the relationship of one competency to other competencies. The clus-
tering process reported in Part Il constitutes the major step in struc-

" Xuring the datia on competency l4ems for use in the development of modules.

The data presented on individual items become most meaningful when viewed
within the context of a cluster.

In comparing the perceptions of subjects by their employment posi-
tions, means and standard deviations were computed for each item accor-
ding to importance ratings. A five-point scale was used as the criterion
for measuring importance. Table 10 reports the rank ordering of the 100
competency items for the total sample by respondents' positions. The
Kendall coefficient of concordance w was applied to determine the agree-
ment across posftions in rank ordering. The w value of .73 reflects con-
siderable agreement among the respondents when grouped by positions. This
agreement, however, pertains only to rank ordering and not to the impor-
tance allotted each item by position,

In reviewing Table 10 it 1s apparent that although there is general
agreement among the subjects by positions on rank ordering, there is some
variance between certain groups. For example, the rank ordering of com-
petency items by regular and special education teachers varies from the
rankings of superintendents, principals, and directors of special educa-
tion. For this reason, these groups were collapsed into two categories,
namely, teachers and administrators. Columns 11 and 12 of Table 10 pro-
vide a comparison of these groups on rank ordering.

Tables 11 - 110 contain descriptive data on each item, These tables
will serve as a major reference to the module developers as each compe-
tency is considered in the module development process. Because of the
magnitude of data presented in these tables it was not possible to pro-
vide an explanation of each kind of data presented. Thus, the following
discussion is included to help the reader interpret the tables:
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(a) Competency dimensions: A1l competency items were sub-
Jected to a clustering grocess structured on two dimensions,
function and context. The five functions are Evaluatin%. De-
veloping, Training, Advising, and Serving as Liaison., The five
contexts are Curriculum, Instruction, Materials and Media, Com-
munication Processes, and Support Systems., See page 50 for a
discussfon on the procedures employed in the clustering pro-
cess.t ghe function and context which the item represented are
reported.

(b} M = mean
SD = standard deviation
N = number of subjects

(¢) Position: Indicates the position held by the respondent
at the time of his completing the questionnaire,.

(d) District size: Indicates the manner in which the sample
was stratified in the selection process.

(e) Row total: Presents summary data by position.

(f) District subtotals: Presents summary data by size of
district. ,

(g) RK: Represents the rank order of the item's importance
mean as perceived by the subjects in the respective position
category.

(h) TI: Represents the trainability index. This index was
establishcd by applying a binomial test to determine if the
number of judgments on one of the three choices was signifi-
cantly greater than the number of responses to the other choices.
If one choice was not significant, then two are reported. The
following abbreviations are used to report the trainability

indexes:
JT = on the Job training
0C = on campus curricula
SG = self growth

. In addition to determining the agreement across positions on rank
ordering, i1t 1s also important to know the degree of importance placed
on each item by the various positions. Superintendents might perceive
one item as being more important than would teachers, but the amount of
diffeicence may be inconsequential. Whereas, in other situations, an
item may be viewed as considerably more important by the administrator.
A review of Tables 11 - 110 will reveal that the subjects by position -
vary in their percefved importance of related items. In an attempt to
identify the items on which groups vary in their perceived importance,
t tests using the .05 level as a criterion were run between the follow-
ing comparison groups:
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TABLE 1t

le PREVICTING EFFECTS WHICH WILL PROBABLY RESULT FROM SPECIFIC
CURRICULUM CHANGES.
COMPETENCY UIMENSTINS?S FUNCTION=EVALUATING CONTEXT=CURR ICULUM

NISTRICT SIZE

G R DR WSS R W W U AR ST G B S D W I S GBS AP P -

INTER, 10y000= 5,000~= ROW
PCSITION DISTe 259000¢ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPEK INTEN~- Mo0.0° 0.0 0.0 V.46 0,35 KK= b5
DENTS SD 0.C 0.0 0.0 0.52 0449
N Q. le 3. 13, 17 f1sJ1/756
M 0. 20 N.50 0.33 0.33 D32 RK=z 8,0
N Se 2e L e 19, TIHNC/ZJT
M 0.V 0.33 0,40 Debh NDetl RK= 4,0
PRINCIPALS SnD O.C 0.58 0.97 071 D, 75
N C. 3, 10. 33, 46, T134J7
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0,50 0. %50 NDe2Y 0.33 RK=1319,0
CONSULTANTS $D 0.0 0.71 0.7 0.46 Je 29
N 0. 2e 2e He 12 TIaNC
HEARING st O« H9 0.0 0.69 Det2 Deb) |
CLINICIANS N g, 5e 11, 213, 41, TLsJTY
EOUCATION SN Oe T4 Uel) 0.0 DeoH Debh?
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2 3 IS 16, T1:aL/ J7
D IREC TURS M Ce5) 0.90  0.8D 0,2% 0.4 HK=11,0
OF SPECIAL SV Q. Hb 0.71 130 Vet Qe 17
tODUCATION N 494 2 9, R 19, RN I
SPECIAL Mo 0s52 0,50 0,51 0.57 0453 RK=11s0
EDUCATIOCN S 0.62 .64 0, 74 Q.88 0.77
TEACHERS A 60, Z2Re 75, lus. 26%. TLeJT
ELEMENTARY Sn 0.0 1.33 Q.52 Je91 0.95
TEACHERS N C. 9. 23, 104. 136, T1aJT
SUPER.'PKIN. M Us &0 0.33 0. 44 D.41 O.%l RK= 640
& DIRECTORS SC 0.%8 0e92 V.98 0.613 0. 70
CCHbthD N (‘o 6. lﬂo ‘J"o HZ. ‘l:JI
REGe & Sl’tC. M 0.57 l‘)o‘il Ned4 Neb 3 Jeho RK‘!O.‘)
LUUCe TEHRS ., SO UJe &2 Dol 4 Oe 10 De913 VISR
CCMBINtD N 6GC., 37. YH, 210. 405, 112070
M 0s%3 Ded 3 U, 43 Deba Ve 50 RK= ‘el
O SIRICT SO 0465 0,74 013 0,84 .14
ERICyryraLs N 85.  S54. 135, 307.  u8l.  TI:JT

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 12
2+ CEVELOPING A MODEL (R PLAN OF ACTION FOR RFSOLVING CUKRRICULUM
PRORLEMS,
CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=DEVELOUPING CUNTEXT=CURR ICUL UM
DISTRICT SIZE
INTER, 104000- 5,000~ RUW
PCSITION DISTe 259000+ 24,999 99999 TOTALS
UENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 Det4 0446
N Oe 1. 3. 13, 17. T1:0C

M 0. 40 D50 0.0 0e22 N.26 RK= 5,5
PSYCHCLNGISTS SO 0455 0.71 0.0 0,44 Je 45

N Se 2. 3. 49, 19. TLH:C/JT

M 0.0 0.0 0640 06%% 0. 4N RK= 00)
PRINCIPALS SV 0.0 0.0 0.70 0.71 0.69 :

k N O 3. L0, 33, 46. Fl:nc

CURRICULUM M 0.C 0.0 0.0 D.13 0.08 RK=z 9,0
CCNSULTANTS SO 0. C 0.0 0.0 0635 0.29

N 0. 2 2 8. 12 ~ TI:9C
SPEECH AND M 0.25 0,20 0.45 Jel3 Q.23 RK= 3,0
HEARING SO Ce 71 0445 0.69 D434 0652
CLINICIANS N 8. 5e 11. 23, 47, THaJr
SPtClAL M 0, 38 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.19 RK= 240
EOUCATION SN Qe T4 00 0.0 0.0 0e 54
DIKECTHRS M 0.2% Oe0) 0,20 ., J.113 Qalo AK= lah
LOUCATION N 4, 2 5 . 19, TG
SPECIAL M 0. 22 Q.31 0e2% 0490 De 34 PRz 3,0
ECUCATION SV 0645 0441 0.49 1.00 Q.73
TEACHERS N 60, 29, 16, 105, 270, TL:)C/dY
REGUL AR M 0.0 Oel11 0.09 0,136 0.30 RK= 3.0
ELEMENTARY SG 0.0 De33 0.29 Del2 0.66
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 22, 106, 137, THedT
SUPER.,?R[NO M 0025 0.[7 0.28 Dol 0+35 RK= 3.0
& DIRECTORS SC 0450 0.41 0457 Oub 3 0,60
COMUBINED N e 6e 18, 54 . 82, 11:0C
HEGe & SPEC, M 0.22 0626 Oe21 0e4) D.7%3 K= 3,41)
LHUCe TCHRS . S0 0645 Ue45 0. 46 Vel 1 Us 71
COMBINED N 60, 44, 98, 211 407, T1:41

M 0.25 0.24 0.23 0438 0.31 RK= 2,5
QO STRICT SN 0.51 0.0% 0449 V.78 0.66

ERICs toras N 85, 55, 135, 303, 583, T1:0C/ 4T
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TABLE 13

3+ SERVING AS AN ADVISOR TO AOMINISTRATORS REGARDING CURRICULUM
NEEDS AND CHANGES.

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONSS FUNCTION=ADVISING CONTEXT=CURRICULUM

DISTRICT SIZ2E
INTER, 10,000- 5,000~ KOW
PCSITION DIST. 251000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN- M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.38 0,20  RK= 4s0
OENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.65 0,59
N 0. 1. 3, 13, 17 T

R s Y AP D A "\ T D D D e D S W WD S D WP A A} G D G D Wiy D D Sy S S i NP G P B M e A L G D S e S N e B g D D P WD s = W -

M 0. 40 1.00 0.61 N.11 0.37 RK=104,0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SD 0.55 0.0 0.58 0633 V.50

N 5 2 3, 9. 19. TIL:JT

M 0.0 0.33 0.60 De52 0.52 RK=10490
PRINCIPALS SO 0.C 0.58 1.26 0.67 0.81

N 0. 3, 10. 33, 46, TLJT
CURRICULUM M 0.C 0.0 0.C 0.0 0.0 RK= 3,0
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0 0.0

N Ce . 2 2e I 12, T[:ﬂC/JT
SPLECH AND M 0. 50 0.40 0.18 Ne22 Je¢28 RK= hod
HEARING SO 0.5%3 0.95 0.40 Neta? 04 45
CLINICILANS N 8. 5 11, 23, 47, Ti:d1
SPECIAL M 0.13 0.0 0,0 0.0 U. 06 RK= 1,0
EOUCATION )] Qe 35 0.0 0.0 Ne0 0¢ 25
CONSULTANTS N 8e 2. 3. 3, 16, 11297
DIRECTORS vy 0.50 0.0 T 0 N.25 De32 RK= 5.5
OF SPECIAL SO 0.58 0.0 Le55 De4b 0448
€EDUCATICN N 4e 2 5e 3. Ly, TL:3C7JT/7SG
SPECLAL M 0.22 0028 C.29 0.38 0.3l RK=z 2.0
EOUCATION SO 0.42 0.53 0.67 Q.71 Je 65
TEACHERS N 6C. 29, 75 104 . 268, TI:oT
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.22 0.33 0.28 De 29 RK= 2.0
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 Deb4 0¢ 56 Ne76 069
TEACHERS - N Ce 9 24, 106, 139.. Traa70
SUPER.'PRINO M 0.50 VD17 0. 44 0.04 Oe43 RK= [.0
& OIRECTORS SO 0.58 0a.%1 0.94 0.63 D
CUMBINED N 4o 6. 18. 54, 862, T1e¢JT
REG. & SPEC. M 0022 0.26 0,130 0.3 .30 RK= 2,0
£EDUC. TCHRS. SO 0.42 0.50 0. 65 0.7% 0.66
CCMBINED N 60, 3ig., 99, 210, 407, rmsJyr

M 0.26 0.217 Ce 31 Cas32 7.31 RK= 2,5

STRICT SO 0.44 0.49 0.67 0.09 O. 64

[}KlzarorALs N 85.  55. 136, 307. 583,  TI:JT
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TABLE 14
4, ASSESSING PKESENT CURRICULUMIS) TO IDENTIFY AREAS NEEDING REVISTON,

CCMPETENCY DIMENSICNSS FUNCTICNSEVALUAT ING CONTEXT=CURRICULUM
DISTRICT STZE
INTER. 10+000= 5,000~ RQOW
PCSITION DISTs 259000¢ 249999 9,999 TUTALS
SUPERINTEN‘ M 0.C 0.0 0.33 0,54 NDeal RK= 9,0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 Q.78 0.72
N Ce le. 3. 13, 17, TU:0C/JT

M 0,40 3.0 0.0 0.22 021 RK= 3,5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0e55 0.0 0.0 Dol 04642

N S 2 3. 9 19, TI1:)C/2 47
M 0.0 0.0 0. 10 0659 Qe 44 RK= 5,0
N Ce 3, 10. 2. 4Y, TLeIT
CUFRICULUM ¥ 0.0 0.0 = 0.0 0s13 0,08 RK= 940
CONSULTANTS . AP 0.0 0.0 0.0 Jedb 0.29
N Ce. 2 24 Be 12, T1J7
SPEECH AND M Ce 25 De20 0.18 0s22 0621 - RK= 240
HEARING SO 04406 Uedb 0,60 0e5¢ 0.51
CLINICIANS N Be Se 11, 23, 47, TL:37
EDUCATION SO 0.513 0.0 0,58 NDe5Y 0450
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3, 3o 16, T1:0C
|)IRECIURS M 0.25 Del) 0.?0 el Nelb KKz 145
Ot SPECIAL SO 0,50 0.0 0e45 D635 0637
FOUCATION N 4 2 Se 8. 19, TIsOC/ZJ4T
SPECTAL M 0418 0.14 0,17 0429 0,21 Rk= 1.0
EOUCATICN S0 0,43 Ve35 0.5%50 Qe74 0.58
TEACHERS N 61, 29, 716, 105, 271. TtJdT1
REGLL AR M 0.¢C O.11 0.C Ne30 0424 RK= 140
ELENMENTARY SD 0.0 Q.33 0.0 Q073 0.65
TEACHERS A 0. 9, 24, 106, 139, TIedT
SUPER«yPRIN, (4 0,25 Q.0 0,17 0.51 0633 RK= 5,0
& DIRECTORS Sb 0.50 0.0 0.38 0.87 Jd.75
CCMRINED N be 6. 18. 53, 81l TH:Jt
REGe & SPEC, M 0. 18 D413 0.13 0629 0.22 PK= 1,0
fPUCs TCHRS, 5C 0,43 Qe34 0. 44 NDelh 0.61
CUMHBINEL D) N 6le 38, - 100, 2ll. 410, (KR
M 0.214 Uesll 0. t4 .32 Uel% RK= 1.0
I)IQIK|CT SH Qs 45 Je31l 0. 44 Jel13 Ve O1

STUTALS . N 86 55 137, 307 585, TI:JY
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TABLE 15

5¢ CREATING RECOMMENCAT ICNS HASED ON THE PROALEMS T1OUENTIFIED
IN THE PRJOCESS OF ODEVELOPING CURRICULUM.

CCMPETENCY DIMENSTONSS FUNCTION=ADVISING CONTEXV=aCURRICULUM

DISTRICT SIZ2E

G S D WY S S GRS BB BN TG S AD R AP W an A D A D T S SE S G

INTER, 10,000 5,000~ ROUW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN=~ M 0.C 1.00 0.33 V.71 0.71 RK=30,0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 N.6C 0459
N 0. l. 3. 13, 17, TIsdT
M 0,60 0.0 0.0 ND.11 0.21 RK= 3.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 055 0.0 0.0 0433 0.42
N 5 2 3. 9, 19. TG/ JT
v 0.0 0.0 0.30 0661 Q.50 RK= TeH
PRINCIPALS ) 0.0 C.0 Q.48 Qe 0.62
N 0. 3. 10. 33, 46, T1:d7
CURRICULUM v 0.0 0.0 0.0 Vel3 0.08 RK= 7,0
CONSULTANTS SL 0.C 0.0 0.0 0435 0.29
N Qe 2. 2. 3. 12, TI:0C/ Y
HEARING SO Ce 74 055 0.82 NDeb 4 0. 65
SPECT AL M 0.5%0 Vel 0.0 Deb 1 U« 38 RK= 4,0
EUVUCATION SO 0.53 0.0 0.0 0.58 J.50
DIRECTORS v Ce 50 0.0 0. 40 Nel5 0.22 RK= 545
OF SPECIAL SO 0+58 0.0 0455 Jekb 0s48
EDUCATIUN A 4 2e 5 8 19, I1:C/JT
SPFCILAL M 0.39 Oetl 0455 JeH8 Oe bl Rk= 4,5
EOUCATION SO Ce 61 0.50 0.79 DeBY 0e77
TEACHERS N 61l 29, 75. 103, 264, 147
REGUL AR - M 0.C 0.22 Ue 25 DebdH Ne 4 RK= 6.0
ELENMENTARY SO CeC " De44 0.53 0s73 0409
TEACHERS N Co 9. 24, 105, 138, TL:JT
SUPFR.'PR[N. M 0450 Oe.1 1 0,33 0.,5%9 Ue 50 RK= 9,0
& DIRECTORS SC 0.58 Oetel 0.49 Qeb3 0459
COMBINED N 44 6o 18, 544 82. T1247
REGe & SPEC, M 0.39 0.37 Q.47 0,51 Oe&? RK= Heb
EDUCs TCHRS. SC _Ooél 0446 Q.75 0.81 D¢ 14
COMBINED N &1, 38, 99, 2U8 406, T1:31
M 0e44  Ue3l  0e43 0449 0,45 RK= 740
Sh 0.61 Oel? 0. 171 0.75% 0.70
A 86, 55, 136, 30%, 582, TL:JdT
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TABLE 16

6. DETERMINING THE APPL ICATION OF CURRICULUM GUIDES VEVELOPED
BY OTHER DISTRICTS TG HIS OWN SCHOOL DISTRICT.

CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS! FUNCTI1ON=EVALUAT ING CUNTEX T2 CURR 1€ UL UM
DISTRICT SIZE
INTER. 10,000~ 54000~ ROW
PCSIT ION DIST. 25,000% 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SLPERINTEN= M 0.C 0.0 1633 185 1465  BK=98.0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 058 leléd 1loll
N c. 1. 3. 13, 17, TERL

M 1-40 2.00 1013 1.00 1.20 RK=718,5
PSYCHOLOGISTS Sn 0.55 0.0 0.58 1.0C D.81
N Se 2. 3. 9, 19. Tl ”!h/J]

- D R . e WD G D D A NG NS T o W Gy e w T UUS A D G NS AR S AR A G ASS O TR G e D O e W S G T D SIS G0 D T W S O A e SR T

¥ 0.0 100 1.30  1.45% 1439 RK=72,5

PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.00 0. 82 NeB13 0.83

N O. 3. 10. i3, 46, neJr
CURRICULUM : M 0.0 1.00 1.00 1.38 le25 RK=00e0
CONSULTANTS SC 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.74 0.62

N 0. 2. 2 8. k2. 11247
HEARING SO 0.83 0.71 103 0.95 Ce 95
CLINICEANS N Be Se il 23, 47 TLeyr
VIRECTURS M 1. 25 0.50 1. 40 1.25 1.21 . RK=77.0
IF SPECIAL SN 1. 26 0.71 1. 14 1.39 1618
t DUCATICN N 4. 2 S, R 19, TI:arv
SPECIAL ‘ M Qe 98 1.59 l1.17 1.31 123 RK=36,0
EDUCATION SO C.85 Q.87 0. 84 1.03 0.93
ELEVMENTARY SO 0.C 0.83 C.92 1.0C Ce.98
TEACHERS N Cs 9, 24, 106, 139, TI:JTY
SUPER«y PRIN, M 125 007 1.33 152 1440 PR=9Te 1)
& DIRECTORS SO 1.26 .82 0,84 1.00C 0s193
CUMBINED N 4, b 18, B4 A2 117
RtGLe £ SPEC. M Cs 98 1.39 1,22 134 1206 RK =39, 0
EDUCe TCHRS, SO 0. 85 Q.92 Ce 86 1.01 095

- e A D g WD W TES M R GG P et e Sl D dh - T D SR W P A U D N A et G S ) ¢ WD GO S AR D G et s P B U e Gt T R e WD G U D A G N D -

M 1. 04 1627 1425 1.34 1.27 RK =AY,
Q :lRlCT Si 0.82 Nes87 0. 86 1000 {}e B4
ERICstirALs N 85. 55, 137, 309, 386 T1:J1

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 17
T. COCROINATING THE OEVELOPMENT AND PROOUCTION CF LOCAL CURRICULUM
CNCUMENTS,
CCMPETENCY DIMENS IONSS FUNCTICN=DEVELOPING CONTEXT=2CURR ICUL UM
DISTRICT SIZE
INTER, 109000~ 54000= RUM
PCSITION OISTe 255000+ 249539 949999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN- ¥ 0.0 0.0 0.33 0.85 0171 RK=30.0
DENTS SO 0. ¢ 0.0 0.58 0.80 077
N C. 1. 3. 13. 17. TI3WC/IT/S6

D W e A SY By P A N B NP D G AR e S DA BHAD WY R S P D D TS S ) B A . . G G WA G T TR ML G we S AP AR SO AP WD TECS WO N wu W

M 1e 40 1.50 1.33 Q.67 l. 0% RK=58,5
PSYCHOLQGISTS SO 0.55 2.12 l.15 0.71 0.91

N S5e 2e 3. 9 19, 11447

M 0.0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 RK=61.0
PRINCIPALS sD 0.0 1.00 1.05 1.03 1.01

N 0. 3. 10. 33, 46, T1¢dT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0. 50 0.50 Q.42 RK=5445
CCNSULTANTS - SC 0.0 0.0 0.7} 0.53 De 51

N 0. 2e 2e 8. 12. TI3QC/JT
SPEECH AND ™ 1.50 0.80 L.27 0.61 0e94 RK=50,0
HEARING SO 1.131 D45 1. 10 V.89 1.03
CLINECIANS N Be 5 i1l 273 47. T1:0C/7J7
SPECTAL M 1.25. 0C.5C Q.67 1.33 1. 06 RK=60.0
EOUCATION SV 0. 71 0.71 0.58 0«58 O« 6R
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2e l. 3. 16. T1edT
UINFCTORS M 1.25 2450 1.00 0.25% * 0,89 RK=4745
UfF SPECIAL SO 1.26 2ell 1.00 (Y Y .15
EDUCATION N e 2e 5 Be 19. Tl 247
SPECILAL M 0.56 0.86 0. 80 122 0. 84 RK=4645
FOUCATION SO 0,82 0.95 1.07 105 1.01 ,
TEACHERS N 59, 29 16, 103, 267, TlL2UT
R EGUL AR M 0.0 N0.78 0.88 0.98 0.95 RK=62eb
ELEMENTARY SN 0.¢C Osbd 0.90 1.08 1.02
TEACHERS N (¢ 18 9. 24, 104, 137, TI:J7
SUPER.)PRIN M 1. 25 1.33 0.89 0.85 0e91 RK=64545
& DIRECTORS SD 1.26 1.51 0.96 0.94 1.00
CCMBINED N 4 6. 18 54} 82. TIJT
REGs & SPEC, M 0.56 D0.84 . 0. 82 1.00 Qe 48 ‘ RK=494 5
EDUC. TCHRS. SL 0. 82 Q.86 1.03 1.06 1. 01
CCMRINED N 59. 38, 100. 207 404, [RRIA]

- P s - PP S GE e an n ey T M D MR VS MG S G mD D R S A S SRR T G D e VN Eh O G A WD WD A S R P S D PR D e A e mn G are S

M 0.80 0.87 0. 47 N492 0. 89 RK=4 1,5
ISTRICT SO 0493  0.94 1.01  1l.01  90.99
[KCJBTL)TALS N 34, 55, 137, 304. 980, TE:dT




N
TABLE 18
He INTEGRATING INFORMATICN REGARDING COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS
(EeGeys SOCIU~ECONOMIC INFORMATION) INTO THE DEVELOPMENT
OF CURRICULUN,
CCMPETENCY CIMENS IONSt FUNCTION=DEVELOPING CONTEXT=2CURRICUL UM

DISTRICT SIZE

Ot oE N G ST D Sl RIS GG W D LY R G Ay S N N S D W S R S A e Y

INTER. 104000~ 5,000~ ROw
PCSITIUN DIST. 254000¢ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN=- M 0.C 1,00 1.00 1.38 1.29 RK=88.5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 1.00 1.19 1.10
N Ce 1. 3, 13, 17 Yienc/Jd7y

S W e A G S T WD A R SIS DD T D T W VS G B A ARSI WD WA B D S S P A D P D N | WIS epe D T Sk D A s A S o S S s

M 1.40 1.00 1.67 Vet 0.95 RK=48e5
PSYCHULUGISTS SO 0.55 le4l 1.15 NeTl r.01

N 50 2e 3. 9, 1 LeJr
) M 0.0 0e67 0. 80 0.76 0.73 RK 27.5

PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 0.58 1.40 DelC 0.87

N 0. 2 10, 33, 46, ll JT
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.71 0.71 052 U.51

N 0. 2o 2: B 12, Il:dﬂ
SPLECH AND M 0. 38 0.20 1. 36 0.70 NDe 74 RK = 26.5
HEARING SD 52 0445 1.12 NeB2 0. 90
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 i1l 23, . 47, 'L!OC/JT
SPECTAL M 1.50 1.00 0,67 033 1.06 RK=606 0
ECUCATION SD 1.20 le4l 1.15 0.58 1.12
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3. 16. T1:0C/JT/S6
DIRECTORS 4 C. 75 050 1. 20 0.50 0.74 RK=135,5%
OF SPECIAL Sn 0. 50 O.71 0. 84 0.6 0.73
t CUCATION N 4, 2o S5 8 19, LA A
EVDUCATION SD 0.65 0.99 0.7 1L.08 0.90
TEACHERS N 61l 29, T4, 105. 269, TE:JT
ELENENTARY SO 0.0C 0.73 1.02 095 0. 95
TEACHERS N ‘ Ce 9, 24, 105, 138, T 2J7T
SUPER.’PR‘NO M Q.15 0.67 0.94 0.89 0,88 RK=38,0
& DIRECTURS SO Ce50 0«52 1e 16 N0.48 091
COMBINED N 4 6a 18. 54, 82, T1sJ7
REGe & SPECS 4 0. 44 0.08 0. 59 0.78 O.68 R&=23.5
€DUCe TCHRS . SO 0.65 0,93 0. 80 1.02 092
CCMBINED N 61, 33, 98, 210, 407, Tl tJ4y¥

. i P D D W o = A it S U g G D g A Sl S S ) NPl S YAl DO O S W D D ] B O g B T . (B} W N W L s S S At P it vt

M 0s60 0465 0.173 077 0472 RK=294 5

ER\(bIRlCT SC 0.77  0.87  0.92 0.96 0.2

TEFTATOTALS , N 86, 55, 135, 307, 583, TLHdd
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TABLE 19

9. TRANSLATING THE OBJECTIVES ANO EXPECTATIONS UF THE SCHCOL
INTO CURREICULUM GUIDEL INES.,

CCHMPETENCY CIMENS [ONSS FUNCTICN=DEVELOPING CONTEXT=CURR IC UL UM
DISTRICT stk

D AP DR ST GG U SR WD G GRS W G SUD D N D S SR P G S - o

INTER. 1094000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DISTe 250000 24,999 9'999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN~ 4 0.0 0.0 0.67 0069 0.6% RK=22.0
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.58 1.03 C.93
N 0. | 3. 13, 17. T1:0C/7JT7

- G G AR GS AR G SHE ) WA S W TR ARh WD AP TR o TS N A G WD W PSR b G G VD SR A D S G AR TS D G R M WD WS S wD AN W e

M 0. 60 0.50 1.c0 0.73 0c74 = KRK=30.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SD 0.55 0.71 0.0 V.83 0.65

N 5. 2. 3. 9. 19  T1:0C/JT

» 0.C 0033 0.30 Deb? Q. 517 KK=11e0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 0.67 0.9& 0.89

N G. 3. 10. 33, 430 11337
CURRICULUH M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 RK= 3,0
CCNSULTANTS SC 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

N Ce 2o 2e B 12. Ti:0C/ 47
SPEECH AND M 0. 88 0.60 1. 09 0.52 0.72 RK=24.5
HEARING SO Ce k% 0.55 1. 30 0.61 0.85
CLINICLANS N 8. 5¢ ii. 23. 47. T1:0C7J7
SPECIAL M 0.¢3 1.9C 0.6 Ne33 050 RK=]1.5
¢ OUCATION SO 0.%52 L4l 0.0 0.58 0.63
CCNSULTANTS N Be 2. 3. 3. 16. TI3UCZJT/S5G
DIRECTORS M l.C0 0.%90 1.00 D.13 Ve«58 RK=1640
OF SPECILAL SO 0.82 0.71 1.22 0.35 0, 8%
t OUCATION N 4. 2e Se Be 19. TIs0C/7 47
SPECIAL L] 0.64 1.00 0. 068 0,75 0e 75 RK=32.5
£t OUCATICN SO 0. 71 1.00 0.96 0.99 0.93
TEACHERS A 61. 29. 76, 104, 270, 107
REGULAR ' 0.0 089 0.29 3055 0061 RK=14.%
ELEMENTARY SO 0.C 0.93 0.62 0.92 0.89
TEACHERS N 0. 9, 24. 104, 137. 11247
SUPER+PRIN. [ 1.00 0.33 0.56 Je59 De 59 RK=12.0
& DIRECTORS SO 0.82 052 0.86 0.92 Q.87
COMBINED N 4, 6, 18. 54. 82. T1eJT
REGe b SPEC. M O.64 0.97 0.59 JeT2 0. 70 RK=25¢5
tUUCe TCHRS. SO C. 11 0.97 0.90 0.96 0.91
CCMBINED N 6. 38, 100. 2083, 407, T1:J7

D D M W WD T AP i WA G D R IR AR WS WP D G €S D R R e T G G- D S s G S <l D G NN D S AP g VD . D D b

] 0061 0.82 0.61 )ebb6 0.67 RK=22e0
[: CSTRICT SO 0.68 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.38
R\,stUTALS N 36, 55« 137.  305.  S583. a7
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TABLE 20

10« INCORPORATING INTO THE DEVELOPMENT OF CURRICULUM THE KNOWLEDGE
OF HOW EXCEPT JUNAL CHILDREN DEVELOP AND MATURE.,

CGMPETENCY DIMENSIONSS FUNCTION=DEVELOPING =~ CONTEXT=CURRICULUM
OISTRICT SIZE

s Gwan Gl M G W L G B A WHAE A G S WIAD G S Y D G MDD S W =y ==

INTER, , 104000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DISTs 259000¢ 24,999 949999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN- [ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.31 Oe24 RK= 2456
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0e48 0.44
N . 00 lO 30 130 170 Tl:OC

1.00 0.33 0.58 RK=zl 745

M 1. €O 0.0
0.0 1.00 0450 0.69
2

PSYCHULOGISTS SO 0.7

N Se o 3. D 19, T1:0C

M 0.0 0.0 0530. Qe 0,38 RKz= 1.5
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 0.0 D.95 N.72 0. 175

N 0. 3. 10. 32 45, T{:0C
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.0 Qef 0.0 RK= 3,0
CONSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ooq

N O. 2e e 8. 12. T1:0C
SPEECH AND vy 0.38 0.0 0.27 0426 Qe26 RK= 4,5
HEARING S Ce 14 0.0 0. 65 0.54 0.57
CLINICIANS N 8. Se 11. 23, 417, T1 2JC
SPECITAL M 0. 25 2:0C 0.0 0.33 b4 RK= 7.0
EDUCATION SD 0446 2.83 0.0 0.58 1.03
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3. 16, T1:00
DIRECTAORS M 0.50 0.%50 0440 Oe13 Ne32 RK= 5,5
OF SPLCIAL So L. CO 0.71 0.89 0e635 Deh?
¢ OUCATICN N 4, 2e 5 Be 197 Il :uC
SPLCIAL M 0.21 0.44 0.35 O0etS C.39 RK= 9540
€EDUCATION SO 0.81 0.69 0.63 Ne92 N+ 80
TEACHERS N 6l. 29, 15, 106 271, Te:nce
REGULAR L4 0.0 Ooll 0.21 0634 0434 RK= 4,0
ELEMENTARY SD 0.0 0.33 0.4l OeH4 0.76
TEACHERS N Oe 9. 24 105, 138. TI:0C
SUPER 4y PRIN. M 0.5%50 0.17 C.28 De36 0.33 RK= 1,0
& DIRECTORS >0 1.00 0.41 0.83 0662 0.67
CCMBINED N 4, 6. 18, 5% 8l. TI:0C
REG. & SPEC, M 0,131 Ne39 0.31 NDed? 0+38 RK= 5,0
EDUC. TCHRS. SD 0. 81 0464 0. 58 0.84 0.78
CCHMBINED N 61, 38. 99. 211, 409, T{:0C

- — s A et A0S T T R S D D S b WS NS e CEEp S D O WD S AD sy WD PR Wb e AT Gk G O wah A e T S R WD St G A G W W D D e - o -

M 0. 36 ‘ 0.36 0. 31 0.38 D436 RK= 540
O _STRICT SO 0478  0s75 0463 0.79 3475
ERICsroTALS N 36, 56,  136s  307. 584, T1:0C

IToxt Provided by ERI

~—
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TABLE 21

11. FURMULATING SPECIFIC PROGRAM OBJECTIVES THAT WILL BE COMPATIBLE
WITH THE GENERAL ALMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE SCHOOL OISTRICT,

COMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=DEVELOPING CONTEXT=CURR ICUL UM
DISTRICT SIZE

A G WP IPAD P AN D U WASD NS G Tl DA DN G TR NS G NS A P S

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
pcstrion  / OIST. 25,000+ 249999 94,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0033 0.38 0.4l K=z 7,5
DENY SD 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.65 0.62
N Ce le 3. 13. 17. TL1NC/ JT
[ 1.00 1.00 200 .89 l1.11 RK=644 5
PSYCHCLUGISTS SO 0.71 le4l 173 1.09% 1.10
N 5. 2. 3, P 19, 17
v 0.0 0.0 0.40 0.59 0e 51 RK=* 4,0
PRINCIPALS S 0. 0 0.0 070 D80 076
N C. 3. 1C. 32. 454 T1¢47
- CURRICULUM M 0.C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 RK= 3,0
CCGNSULTANTS SD 0.C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
N 0. 2. 2. 8. 12,  TL:0C/J7
SPEECH AND M Ceb63 040 l1.18 0657 Q.70 RK=22.0
HEARING SD Ce?4 0+55 1.08 0.9C 0.91
CLINICIANS N 8. 5. 11l. 23, 47, T1247
SpPeClaL v 0. 63 2.00 0433 0s633 0,69 RK=2645
EDUCATION SD 0.52 2.83 C.58 NeD8 1.01
CUNSULTANTS A 8. 2o 3. 3. 16, 113419
D IRECTURS M 0.175 0.50 0.60 DeH0 Ne.58 #K=16,.,0
OF SPECIAL Sb C.e 56 Oe71 0.5% 093 Q.61
EDUCATIUN N 4. 2e Se s I 19, T1:C/7 07
SPECIAL M 0+ 59 0.83 0.93 0.65 0,73 RK=2b4H
ECUCATIOCN SO Ce 16 1.04 1.C07 0.96 0.97
TEACHERS N 61, 29 . 716, 105, 271 YI:07
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.56 0.21 Qe62 Q. 54 RK=10.0
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 0.88 0.41 0.82 0.78
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 240 103, 136, T134T7
SUPER<yPRIN N Q.15 0,33 0. 44 0.53 0.51 RK=1049
& DIRECTORS SC 0.96 & 0452 0. 62 0.72 0.69
CCMBINED N b 6. 18. 53, 81. TI47
REGe & SPEC, (] 0.59 0.76 0.76 0.63 U.67 RK=21.0
EOUC. TCHRS, SO Ce 76 1.00 1.01 V.39 0.91
CCMB[NED N 6‘0 380 100. 2080 407. 'l:Jr

- G L WA e S A G S D T G G ST D) - . S Mt WA P S Y S S NP U g Y AN PN Sl T AP . e D A e D W W Oy

Q M 0. ¢3 0.71 0. 176 0.60 0.65 RK=194+0
[{U:STR[CY SD Ce 74 1.01 1.00 0.86 0.89

a3 TOTALS N 86, 55 137, 304. 582, T1:07T
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TABLE 22

12, APPLYING BASIC PRINCIPLES OF CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND
EOUCATIGNAL THEQRY,

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONSS FUNCTIGN=DEVELQOPING CONTEXT=CURR [CUL Ut
CISTRICT SIZE

G N SPUn WD P OD @8 6 G5 W CHAS GHAN S GG S WD AP My EP G TR WS RSP SR ad W

INTER 10,000- 54000~ ROW
PCSITION OIST, 259000+ 249999 94999 TUTALS
VDENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.51 049
N 0s L. 3. 13.  17. Y06
e SN Gl S W G A SR A G S S DOty S 7‘..— ---------------------------- e -
v 0.80 0.50 2.00 1.33 1.21 " RK=T73,0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SN C. 64 0.71 1.C0 0.R7 0e92
N 5 2. 3. 9. 19, 71 :0C
M 0.0 V.67 0.70 2.91 0.34 RKz34,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 lelb 0. 82 DeB6 0.85
N Ce 3. 1 0. 324 45, T1:0C
CURR[CULUM M 0.C 0.0 0450 0.50 0442 KK=54.5
CONSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.71 0653 Ce 51
N Ce 20 2 8 12, T1:0C
SPEECH AND M 1.25 1.20 l¢36 0.78 1. 04 PR=666 0
HEARING ’ SD le 16 045 1.03 0.85 0. 933
CLINICIANS N 8. 5, llo 23 476 11:)C
SP&LIAL ¥ 1.00 0.0 1 00 0.67 0. 81 “K-?:‘)J
CDUCATION SN 0.%3 0.0 1.00 lelb 0. 175
l)thCTl)RS . . M 1.50 0.0 0. 80 GeH0 Ue 7(’ RK=35,4%
OF SPECILAL SG 1.91 0.0 0. 84 0693 lel5
CLUUCATICN N 4, 2o S He 19, 100
SPECIAL M Cs93 134 0.96 0.91 Q.97 . RK=63,5
EOUCATICN. ‘ SN 0. 93 1.00.. l.05 125 1,03 ‘
TEACHERS N 61,  29. 16, 106, 272,  TI1:0C
REGULAR M 040 0.4% 0483 1,01 U.93  KK=62.5
ELENMENTARY SO 0.0 Q.73 1.15 1.09 teD8
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 105, 134, Tl‘nC
SUPER ¢ s PRIN, M 1.50  0.50 0s6l  0.72 0,72 RK:22,0
& DIRECTORS SN l.91 eB4 0. 78 Oe8)2 Je 88
COMBINE U N 4, 6, 18, 53, Hl. 11 22C
KI1Ge & SPEC M 0.93 l1e13 e 94 0.96 De 97 RK =846 Y
FUCe TCHRS ., St Ce93 1.06 1.07 1.07 104
CUMBINED N 61, 33, ‘10C. leo 410, 71 s
M 0 59 0.96 095 3.90 0.9% RK=9T7¢H
STRICT SD 0696 0.98 1l 04 1.0C l.00

ER\(hdrorAtf N 86, 56, 137. 307. 585, T1:0C
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TABLE 23

13, SELECTYING INNOVATIVE PRACTICES AND RESEARCH FINDINGS APPLICABLE
TO LOCAL CURKIGULUM IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITIES.,

CUMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=DEVELCPING CONTEXT=
DISTRICT SULE

- A YD s A G G SR s GRAN RGN ARGy T G B W RGOS N N D S an e N A

INTER, 109000~ 5,000~ RCA
CQlYION DIST. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1-00 Occ N7 Qe 65 RK=22.0
OENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.73 0.70
N Q. 1. % 3. 17. Tiedr

M 0.60 Ce50 0.67 Oeh6 0.58 RK=17.9
PSYCHOLOGESTS ) 0. 55 0.71 0. 58 0.73 Ne61

N Se 2 3, Y 19, t[:uC/JT/SG
M C.0 U313 0,170 0.74 Q.70 RK =l 6.0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 V.58 0.67 0.58 0.59
N 0. 3. 10. 31, 44, TIsJT
CUFRICULUM 4 0.0 0.0 1.00 0425 0633 RK=39,0
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0,0 1.41 1§ Y 0.65
N 0. 2. 2 He 12. syt
SPFFCH AND M 0.¢3 0.2¢C 0,73 Ne26 Na43 RK=13.0
HEARING SD Ce 74 0.45 0,79 Ned4 0.65
CLINICIANS N 8. He 11. 23, 47, T1237
SPECIAL M 1.13 0.50 Ne 67 0.617 Ne 88 #K=39,5"
LOUCATION SO 0464 0.71 0,58 Ne58 . Ne62
CCNSULTANTS N B8 2 3. 3 16. T1:0C/747
UIRECTORS M l. 50 0,0 0. 60 QeH0 De 68 RK=29,5
UF SPECIAL SD 0.58 0.9 0. 89 Q.76 0.82
EDUCATION N 4o 24 5 de 19. T13UC/JT
SPECIAL M 0,58 0.59 0.63 D71 0.65 RK=1T745
EDUCATYION S0 C. 70 0463 0,81 0.87 0.79
TEACHERS N 60, 29, 76, 104 269, TEedl]
REGUL AR M 0.9 0.33 0,58 0.?7 0.71 RK=28,5
ELEMENTARY SO 0,0 0,71 0.97 0.%4 0.93
TEACHERS N Ce % 24, 104, 137, TI24Y
SUPERQQPRIN. M 1050 0.33 0.56 0,71 D469 RK=15%,%
& DIRECTORS SO0 0. 58 0.2 0.70 .64 Q.67
CCMRINED N 4, 6. 18. H2e - 80, 1147
REGse & SPEC M 0, 58 0 53 0s 02 0.14 V.67 RK=21,0
EDUCs TCHRS. SC 6. 70 0,65 C. 85 .90 Q.84
COMBINED N 60, 3R. 100. 208, 406. T1:07
M 0.68 (.45 0063 068 0465 RK=1940
SIRICT S0 Ce 71 0.60 0.81 ed3  0.79
EBJK; N 85. 55 137, 303, 580 T1:J7%
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TABLE 24

l4. CCMMUNICATING EFFECTIVELY THE NEED FOR FUNDING OF CURRICULUM=~
RELATED PRIJECTS.,

CCMPETENCY UIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=SERV. AS LIAIS.CONTEXT=SUPP., SYSTEMS
DISTRICT SIZE

T P D S D WP G Y NP SUF D ARG D AP D A G PR PO S N Gy A e

INTER, 10,000~ 59000~ RCW
PCSITION DIST. 259000+ 249999 949999 TOTALS
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 1.45 0.86 0.86 -
N C. 1. 3. 13. 17. T1:S6

M 1.20 0.0 0.33 1.22 0495 RK=48.5
PSYCHCLUG!STS SO 0.84 0.0 0.58 le48 1.18 :

N 5. 2 3. 9. 19. TI st

M 0.0 133 0. 90 0.88 0.91 RK=46,0
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 0.58 .37 094 1.02

N Ce 3. 10, 12, 45, TIs4T
CURRICULUM 4 0.0 0.50 0.50 N0.38 0.42 RK=254,5
CUNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.71 0.7l Ne52 0.51

N C. 2 2 e 12, TI 247
HEARI NG SO 0.99 0455 1429 0.8 le02
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 1i. 23 47. 1147
SPECI AL M 0.88 0.50 0.67 0.0 063 RK=21.5
COUCATIUON SO 0. 64 0.71 0.58 0.0 0402
CCONSULTANTS N 8. 2o 3. 3. 16. T1:SG
VDIRECTORS M le €0 0.0 1. 40 0.50 Q.89 RK=47.5
OF SPECIAL SO 1.00 0.0 1.52 Oe76 l1.10 :
CUUCATION N 4o 2e Se 8 19. T1:S6
SPECIAL v Je56 062 0. 7% 0453 Qe60 RK=1440
EUUCA TLON SO 0.74 0482 0.91 0.84 0.84
TEACHERS N 61, 29, 164 106, 212, 1137
ELENMENTARY SO 0.0 0.87 0.99 l1.017 1.04
SUPER .y PRIN. M 1.50 0.83 1.00 0.33 0.90 RK=43,5
& DEIRECTORS SD 1. 00 0.75 1.33 0.89 1.00
CCMAINEL N 4, 6 18, 53, 81, T1:J7/756
REGe & SPEC., M 0. 56 Oeb 3 O T4 0.69 0.68 RK=2 3.5

. EDUCe TCHRS. $D 0. 74 D.82 0.93 0.9 0.92

A . . S SO S (S T ) D D S Gy 3y P T D DA S O O D et T A D G B T S s A D W b D G P Y W Dt At WD D s S O Sy Sl o s 0y o

M 0.72 0062 0,82 0.71 0.73% RK=31,0"
A~ ISTRICT SO 0.8l U.76 1,02 0.96 0,94
ERICyurartacs N 36. 55. 137, 307. 585, TL:JT

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 25

15, CCORDINATING THE USE COF FUNCS ALLOCATED FOR CUKRICULUM DEVELUPMENT
ACTIVITIES,

CCMPETENCY OIMENSINNSS FUNCTICN=0DEVELCPING CONTEXT=CURR ICUL UM
DISTRICT SIZE
INTER, 104000~ 5,000- ROW
PCbITlON DIST. 25,000+ 24,999 94999 TDTALS
SUPERINTEN~ g 0.0 1.00 0,33 0.92 0.82 RK=4045
OENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 .19 1.07
N Oe le 3. 13, 17. TheuT

M 0. 80 1.00 0.67 l1.22 1. 00 RK=%349%
PSYCHULOGISTS SO C. 84 0.0 0.58 1.20 Ne¢9%

N €. 2 3, 9 19, TE:J7

M» 0.C 1.00 1.00 081 0.A7 RK=40,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.C 1.00 1.41 0469 0.89

N Ue 3. 10, iz. 45, TLead
CUFRI CULUM M 0.0 0¢50 0.0 0.83 0.67 RK=7945
CCONSULTANTS SN 0.0. Q.71 0.0 0.83 Ne 78

N Oe 2e 2. 8. 12. TLedn
HEARING SO l1.13 0.89 1.29 0695 l.11
CLINILCIANS N 8. Se 11, 23, 47, TisJytv
SPECTAL M 1413 1,00 1,00 U.33  0.9%  KK=47.0
LOUCATIGN SO © 0669 141 0.0 0.58 0.85
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2o 3. 3, 1he T1:41
D IKEC TORS M 1,50 0.0 l.80 0.38 U5 RK=5 349
1F SPECIAL SN l.29 0.0 0,84 (I, 1.03
CCUCATION N 44 2 5 3. 19, TH:aY
SPECIAL M 0.66 3450 Q.75 Je4a3 J+ 58 RK=]14.0
tCUCATICN SN 1.01 N.84 0.94 Neld 0.89
REGUL AR [ 0, C 0633 0. 171 V.68 0.66 AK=24.,0
ELEMENTARY SD 0.0 0.5C 1.CO 0.93 0«96
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 105, 138, T1:Jd7
SUPER.,PRIN. M 1.50 0.67 lell 0,77 0.88 KK=38,0
& DIRECTORS SO 1. 29 0.82 1.23 0.82 0.9%
CCMBINED N 4 6. 18. 53. 81. 11247
REGe & SPEC, M Q. &6 0.46 Q. 74 0655 ':)06[ PK=1l4e5
£0UCs TCHRS . SO l1.C1 Jel7 Ce 95 NeH9 D¢ 92
CCMBINED N 61, 37. 100. 211, 409. Ti:J71

M 0077 0652 0.85%5 0s62 De 68 PK=Z 4,0

STRICT S0 1.C3  0e77 1.02 0489 0.94
ERxﬁjururALs N 86, 54, 137, 307. S84, Tigr
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TABLE 26

lée DEVERMINING CCMMITMENT OF FUNDS FGR CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITIES AS CCMPARED TO OTHER ASPECTS JF SCHOOL OPERATION,

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTIONSs CONTEXT=CURRICULUM
DISTRICT SIZE

N S D ST e S S W U A P L AP ) B P G O WO T D OV D D ok 2y W >

INTER, 109000~ 5+000- RCwW
PCSIVION DIST. 259000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN~- 4 0.0 2.00 1.33% l1e54 1.53 KK =98,1)
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 153 1627 1.23
M 1.40 1.00 1,00 1e44 1.32 RK=83.0
PSYCHCLUOGISTS se Qe 55 0.0 l.73 1e24 1.06
N Se 24 3. 9. 19 TIsdT
M 0.0 1.00 1.40 .25 le 27 RK=HY.H
PRINCIPALS 50 0.0 1.00 1.17 0.84 0.91
N O 3, 10, 32. 45, l’l:JT/SG
CURRICULUM M 2.0 1.00 0.50 lel3 1.00 KK=96,0
CONSULTANTS S Ue0 D40 0.71 0681 Qe 74
N Ce 2. 26 8. 12, TIeJdT
SPEECH ANO M 1.38 060 2.09 1.00 .28 RK=z281,5
HEARING SD 1. 30 0.89 le 14 0695 1.14
CLINICIANS N B Se 11, 23, 47, Tieuol
EDUCATICN SC 0.83 141 1.00 De54 0.89
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2e - 3. 3. 16 TLsOC/JIT/S5
OF SPECIAL SD 0.96 0.0 1.10 D689 1e12
EDUCATICN N 44 2. Se 8. 19, Ti:J7Y
SPECIAL b 0.97 0.93 1.29 Ne92 1.04 RK=73,0
EOUCATIUN St 0.99 0.87 1.08 0.6 1.00
TEACHERS N . 60 27. TEe 106, 269, T1:J7
REGLL AR v 0.0 1.00 0.83 lel? 1.10 RK=794 5
ELEMENTARY SD 0.0 0.87 1.0l 1.03 l1.02
TEACHERS N O. 9. 24. 104 . 137, T1eJvy
SUPER «s PRIN, M 1.25 D.83 1.61 l1e25 130 RK=39.0
& UIRECTORS Sh C.56 0.98 1.20 Q.93 1.03
CCMBINED N 4 6. 18, - 53. g1, Flegry
REve & SPECo M 0.97 0.94 lllg 1.05 1.06 RK=75,0
EDUC. TCHRS, SO 0.99 O.H6 1.08 1.00 1.01
CCMBINED N 6C. 36, 100, 210, 406, Tl:y7d
M 1.C6 0.94 1. 29 1,08 1e12 RK=40,0

ERICsyyraLs N 85, €3, 137, 306. 58l )t

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 27

17, FCRMULATING CURRICULUM PRIURITIES [N RELATION TO AVAILABLE
FINANCIAL RESCURCES,

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONSS FUNCTION=DEVELCP ENG CONTEXT=CURR {CULUM
DISTRICT SIZE
INTER, 104000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DISTe 25,000+ 24,999 94999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 2.00 0.33 0¢54 0.59 RK=15.,5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 0466 0.71
N 0. 1. 3. 13, 17, T1:30C/JT

N S 2o 3, D 19, Fls)T0

M 0.0 0e67 1420 048 0,97 {K 244y 6
PRINCIPALS S 0.C Ce5H le 14 le0Ot L.01

N 0. 3. 10. 32 45, Ti:JT
CCNSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.0 Jeb b 0.39

N Ce 2 2e Yo 12. T1:nC/JT
SPEECH AND M 0.50 0.40 1.18 0632 0. 57 RK=16eb
HEARING SO 0.53 0.55 1.33 0.517 0. 86
CLINICIANS N 8, 5. 1i. 22 46, TL:d7
SpEClAL M C.88 0.0 0.C Deh1 0. 56 RK=17.0
EOUCATICN SO O0.64 U0 0.0 7.58 0.63
CUNSULTANTS N 8. 2. ’ 3. 3. 16, Tr:dY
EGUCATICN N 4. 2o 5e i 19, Tis)n
SPECTAL M 0.61 0.4l 0. 80 0659 Je &? RK=15,0
EQUCATION SD C.71 0.03 0.917 0485 D¢ 84
TEACHERS N 6l. 29, 764 106, 272, TI:sut
REGUL AR 4 0.C 0444 0.54 0.66 De 62 RK=16G45
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 0.38 0.72 0.90 0. 85
TEACHERS N Ge k) 24, 195, 138, T12JT
SUPER 4y PRIN, M 0.25  0.61 .17 0.70 0,178 RK=29,0
£ DIKECTCRS Se 0.50 0.82 1.046 0.89 V.92
CCMBINED N 4, 6. 18, 53, 81, Ti:47
REGe & SPEC, M D.61 Net2 0., 74 0460 De b2 RK=17.,0
EDUC. TCHRS. SO Ce?1 0.68 0.92 0.81 0. 85
CCMBINED N 6le 38, 100, 211, 410, THedr

M 0.¢3 0.44% C. 80 0.%8 Q.02 RK=1%.H
QO SIRICT SN 0.469 0,06 0.97 VeB4 e84

ERICs1oraLs N 86, 55, 137, 306. S84, SEND

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 28
18, ASSESSING THE EXTENT 7D WHICH A CURRICULUM PROJECT HAS AEEN
SUCCESSFUL IN TRANSLATING GENERAL CURRICULUM GOALS INTD ACTUAL
CLASSROCM PRACTICES AND PROCEDURES. ’
CCMFETENCY CIMENSTIONS S FUNCTION=EVALUAT ING CONTEXT=CURRICULUM

OISTRICT SIZE

IS P G D A G W D SR ST RPAD D B S L G S G G BB S A WP W

{NTER, 104000~ 5,000~ ROA
PCSITION DIST. 254000+ 249999 94999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN=- v 0.0 1.00 0.0 Qe4b 0.4l RK= 7.5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 .88 0. 80
A 0. | 3, 13, 17, T1:47T
M 0e 40 050 0.33. Q.22 0.32 RK= H.0
PSYCHOLGGISTS SD 0. 55 0.171 0.58 Qeb4 Ne43
N 8, 2 3 9. 19. TL$C/ZJTY
M 0.0 0633 0440 U.38 0438 RK= 145
PRINCIPALS SN 0.C 0.58 Ce97 0.61 e 68
N Ce 3. 10. 32, 45, TH:gv
CURR!CULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.0 .13 Q. 08 RK= 9.0
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.35 Qe 29
N Ce 2. e 8e 12. 11 :0C
SPEECH ANOD [ 0.50 0.40 0.91 .30 Nes49 KK=14.0
FEARING SD C.16 0.55 le22 D656 0. 80
CLINICIANS N 8. Se tl. 23, 47, T1:07
SPECIAL M 0.50 050 0433 0467 0.50  Rk=11.5
EOUCATION SO 0.53 0.71 0.58 1e15 0663
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2 3, 3. 16 Tizatv
DIRECTORS M 0.25° 040  0.60 0.0 0.2l RK= 340
OF SPECIAL SO 0.505 0.0 0. 89 OeN 0e 54
EOUCATION N 4, 2 Se 8 19, TLeIT
SPECKAL M 0033 0029 0047 0054 0045 RK= 6410
£O0UCATION SC 0.51 0.66 0.72 0«87 e 74
TEACHERS N 60. 28, 16, 105, 269, TLedr
REGUL AR o 0.0 De56 0622 0e27 0. 51 W=z G40
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 0.73 0042 0.89 0.83
TEACHER S N 0. 9, 23, 103. 135, T1:37
SUPER.,PRINQ M 0025 0.33 0. 39 0.36 0.35 K = 3.0
& DIRECTORS SD 0. 50 0.52 0.85 Deb6d 0.67 .
CUMBINED N 4, 6. 18, 53 81, T1¢47
REGs & SPEC. M 0. 33 0.3% 0.4l Ne56 Qe 47 RK= be5
FOUCs TCHRS . SD Ce51l 0.68 0eb67 0.88 06 17
CCMBINED N 60, - 37. 99, 208 . 404, TI+37
M 036 0«35 0. 44 Ye48 Qe %44 fFK= 660

[C SO 0.53 0.62 0.75 0.81 0,74
SUBTOTALS N 8¢, 54, 136, 304 5790v eur
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C TABLE 29
19, ADAPTING INNOVATIVE ELEMENTS OF REGULAR ECUCATION PRACTICES
(E+Ger SCHEDULING OR GROUPING TECHNIQUES) TC PRUGRAMS FUR
EXCEPTICNAL CHILDREN.
CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONST FUNCTINN=DEVELCP ING CONTEXT=INSTRUCT JON

DISTRICT SIZE

S S O WD TP ED Gl D U G SR T i e S G AL WD i T s G0 AU D M D S -

INTER. 105000- 5,000~ RCA
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 24,999 ,9,999 TOVALS
D P D P WS WP SR AL A AR T A G s TR R A A SPS 0 WP b WS SF A oR .--,-_ﬁ;,*}b--“--—-- ---------- A .-
SUPER INTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.0 T2*l.08 0.88 RK =45, 5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0,0 7 1.04 0.99
N Ce 1. 3, 13, 17. T130C/dT

- O S A WD G WS P I A ) S S D ey S G N RS D S S A S D D D W T S D . G W S S T AT D N WD A0 B S S

‘ M 0,60 1.50 2.67 0,89 le16 RK369, 0
PSYCHOLOGESTS SD 0. 55 0.71% 0.58 060 0.90

N 5e 2. 3. 9. 19, TEHOC/JY

M 0.C 0.33 0. 30 0.88 0.7l RK=18.0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 0.67 0.817 0.84 _

N 0. 3. 10, 32, 45 TL8JT
CURRICULUM 4 0.0 0.0 0450 0.63 0.50 RK=65, 5
CONSULTANTS SO 0.C 0.0 0.71 Ne52 0.52°

N Q. 2e 2 B 12, 147
SPEECH ANO M 050 Oe4C 0082 0.517 Qe 77 RK=31.0
HEARING SO l1.C7 0.55 0.87 0.66 0.84 '
CLINICLANS N 8. Se 11. 23, 47, TlLadT”
SPECIAL M 1,00 0.0 le67 0433  0.88 RK=394 5
ECUCATICN SD 0. 76 0.0 0.54 0.58 0. 381
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2e 3. L 16, T 47
DIRECTORS M 1. 15 2.00 0. 40 NDeT5 1.00 RK=5645
OF SPECIAL SO 0.50 2.813 C.89 1.04 1.20
L£CUCATION N 4, 2 5¢ - 8. 19, TI g7
SPECIAL M 0.52 0.63 0.79 0,63 0.6% RK=17e5
EOUCATIGN SO 0.15 Qo4 0.98 0.83 0.H85
TEACHERS M 60. 27, 75 103, 265, T18J7
REGUL AR M 0.0 C.b63 Ce2l 0.69 0e 60 KK=13,0
ELEMENT ARY SO 0.0 0.52 0.51 0.87 J.82
TEACHERS N Ce Be 24 105. 137, TIeJY
SUPERo'pRIN. M 1075 1.00 0.?8 0.91 0.%1 RK=31.0
& UIRECTNRS SD 0. 50 1.55 0.67 0.93 Qe 96
CCMBINEC N 4o Oe 18, 53, Bl. TI3JT
REGs & SPEC M 0. €2 0463 0.65 056 0.63 RK=1840
EDUC. TCHRS, SD 0.75 0,69 0,92 0.85 0.84
CUMBINED N 60. 35. 99, 208, 402, T{:JY

- avn S - —— WD Mt DG R ST S G NS . D oS AT N GSs W G WD TGP P S L W W G G T R L S D S G - S D St > . -

Q . Mo 0,72 0463  0.68 0,70 0,69  RK=24.5
ERIC stricT SD  Cef4 0.82 0.93 0.84 0486 |
TSR TOTALS N 85 52. 136, 304, 577, Tiedr



83
TABLE 30
200 CONDUCTING RESEARCH ACTVIVITIES ON CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION,

CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTICN=EVALUATING CONTEXT=SUPP, SYSTEMS
OISTRICTY SILlE
INTER, 104000~ 5,000~ RQOW
PCSITLION DISY, 25,000+ 24,999 99999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN=- M 0.0 1.00 0.0 le54% ls24 RK=36,0
DENTS So 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.05 1.09
N 0. l. 3. 13, 17 T1:0C

M le 40 1.50 1. 33 l1.11
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0455 0.71 0.58 0.23 0.73
N 5. Z. 3. 9.

- ——. S YD D T > g U Y o it D NG P D NS O it P G ST Wb G G B S0 P D D T D DY AP WD W D G D D > WD T DY -t

M 0.0 0.617 0.70 V.91 0.89 RK=243, 5

PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 .58 0. 82 Deb % 0469

N Q. 3. 10, 32, 45, TI tug
CUFRICULUM M 0.0 1,5¢C 1.€0 0,38 Deb? KK=79,5
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 2.12 0.0 Je52 0.89

N 0. 2o 2e B 12. TI:0C/IT/S6
SPEECH AND M 2.00 1.40 1.73 1.00 1.38 RK=92.,0
HEARENG SO 1,131 0e55 1.10 1.00 1.09
CLINICILANS N 8. %o 11, 23. 47. T1:0C
SPLCTAL M l. 75 1.50 1. 00 1.33 1.50 RK=94,5
L DUCATICN SD 0,11 D.71 1.00 1.53 0,89
CURSULTANTS N 8. 2e 3, 3. 16, Ti:0C
D IEC TURS ¥ 2,00 1,00 1.40  1.25  1.42  RK=44,5
(OF SPECIAL SO 0.C 0.0 le 14 leD4 0.90
t DUCATICN N 40 2e e B 19. T[ )
SPECIAL M 1. 07 Ce97 1¢32 1.31 1.22 RL=84,0
t CUCATICN SO 0455 0.87 1.18 1.06 1.06
TEACHERS N 6C 29, 16, 105, 270 f1:0cC
REGULAR M 000 0044 1013 1.15 1.10 RK=7Q.S
ELEMENTARY SD 0.0 0073 095 1.05 l.02
TEACHERS N 0. 9, 24. 104. 137. 11:0C
SUPER«PRIN, M 2.00 0.83 0,18 lelS 1.09 RK=74,0
& UDIRECTQRS SO 0.0 0,41 0.9% NDe8B4 Q.85
CCMBINEG N 44 6. 18, 53, 8l. TI:uc
RiLe & SPEC, M 1.07 UeB4 1.27 1.2 1.18 RK=12,0
ENDUC. TCHRS, S0 Ce $5 0.46 1,13 LeD6 1.05
CUMYINEC N 60. 38, 100, 209, 401, Fiing

M 1028 0.96 1023 1018 lolq KK=43,0
DISTRICT SO 0.98 0.84 1,09 1.01 1.0l

LS R .
Ut . . . 305, 532 T1:)C
£]Kuzbdf0fALS N R4 55 137
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TASLE 31

2l. ADVISING ADMINISTRATORS ON THE NEED FOR DISTRICT INVOLVEMENT
IN RESEARCH ACTIVITVIES,

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=ADVISING CUNTEXT=aSUPP. SYSTEMS
DISTRICT SIZE

Y B PP Ml G ST - T AR APAD B . G S W YN T Y - T D Sy -

INTER., 104000~ 54000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 2590004 244999 94999 TOTALS
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 1L.03 1.06
N 0. | 9 3. 13, 17, T1383C/7JT/S6

A R P D ISP PP it WG WIS TS S SR G SEED GIPTID TS < AP D EAGAD SN WD R EOT G lD M St G D WD M S S WED VY WO AR AR B S D D W

M 2.C0 0.0 1.67 133 le 42 RK=39,5
PSYCHOLQOGISTS SO Q. C 0.0 0.58 0.87 Q. 84

N 5 2. 3. 9. 19. T§:JT/5S6

M 0.0 1067 1000 1019 1.18 RK=33,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.15 0499 0.8¢6 Q.89

N Ce 3. 10, 32. 45, T1e:u7
CCNSULTANTS SD 0.C 0.0 0.0 0071 0.58 '

N 0. 2 2 3. 12. TESNC/JIT/SG
SPEECH AND M l.88 1.20 1.91 Q.91 le 34 RK=8T7.5
HEARING SO ls 46 (e84 Q.83 1.04 1.13
CLINICIANS N Be Se 11, 23. 47, T1:0c/7 47
SPECIAL M 2413 2,00 0433 1.33  1.63 RK=98,5
EDQUCATICN SO C.8R3 1e41 0.58 le53 1.15
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3, 16, T1¢47
DIRECTORS M 2425 1.00 1.80 L.13 1.53 RK=94,10
0F SPECIAL SO Ge 50 0.0 O. R4 0.99 0.90
EDUCATION N 4 2o Se 8, 19. T1247
SPECIAL M 1. 15 1e31 137 137 1.31 RK=9145
EDUCATION SO 0.85 O0.71 t.11 1.213 1.07
TEACHERS L N 61, 29, 76, 105. 271. TIS$JT
ELEMENTARY SN 0.0 0.97 0.93 1.08 1.06
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 105, 138, TH:a7
SUPER.s PRIN M 2¢ 25 1.33 lell 130 le 31 RK=30,0
& CIRECTORS SO Ce 50 NeB2 Ce96 0.93 }e 93
CCMBINED N G, 5 18, 53, 81l. TI:J7Y
REGe & SPEC, M 1.15 1.18 l. 30 1.38 le 31 itK=91le5
ENUCs TCHRS. S0 0. 85 0.R0 1.07 1.15 1.06
COMBINEL N 6l 3, 100. 210, 409, 11:2J)7%
Q d Le 6l 1418 l.31 Led1d 1e131 RK=2)/7,1)

ammm B TOTALS A 86, 55 137, 306, 984, 1101
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TABLE 32
22+ STIMULATING PARTICIPATICN OF TEACHERS IN RESEARCH ACTIVITIES.
CCMPETENCY CIMENS TUNS: FUNCTION= CONTEXTaSUPP, SYSTEMS
OISTRICT SIZE

D AR SO GBS GRS WD WSS WD Nl PIRE RO RIS T . R TP TG GO TS W

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 2500004+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN~- M 0.C 2.00 0.33 1.62 le &} RK=91e5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 le5C 1,42
N 0. 1. 3. 13. 17. T{:0C/S6

. RS W W U D G G D O D D SN G SRS SN S WD D M-S S G AP N G D W SR s Y S A S GO T O WD Sl I WA @D D S W D W

M 1.80 0.0 L.67 lell 1. 26 RK=T3e5
PSYCHULOGISTS SO 0.45 0.0 0.58 - 1405 Oe93

N 5. 2 3. 9, 19, TI13J1/56
(4 0.0 l1.67 0. 70 1.09 1.04 RK=6445
- PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 0. 67 0.,82 0. 80
‘ N 0. 3. 10. LY A 45, Tt 2 JT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 1.00 0.61 Oe 54 RK=72,0
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 Ne52 Q451
N 0. 2. 2 Be 12, TI:uT
SPEECH AND M le63 1.00 1. 6% 1.04 1.29 RK=H1,5
HEARING SN le 4l 1.00 0,92 O.71 0695
CLINICI ANS N B 5 11, 23, 47, TI$JT/SG
SPECI AL M L.50 0.50 L. 00 1.33 1.25 RK=85,0)
EVUCATION SD 0.53 .71 1,00 Ie5% Ne 86
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3. L&, TE:QC/Z2T/56
DIRECTORS Ny 2425 1.50 2.00 1.00 .58 RK 29064 &
OF SPECIAL SN 0.50 0.171 1. 00 1.07 1.02
EOUCATION N 4. 2 Se da 19, TI $0C/7 JY/SG
SPECIAL M 1.18 1.03 1.40 1.32 1.28 RK=290,0
EDUCATION SO 1.C6 Q.87 1417 le24 l.15
TEACHERS N 61. 29. 75. 106 271, Tyt
REGUL AR M 0.0(, 0.67 1.00 1.21 l.14 RK=13.5
ELENENT ARY SO C.0 1.00 L. 06 lel12 le11
FEACHERS N Coe 9., 24.‘ 104, 137, TI8JTY
SUPERotPRIN. M 2425 1067 1.00 1.21 1.25% RK=8B6e5
& DIRECTORS SD 0,50 0.52 0497 1.06 1.02
CCMBINEO N e b 18, 53, 8l. T1:J7Y
REGe & SPEC., M l1.18 0.95 1. 30 1.217 1,23 RK=3%.0
EDUC, TCHRS. SO 1« C6 0.90 le 16 1.18 .13
CCMBINED A 6l 348, 99, 210, 408, T1 970

P R s D Gp G D D WS p——. D Pt PP A D B . D -t e ST D R W D D W D W .l - - —— - -

M 1. 34 0.95 1.29 1.22 1.23 RK=85,0
ln(STRICT SO 1.C4 0.89 1. 09 lel2 1.08
N B6e 55 136, 306, 583, TI4¢JT
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TABLE 33

23. ORTAINING ASSISTANCE FRCOM EXPERTS NN RESEARCH PROALEMS
(EeGey AUVICE ON DESIGN OR MEASUREMENT TOCGLS).

CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTIUN=SERV. AS LIAIS.CONTEXT=SUPP, SYSTEMS

P S W A Dl . - T W W TS D D Sl D i AP . D Y D s D D Y P

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITINN DIST. 25,000% 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
DENTS SO C.C 0.0 0.0 1.05 1.07
N 0. 1. 3. 13. 17 Ti:nC
M 1420 1.00 1.33  0.89  1.05 RK =38, 5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 1.10 0.0 1,53 0.93 0,97
N Se 2. 3. 9, 19, T[:0C
M 0.0 1.00 0.60 1.09 0,98 RK=5645
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.00 0.70 0.96 0.92
N 00 3. 10. 5?0 "5- T[ :OC
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 1.60 0.5C 0450 PK=6545
CGNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.53  0.52
N 0. 2. 2. 8. 12. T1:0C/JT/SG
SPEECH AND M 1.63  1.20 Le45 0.74 1.1l RK=6Be5
HEARTNG SD  1e%1 1.10 0.82 0.7% 1.0l
CLINICIANS N 8. 5. 11. 23, 41, T1:0C
SPECIAL M 1.75 0.5C 1.00 0.33 1.19 RK=8000
£EDUCATEON Y SD 0.7l  0.71  1.00 0.58  0.91 N
CCNSULTANTS N 8e 2. 3. 3. 16. T1:0C
D IRECTORS M 1.50 1.00 1.60 1.00 1.26 KK=R245
OF SPECIAL SN $.58 0.0 1.34 1,20 1.05
EOUCATICN N 4. 2. 5, 3e 19. Tl :0C
EDUCATICN SO lels  0.98 1.11  1.16 1.12 :
TEACHERS A 61 29, 76. 105. 271, T1:0C
REGUL AR ¥ 0.0 0.44 0092 l.l14 1.00 RK=7540
ELEMENT ARY SO C.C 1.0l 0.93 1.07 1.0%
TEACHERS N 0 g, 24, 105. 138 TL:C
SUPER .+, PRINS M 1.50  1.0C 0.78 1.17 1.09 RK=14e0
& DIRECTORS SO 0.58 0.63  1.00 1.01 0,99
CCMBINED N 4. b. 13, 53, 81. T1:0C
REG. & SPEC, M 1.15 0,89  1.18 1.21  1.16 fK=3140
EDUC. TCHRS. SN l.14 1.01 1.08 1l.11 1.10
CCMBINLD N bl 38, 100, 210. 409, T1:09C
O ISTRICT SD  1.12 0.94 1.05 1.06 1l.06

ERIC gruracs A B86e 5. 137.  306. 584, T1:0C

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 34

24. INTERPRETING STATE LARS AND LEGAL PROVISICNS CUNCERNING THE
EDUCATICN OF EXCEPTIGNAL CHILDREN.,

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION= ) CONTEXT=SUPP., SYSTEMS
DISTRICT SIZE
INTER., 10,000- 5,000~ HUW
PCSITIUN DIST. 259000¢ 244999 9,999 TCTALS
VDENTS SC 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.86 0.43
N O l. 3. 13, 17. T{:nC/2JIT
M 0080 2.00 1033 1000 1.1l RK=64.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SD 0.45 l1.41 0.58 Ded 1 0. 81
N Se 2. 3. 9. 9. TL:3C
M 0.0 2.00 1.10 0.97 1.07 RK=69,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0. ¢ 0.0 l.20 lelb l. 14
N : 0- 3. lO. 320 45, T[:ﬂC
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.50 0. 50 N.38 0.42 RK=54.5
CONSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.71 0.71 0.52 0¢51
N Q. 2 2e 8. 12. TI:NC
SPEECH AND M l.25 0.20 1.09 0.7C Q.83 RK=38.5
HCARI NG SO 1. 16 0.45 lo14 0.42 N.96
CLINICIANS N 8. 5e 11, 23, 47, T :0C
SPECIAL M le 25 0.5C G. 67 0.67 0.94 RK=41.,0
ECUCATION S0 0.71 0.71 l.15 D058 0.77
VU IRECTORS M 0.15 2.50 2.20 0.63 l.26 RK=132,5
Ot SPECIAL SD 0. 50 0.71 1.10 0.92 l1.15
ECUCATICN N 4 2o S 8, 19, TLeJT
SPECIAL M 0. 80 0.62 C. 91 .75 0. 79 RK=39,5
EDUCATICN 5D 1.03 0.78 1.05 0.97 0.99
TEACHERS A 6l. 29 16, 106. 212, TI:0)C
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 0.78 L. 14 le17 l.14
T EACHERS N 0. 9. 24. 105 138. Tl :NC
SUP&RQQPRIN- ° M 0075 2000 1028 0.94 1.09 RK=74,0
& UIRECTORS SD 0.50 Q.63 1.23 1.05 1.07
CCMBINED N 4, 6 1 8. 53 Bl. TI:nNC
€0UC. TCHRS, SO l.03 0.77 1.07 1.09 1.05
CCGMAINEOD N 61. 35, 100. 211%. 410. Ti:0C
- — e i O - S WP - i WD D D e A W S G N AR G G e N G D D R AE Cham TS W D S G5 AD - TS D S e R WD 4 . an -
o M 0. 88 V.82 C. 99 0.91 C.91 RK=93,0
[]{U:STR[CT SO C.S8 .88 1.08 1.04 1.03
wrmsm B TOTALS N 86, 55. 137, 307, 585, Tt:C
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TABLE 35

25 RECOMMENDING RELEVANT PROFESSIONAL LITERATURE REGARDING
CURRICULUM PRACTLICES APPLICABLE TC EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN,

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=ADVISING CCNTEXT=CURRICUL UM

DISTRICT SIZE

D A B D W S S T T . Sp—— W T S A N WL} A . S Ml s

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERENTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.33 0.77 0.71 RK=30.,0
DENTFS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.60 0699
N 0. le 3. t3. 17. T1:9C
M C. 80 1.50 le67 Q.61 04695 RK=43,.,5
PSYCHUOLQGISTS SO 0. 45 0.71 C.58 Ve 71 0.71
N Se 2 3. D 19, Tl:0C
M 0.0 D.617 0.90 1.00 0. 96 RK=52,0
PRINCIPALS Su 0.0Q V.58 U.88 Ue95 0690
N Q. 3. 10. 32, 45, F1:0C
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.50 Ned5 0.25 RK=2545
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.C 0.0 0.71° Qe4b 0. 45
N Ce 2 2e B 12. TL:NC/JT
HEARING SGC 0. 46 0.71 0.93 Ne92 0486
CLINICIANS N B 5e 11, 23, 4. 11200
SPECIAL v l. L4 0.0 l. 33 Qe T 0.93 AK=43,0
EOUCATICN SO 1.C7 0.0 0. 58 0.58 0. 88
CCNSULTANTS A Te 2 3. 3. 15. T1:0C
DIRECTORS M 1.25 0.50 1.20 1.00 1. 05 RK=60,9
OF SPECIAL SO Ce G6 0.71 0. 84 0.93 Q485
tOUCATION N 4 2e Se 8 19. 11300756
SPECIAL M C. 80 0.83 0,92 1.03 0,93 RK=5645
EDUCATICN SO CeGb 0.80 0.91 0.99 O 9%
TEACHERS N 61, 29 . 16. 106, 272, Ti:0c
REGUL AR M .0 0.,33 0.54 1.07 0.93 RK=99,5
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 0.71 0.66 1.05% 1.00
TEACHERS N Oe D 24, 105, 138, TIs0C
SUPER.’pRINO vy 1.25 0-67 0., 89 V.94 0,93 RK=%48.5
& DIRECTORS SC CeG6 0452 C. 83 0.86 ~ 0.83
CCMUINED A 4o 6o 18 - 53, Bi. T1:0c
REGe & SPEC, M 0. 80 0.71 0.83 le25 06933 RK=%H.0
EVUC. TCHRS, SO Ce 96 0.80 0.87 1.02 0.96
COMBINED N 61, 48, 100, 2tl. 410, Ii:ac
M 0. €5 0.71 0,91 0.98 0.92 RK=%%4¢5
O _STRICT S 0691 0676 0487 097 0.92

ERICarorats N B5. 55, 137,  307. 584, T1i0w



89
TABLE 136

26+ DESIGNING EVALUATION PROCEDURES WHICH IDENTIFY THE STRENGTHS
AND WEAKNESSES OF A TOTAL INSTRUCTIUNAL PROGRAM,

COMPETENCY DIMeNSIONS: FUNCTICN=DEVELOPING CONTEXT=INSTRUCTICN

OISTRICY SIZE

. e D M G D G e AOTEE A - VS AP WP T DD GE A D A - D A A W

INTER, 10,000~ 540C0- ROW
PCSITION CIST. 25,000¢ 244999 9,999 TATALS
SUPERINTEN- M OO 2.00 0.33 0.85 0. 82 kK=40.5
UENTS SO 0.0 0.0 " 0.58 1.07 1.01
N 0. 1. 3. 13, 17, T1:09C
M 0.20 D.0 "7 0. 67 D 1 Dea7 RK=12.0
PSYCHCLGGISTS SO 0. 45 0.0 0.58 NeB 1 0.70
N 5 2. EDS 9, 19, Tl :0C
M 0.0 0.67 0.60 Je15 0.71 RK=18.,0
PRINCIPALS SC 0.0 0.58 0.70 Je12 D69
N : 0. 3. 10. 32. 45, Tl:[}c
CURRICULUM M 0.C ND.0 0.0 V¢50 N.33 RK=39,0
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.C Jel6 Je 65
N C. 2 2e R 124 TT1:0C
SPEFECH AND M 0443 0.20 0.90 0117 N.38 RK=1UeH
HEARING SC 0.79 0.45 1.10 0e39 D.72
CLINICIANS N ‘1. 5. Lo. 23. 45. T1:9C/ 91
SPECLAL 4 C. 88 0.0 l. 33 1.270 Ne k3 PK=33745
EQUCATICN SO O.€4 0.0 0.58 1.0C N.72
DIRECTORS M 0.50 0.0 0.80 De6 3 353 2K=1640
NF SPECIAL SC 1.CO 0.0 0. 84 1.06 0.90
LOUCATION N 4o 2 Se B 19. Ti::)C
SPECTAL l M £e 60 Jeb2 0.78 NDenh 0.61% RK=21e5
ECUCATICN SL C.78 0.82 0,96 J.9C 0.88
TEACHERS N 57 29 . 76. 106 268, TI1:0C
RE(?ULAR M OOC 0056 0021 Ve55 0.‘09 RK = R.O
ELEMENTARY SD Q.0 0.73 0.41 Q691 . 84
TEACHERS N C. 9. 24. 106, 1349, Tl:iC/J7
SUPERo'pR[NO v 0.50 0.617 0.61 Q.75 0.70 QK"IS.O
& DIRECTORS SO 1. CO N.82 0.70 0.85 0.81
CUMBINED N 4, 6. 18. 93 . 8l. T g
EQUC. TCHRS. Sc C. 178 0.79 0.89 0.90 NeBT
CCHMBINED N 517. B, 10C. 212. 407, I't:C
o M 0. 58 0.51 0.66 0.60 0.60 RK=1245
[]{U:>'RICT - 8§D C. 16 0.74 0.87 0.81 0. 84

VTOTALS N 81. 55, 136, 304 . %30. Ti:nNg

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 37
27. IMPLEMENTING VARIED EVALUATIVE TECHNIQUES FOR ASSESSING TEACHER
EFFECTIVENESS (E«.Gsy PEER~EVALUATION,y, OBSERVATIIONAL
TECHNIQUES, SELF-APPRAISAL SCALES).
CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTYION=EVALUATING CONTEXT=INSTRUCTION

DISTRICT S12€E

L A D s D AR D D T D G ST D T D U S W Bl i W S i D

INTER. 10,000- 5,000- ROW
PCSITION DIST,. 254000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN- ¥y ¢.0 1.00 1.33 1.08 lel2 RK=75.0
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 l.53 0.86 0.93
N Ce. le. 3. 13. 17. Yr:cs a1
M 0080 0.50 C. 67 0-89 0,79 RK=36,0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0.84 0.71 0.58 1.117 0.92
N Se 2. 3. I 19. Ti:nc
L] 0.0 0.67 0.50 1039 loll' RK=7800
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 0.53 lel? 1.09
N C. 3. 10. 3l. 44, T1:NC/7JT
CUKRICULUM M 0.6 0.0 1.00 0.88 0.75 RK=864 5
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 1.41 0.64 0.175
N C. 24 2e 8. 12. TL:0C/J7
SPLECH AND M 1.38 0.60 l.4% 1.04 1.15 RK=274,0
HEARING SO 1. 51 0.R% 0.8 . L.15 1.12
CLINICIANS N 8. S5e 11. 23. 47. TI:0C/ZJT
SPLCIAL M 1. 28 2.0C 1.CO 0.67 1.25 RK=8 5.0
EVUCATION SO 0.52 2.83 1.00 D58 1.00
CCNSULTANIS N 8. 2 3. 3. 16. TL:0C/J7
DIRECTORS M 0.15 0.5%0 1.00 0.33 0.63 RK=23,0
OF SPECTIAL SO 0.50 0.71 1.00 D452 Q.68
£ DUCATICN N 4, 24 5e 8. 19, T1:0C
SPECIAL M 1. 00 lel4 1.28- 1.17 1.16 RK=81.0
ECUCATIGN SO 1.017 0,99 1.18 i¢15 l.12
TEACHERS N 51 29. 76. 105, 2617, TI:0C/ 37
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.78 0.92 1.07 1.02 RK=T72.5
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 0.67 Q.97 1.06 l.02
TEACHERS N C. 9. 24. 10%. 138. T12JT
SUPER.'DRIN. M 0.15 0067 0078 1015 1.0[ RK=59,0
& OIRECTORS SO 0.50 0.52 0.88 L.07 0.99
CCMBINED N 4. 6. 18. 52 80, Tr:aCc/Jr
REGO & SPEC. M 1.00 1005 1019 1012 loll RK=30,0
EDUC. TCHPS. SO 1. 07 0.93 l.14 1.10 1.09
CCMRINEC N 517, 38. 100. 210. 405, THedr
Q M 1.C5 0.95 1. 1% 1.10 l.09 RK=77.,0
ERICSsTRICT SO 1.0 0.97 1.08 1.08 1.07
mEIImm Y 1O TALS N 32. 55 137, 305. 51719. 1160/ 37
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TABLE 38
29. TRAINING TEACHERS TC INDEPENDENTLY RESULVE THEIR CWN INSTRICTIINAL
PROALEMS.
CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=TRAINING CONTEXT=INSTRUCT TUN
CISTRICT SIZE
INTER. 104000- 5,000~ ROW
PCSITIOUN DIST. 25,000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN— M 0.0 1.00 0633 0.69  0.65 RK=22.0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 1.03 0.93
N 0. 1. 3, 13, 1 7. T1:0G/JT
M 0,60 0.50 0.67 1.00 0.73 RK=33,0
PSYCHCLOGISTS SO 0.55 071 0.58 1.07 0,81
N 5, 2. 3, 8. 18, T edT
M 0.0 0.67 Co70 1425 1,09 RK=7040
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.15 1.06 1.22 1.18
N 0. 3, 10. 32, 45, 91
CONSULTANTS SO 0.C 0.0 0,71 0.52 0.52
N C. 2. 2. 8. 12, T1:NC/IT/SG
SPEECH ANC M 1438 0.60 1.27 0.96 1.06 KK =670 0
" HEARING SD 1430 0.55 1435 0.93 1.07
CLINICIANS N 8. 5. 11. 23, 47, TR
SPECIAL M 1.25 - 0,50 0.0 0e33 0475 RK=31.5
£ DUCATIGN SO  Ce89 0.71 0.0 0.5 086
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3, 3, 16, TL:dT
DIRECTORS M 0625 1.00  1.20  0.58  J.84 RK=4 3,0
OF SPECIAL SO 0.50 0.0 110  1.25 1.0l
LGUCATICN N 4, 2. 5 8. 19. T1:I0/7JT756
$PECI AL M 0.73  0.97 1.07 0.94 0,93 k=504 5
EDUCATICN SO 0.6 0.98 1.33 1.13 1l.14
TEACHERS N 59, 29. 75. 105. 268, Ti:JdT
KEGUL AR M 0.0  0.67 0.63 1.04 0.9 ’RK=61. 0
ELEMENT ARY SO 0.0 1.06 0.88 l.14 1.10
TEACHERS N Ce 9. 24, 105, 138, MedT
SUPER .9 PRIN. M 0,25 0.3 0.78 1.06 0.94 RK =51, 5
& OIRECTORS SD  0.50 0475 1.00 1l.18 1.10
CCMBINED N 4. 6. 18. 53, 81. Tadt
REG. & SPEC. M  0.73 0.89 0.96 0.99 0,94 RK =60 0
EOUC. TCHRS. SO  Ge96 0.98 1e26 1l.13  1.12
CCMBINED "N 59, 39, 99, 210.  406. IERL
M 0.81 0.80 0.93 0.98 O.Q‘) RK:S-,OB
O IsTRICT SO C.S8 0489 1,20 lell 1.09
ERICisTotaLs N 84.  S5. 136,  305. 580, 11241

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 39
29. STIMULATING ECUCATLCNAL PERSONNEL TG CUNDUCT THEIR OWN REVIEW
0OF INSTRUCTINONAL RESOURCES AND RESEARCH IN THEIR ARFA.
COMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTICN= CONTEXT=
DISTRICT StzZ¢
INTER, 1¢,000- 54000~ ROCW
PCSITION DIST. 2594000+ 244999 94999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.0C 0.0 0.92 D.76 RK=3545
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.64 0. 66
N 0. l. 3. 13, 17. TL:NC/IT
M 1.CO 0050 2.67 1.33 1.37 RK=36.0
PSYCHCLOGISTS SO 0.C 0.71 0.58 0.50 0. 76
N S 2. 3. 9. 19, TE:47
M 0.0 1053 0.70 l.OC 0-95 RK:‘)O.O
PRINCEIPALS SL 0.0 0.58 0.82 D.85 0. 83
A 0. 3. 10, il. 44, 'eJr
CUKRICULUM vy 0.0 0.0 0.59 0.33 0.33 RK=39.,0
CUNSULTANTS SD 0.C 0.0 0.71 0.52 0.49
N O. 2. 2e 8o 12, TI34T
SPEECH AND M ¢ 28 0.80 150 0.70 1.00 RK=57.5
HEARING SD lo4l 0.45 1.27 0.63 0.99
CLINICLANS N 8e Se 10. 23, 46, TI3JdT/56G
SPECIAL M 1.50 1.50 2.00 Jel3 1.338 RK=H73.,5
EOUCATICN SD 0. 16 0.71 1.00 0.58 0.89
CUNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3. 16, T :0C/3T/756
OIRECTORS M 0.33 V.50 1. 00 Ne63 0. 67 RK=26.0
OF SPECTAL SO 0.58 0.71 0.0 0.92 0,69
EDUCATIUN N 3. e Se 9. 18, Ti247
EQUCATION SO C. G2 Us21 1. 01 1.03 0.99
TEACHERS N 596, 29, T6. 105. 269, FledT
REGUL AR M 0.0 Ne61 C. 617 0.95 Q. 88 RK=51.5
ELFMENTARY SO 0.0 O.71 0.64 U.89 0.84
TEACHERS N Ce 9. 24. 106 . 139, T1:UT
SUPER .y PRIN, M 0.33 1.00 0.61 0.92 0.85 RK=34,0
& GIRECTORS SO C.58 0.63 0.69 0.81 J.177
CCMRINED N 3. 6. 18, Y2 . 19. FL:a7
EDUC. TCHRS. SO 0.92 0.89 0.9 0.96 0,94
COMBINED N 59, 38. 100. 211. 404, TI:47
Q v loOZ loOZ loOl 0-99 l.00 RK=6905
RJ(}TR!CT SN C. G4 0.83 0.98 0.21 0.92

ammemd TOTALS N 83. 55 . 136. 306. 580. Tt
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TABLE 40

30. ASSISTING TEACHERS IN DEVELOPING AND US ING RNUHLEDGE AND
SKILL UAVENTORIES IN EVALUATING INSTRUCTIUN.

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=TRAINING CONTEXT=INSTRUCTION

DISTRICT SIZEt

INTER, 1Cy000- 5,000~ RCW
PCSITION DIST. 25, 000* 249999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN~ M 0.C 1.00 g.C 1.00 0.82 RK=4N,5
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.08 1.01
N C. l. 3. 13, 17. T1:NC/JT
M 1.20 1.50 1.00 le44 1. 32 RK=83,0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0. 45 2.12 1.00 N.T3 0.82
N 5e 2a 3. Fe 19. T :ac
: M C.C Q.61 Ce 70 .74 0.87 RK=40,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.15 0.67 Vel2 0.7
N Q. 3. 10. 32 4%, . TI3JT
CURRICULUM ¥ 0.0 0.0 0.50 0.38 0.33 RK=39, 0
CCONSULTANTS SC 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.52 0.49
N 0. 2. 2e 3. 12. T{:C/JT
SPEECH AND M 0.15 1.00 1,27 0.96 1. 09 RK=57.5
HEARING SC 0.89 0.71 1. 10 .82 0.88
ECUCATION Sn 0. 76 0.71 0.58 0.58 0.81 s
CONSULTANTS £ 8. 2. 3. 3. l6e TLJT
DIRECTORS y Ce 15 1.00 0. 60 0.38 N0.58 RK=16.,0
(it SPFC IAL SC UeH0 l.41 0.55 004 Ve 67
t CUCATICN N 4, 2e e 4. 19, IR I AN
SPECIAL v C.78 0.75 0. 89 DY 0.6 RK=50le U
EVDUCATION SO C. &4 0.84 0. 49 Ne96 0.90
TEACHERS N S5t 28, 16. 103. 265, T{:NC/JY
ELEMENT ARY SO 0.0 0.50 0e 72 D.89 D.85
TEACHERS N C. 9. 23, 106, 133. TiT
SUPEK.’pRlN. M 0.175 0.83 0.%6 Doty ? 0. 179 QK =29.5H
& DIREC TORS SU 0. 50 N.78 0.62 0en3 0. 74
CCMRINEC N 4, 6. 18, 53, 31 Tisdl
RitGe & SPEC. M 0.178 0.73 0. 74 0.5 Ne8l1 RK =4, ™
FNDUCe TCHRS. SO 0. 84 VDel1 0. 88 092 0.48
CLMBINEU N 58, 37. 99, 209, 403, TL:ad
¥ 0.31 D.80 0.79 0.86 0.84 RK=64¢ 5
sTRICT Se C.82 0.83 0. 36 089 O.HT
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TABLE 41

.31e ASSISTIANG TEACHERS [N DEVELGPING INSTRUCT IONAL O3JECTIVES IN
BEHAVIORAL TERMS.

CCMFPETENCY CIMENS (ONS: FUNCT ION= CONTEXT=INSTRUCTIUN

DISTRICT SI1ZE

INTER, 104000~ 5,000- ROW
PUCSITION ODISTe 25,000+ 24,996 9,999 TOTALS
DENTS SD 0.C 0.0 C.0 0.95 0,92
N Ge 1. 3. 13. 17. T1:1C
| M 0440 0.0  1.33  0.22  0.42  RK=11.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SN Ce. 55 00 1.53 Del b 0.77
N b 2 3. 9. 19, TI:0C
* M 0.0 Ve T 0. 30 0eT2 D.62 RK=1245
PRINCIPALS SV N.0 1.15 0.48 0.73 Ne 12
N Ce 3 10, 32. 45, 11:0C/7J7
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0e52 0.45
N Ce 2. 2e Be 12. TL:2C7JY
SPEECH AND v C. 88 1.00 0.91 0.91 0.91 RK=z43,0
CLINICIANS N 8. 5. i1, 23, 47, Tl:ac
SPECIAL M 0.88 0.50 0.33 0.0 0. 56 RK=17.0
EQUCATICN SD 0. 64 0.71 0.58 Q.0 0.63
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3. 16, Tl :uC/JY
QF SPECIAL N 0.82 2612 0. 45 1.07 l.01
SPECI AL M 0.64 Ned3 0.67 J.83 De 14 KK=29,5
EODUCATION SO Ge 92 1.00 0. 82 0.92 Je 90
TEACHERS N 59, 29. 716. 105, 269, T1:0C7JY
REGLL AR 4 C.0 D64 0. 33 N0.79 0.69 RK=26,0
ELEMENT ARY SO 0.C Ne73 0.56 1.13 1.04
TEACHERS N G. 9. 24, 106, 139. TL:JT
SUPER ., PRIN, M 1.00 D.83 0.22 A 0.64 RK=13,0
& DIRECTORS SD 0.a2 1.33 0.43 0.84 0.83
CCMBINED N 4, 6. 18. 53, 81. TI:C
REGe & SPEC. M C. €4 D.14 0.>9 .81 N.73 RL=3D,0
tOUC. TCOHRS, SN 0.92 0.99% Co78 1.013 0.95
COCMBINt D N 59. 38. 100, 211, 408, Ti:J7
M 0.69  0.7L  0.5T U 17 0,70  HK=26,0
O SIRICT Sb O.85 0.924 0.17 0.96 0.90

ERICh1oraLs N 34, 55, 137. 307. 583. 0

IToxt Provided by ERI
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FABLE 42

32, ASSISTING TEACHERS IN APPLYING TASK ANALYSIS PRINCIPLES TU
[NSTRUCTION.

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=TRAINING CONTVEXT=INSTRUCTION
DISTRICT SI2¢€
INTER, 16,000~ 54000~ ROw
PCSITION DISTs 2504000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- vy 0.0 1.00 0.0 1.31 1. 06 RK=63,5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 l.11 1.09
N 0. l. 3. 13, 17. f1:0¢C
M 0.0 0.0 l.67 0.56 D.53 RK=14.,0
PSYCHCLOGISTS SC 0.C 0.0 1.53 0.53 0.84
N Ce 2. 3. Fe 19. T1:0c
M 0.C 1.00 0. 80 1.06 1.00 RK=61.0
PRINCIPALS SO 0,C 1.0C 0-79 Del2 0. 74
N U‘ 3- 10. ) 320 ‘050 II:UC/JT
CURRICULUM L 0.0 0.0 0.50 0.63 0450 RK=465.5
CONSULTANTS SD 0.9 0.0 0. 171 DeH2 (e 52
N C. 2. 24 B 12, Yp:oc/dh
SPEECH AND he 1.50 1620 1. 36 l1.22 l.30 RK=8%,0
HEARING SD le 21 0.84 1.29 1L.00 108
CLINICIANS N e 5. 11l. 23, 41, TI:0C/JT
SPECIAL M 1.88 1.00 1.00 0.33 1.3l RK =844 0
EDUCATION SO 0. 64 l1.41 1.00 D.58 Ne35
CUNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. Je 16, Tf:c/Jay
DIRECTORS M .50 2.00 0.25 NDetr 3 ()89 RK=47.5
OF SPECIAL SD 1.29 2483 0. 50 Ve32 1623
EDUCATICN N 4, 2. 4o 5. 18, Ti:1C
EOUCATICN SD 1.03 0.93 Ne.17 1.05 0. 97
TEACHERS N 57 29. 76, 104, 2606, T]29C/JT
ELEMENTARY SD 0.0 0.93 0. 82 1.09 le 04
TEACHERS N 0. 9, 23. 105, 137, Tr:Jd7
SUPERO'pR[N. M 1-50 1.33 0.53 1L.26 U.99 KK =55, )
& OIRECTORS SC 1.29 1.51 0. 72 D.86 N.93%
CCVBINED N 4, 6. 17, 53, 80, TI:0C
RiGGe & SPEC. M lo 14 0.H4G 0. 88 1.20 1.08 RK=T7T7e"
ELUC. TCHRS . SD 1.03 ¢.86 0. 179 1.07 0. 99
CCMBINED N 57 33, 99. 209, 4013, NI WAND |
M 1020 ()o”l 0.89 1013 1. 06 RK=7%.0
O STRICT SO 1.06 0.95 Ce86  1.02  0e97

ERIC srataLs N 82.  55. 135  305. S71. 3
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TABLE 43

33, ASSISTING TEACHERS IN PLANNING SPECIFIC LESSONS.
CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=TRAINING CONTEXT=INSTRUCT [ON

DISTRICT SIZe

A g an Ny G . S W P D Y T ——— - 0 AN - — o s =

INTER. 1C+CO0— 5,000- ROW
PCSIT ION DISTae 254000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 0.0 0.33 1.38 1o 12 RK=75,0
DENTS SE 0.0 0.0 0.58 1.39 le32
N 0. L. 3. 13, 17. Ti:0C

M 1,60 1.50 3.33 2.00 2,05 - RK=00.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO C.89 2.12 1. 15 l.22 l1.27

N Se 2 3. 9. 19, TI 47T

M 0.0 0.33 1,40 1.16 l. 16 RK=32.0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 0.97 0.96 0.98

N Q. 3. L0. 32. 45, T1:47
CURRICULUM 4 0.0 0.0 0. 50 0.88 0.617 RK=79.%
CONSULTANTS S$D 0.0 0.0 0. 71 D.81 0.78

N 0. 2 - 2o B 12, T1:0C/ 47
SPEECH AND M 2.25 1.40 2.45 1.91 2.04% RK=00.0
HEARING SO 1.49 0.89 1.21 1246 1. 25
CLINICIANS N 8. Se 11l. 23, 47. TIedT
SPECIAL M l. 75 2.50 1.67 NDeb? l.63 RK=YR,5
ECUCATION SD 0. 46 2.12 2.08 l.15 1.20
CCNSULTANTS N " 8. 2 3. 3. 16, T12JT
DIRECTORS M 0.17% 1.00 l.60 1.13 lelb RK=12,0
N SPECIAL SO .50 0.0 0.89 lel3 0. 90
EUOUCATION N 4, 2 Se 8 19. T1:1C/7JT
EOUCATION Sn le 30 L.3C l.42 l1.34 le 35
TEACHERS N 58. 29. T6. 106, 269. TE:dT
ELEMENT ARY SC 0.C 0.78 1.27 1.39 l1.33
TEACHERS N Q. I 24. 106. 139, TL:d¥
SUPER.,?R‘N. M C. 75 0050 1028 l‘dl lo 15 RK=40,.0
& CIRECTORS SO Ce 50 0.55 0.96 i.10 l1.03
CCMBINED N 4. 6. 18. 53, #B1, TL:0C/7J7
£DUC, TCHRS, SO l. 30 L.25 1.39 l.317 1.35%
CCMBINED N 58. 14, 100, 212, 408, TLeJdY

M l. 80 1.58 1.61 1.8 l.62 RK=00.0
DISIRICT SO l. 23 1.217 1.37 1.32 le3l
O JTUTALS A 33, 55, 137, 304. 583, T 2T

E
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TABLE 44

34. ASSISTING TEACHERS IN USING A DIAGNGSTIC AND PRESCRIPTIVE
APPROACH TO A CHILD®*S SPECIFIC LEARNING PROBLEM.

CCMPETENCY CIMENSIUNS: FUNCTICN=TRAINING CONTEXT=INSTRUCT ION
DISTRICT SlZE
INTER. 1Cy000~- 5,000~ ROW
PCSITLON CIST. 25,000¢ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.24 le 11
N Q. 1. 3. 13. 17 T1:0C
v 0.20 0.0 1.33 2.11 0.32 RK= 9,0
PSYCHULUGISTS SO 0. 45 0.0 1.53 0.33 0.75
“ 5. 2. 3. 9- 19- Tl :'-’C-
M 0.0 0.33 0,40 0,88 0,73 RK=22.0
PRINCIPALS snD 0.C 0.58 0.52 Q.94 J.86
N C. 3. 10. j2. 45, TI:0C
CURRICULUM M 0.0 V.0 0.0 0.3 0.25 RK=25.,5
CCNSULTANTS SO. 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.52 0.45
N 0. 2. 24 8. 12. T1:0C
SPEECH AND M 1.€3 0.80 Q. 64 0e50 0.76 RK=28.5
HEARING SO 1. 60 0.84 0. 81 0,74 1.02
CLINICILANS N 8. 5 l1l. 22, 46, T1:0C
SPtCIAL M 0.28 2.00 0.0 0.0 0.67 RK=2645
FOUCATION SD 0. ¢4 2.83 0.0 Jd.0 l1.C%
CCNSULTANTS N 8, 2 3. 3. 16, T1:03C7 47
OF SPECIAL SuU 0.50 2.83 C.89 l.07 1.16
cDJCATICN N 4q 2. Se 4. 19. T1:0C
SPECIAL M €3 0.72 0,71 0.73. 0.638 RK=2145
ECUCATICN SO C. 86 0.88 0.93 1.03 0.95
TEACHERS N 58, 29, 15, 106. 268, TI :0C
REGUL AR M 0.C D56 0.67 .66 D465 RK=22.5
ELCMENTARY SO 0.0 0.53 0.92 1.04 0.99
TEACHERS N G 9. 24, 106, 139, TIJT
SUPER.yPRIN N 0.15 1.00 0.33 N.79 0.70 RK=18.0
& DIRECYORS SO C.50 1.55 0. %59 1.03 0.98
CCMBINED N e O 18. 53. 81. 11:0C
REGS & SPEC. M 0.%3 0.68 C. 70 0.69 0.67 RK=21.0
EOUC. TCHRS . SO G. 86 0.81 0.92 1.03 0.96
CCMBINED N 58. 38. 99. 212 407, 11:06/7J7
Q vy 0.60 0.73 0.63 N.66 0.66 RK=21.0
Ri(ﬁfklcr SO Ce 95 0.99 0.88 0.99 0.96

ATOTALS N 83. 55. 136, 307. 581. TI:0C
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TABLE 45

35, TRAINING TEACHERS IN CIRECTING THE WORK (F CLASSRONOM AIDES
OR HELPERS,
CCMPETENCY NIMENSITINS: FUNCTICN=TRAINING CONTEXT=INSTRUCTION

DISTRICT SIZE

- — S s b D o D T U A SIS S A > T N YD A D D U o i

INTER, 10,000- 5,000~ AUA
PCSITLON DISTe 25,000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN- M 0.0 1,00 0.67 1431 1.13 RK =834 0
DENTS S0 Ge0 0.0 0,58 1425 1.13
N Qe l. S 13. 17, TL1:200C/79F
M l. 80 1.N0 2433 1.00 le42 RK=09,5
 PSYCHULUGISTS SO 0,45 040 2,08 1,00 1.12
‘ N 5. ) 2. 3. Q. 190 I[:JT
” M 0.0 1s33 1450 1e53 1451 RK=9 8, 0
PRINCIPALS SC 0e0 0,58 1427 lel1 1.10
N 0. 3. 10. 32, 45, T1edT
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.71 113  Ne98
: N 0. 2. 2. Be 12, T1:0C/ 4T
SPEECH AND M 1463 1440  1e82 1452 1460  RK=98,0
HEARING SO le4l 089 1433  1e31 1426
CLINICEANS N 84 5. 11, 23 47, TI8dT
SPECIAL ¥ 1e15 2400  0.67T G0 1.25 RK=35.0
EOUCA TI GN SU  0e?l 2483  lelS 040 l.24
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3, 3, 16, T 2197
0 IRECTORS M 1.CO 2400 1e40 1400 1le21 RK=77,0
CF SPEC 1AL SO 0682 2483  1el4 1.20 1,23
COUCATION N 4, 2. be 8. 19, T1:nC/IT
SPECIAL M 1445  1e34 1438 14564  leds RK =740
FCUCATION SO 1633 1420 1428 1432 1429
TEACHERS N 58, 29, 760  105s 268 M:dT
ELENENTARY SO 0.0 100 1427 1.28 1426
TEACHERS A Co 9. 24, 106, 139, TI:dF
SUPER.QPR[N. ¥ 1000 1.50 1.33 1040 lo’!? RK=)305
& DIRCC TORS SO Ce82 1438 1ol 1el5 1613
CCMRINED N 4, be 18. 53, 81 T1 34T
REGs & SPEC. M 1645 le34 1436 1439 1439 PK=744 5
EOUC. TCHRS. SC 1633 1el5 1e27 1e31 1.28
CCMBINED N 58, 38, 100, 21l. 40T, SERL
o . M ll49 1.33 1.39 ll’b 1.38 pK=9505
ERIC s1ricT SO 1422 117 1427 1,27 125
TGS TOTALS N 83, 55, 137, 307. 582 12471
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o  TABLE 46

36, LNSTRUCTING TEACHERS (N THE TECHNIQUES NOF CUUNSEL ING PARENTS
AND PARENT CGNFERENCES.

CCMPETENCY DIMENS IONS: FUNCTLION=TRAINING CONTEXT=COMM, PROCESSES
DISTRICT SIZE
INTER, 10,000- 5,000~ ROW
PCSITIAN DISTs 25,000+ 24,596 9,999 TUTALS
SUPER INTEN- M CeC  1.00 0667 0.69 0.T1 RK=304 0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0,58 0.75% 0469
N O. | 3. 13, 17. T1:0C7J7
M 1480 1450 2467 0.78 142 RK=8Y, 5
PSYCHOLUGISTS SO 1e10  0e71 1653  1e30 1435
N 5, 2. 3, 9. 19 1100791
¥ 0.0 1433 1410 le13 1.13 RK=15,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0aC 1.53 1460 1.21 1429
N 0. 3, 10. 32, 45, TLedT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0,50 0.0 088  0.67 RK=7945
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.71 0.0 0.83 0.73
N O, 2e 2e Y e 12 T[:“C/JT
SPEECH AND M 1,38 0,40 1.55 1.32 1,23 PK=81e5
HEARING SO le4l 0489 lebs 1435 1,136 .
CLINICLANS N 8. 5, 1. . 22 46 Ti:d7
SPECIAL M 1425 2450 0433 0433 1,06 RK =60, 0
ECUCATICN SO Ce7l 2412 0,58 0.58 1,06
CONSULTANTS N g, 2 3. 3, 16, Ty 0107 J7
JIRECTORS M GeT15 4.00 1460 . Le00 1,42 RK=884 5
GF SPECTAL SIi CeSb  0eD .16 1431 1.43
ECUCATION A 44 2. 54 8 19, T1:0C/ZJT/SG
SPECITAL M 1¢29 1638 132 1.08 1.22 RK =84, 0
EDUCATION SO 1627 1421 1430 1,21 1.2%
I EACHER S N 59, 29, 76 106. 270, TLSJT
REGULAR M 0.0 1.00 0,92 1.21 1l.14 RK=813,5
ELENMENT ARY SD 0es0C 0687 Ce97 1le25 1,18
TEACHERS N 0. 9, 24, 106. 139, TI:97
SUPERes PRIN. M 0675 2417 1ol 100 1,11 RK=764 0
& DIREC TORS SC  0e96 1e72 1e3&  1lel3 1.2}
COMBINE G N 4. 6o 18. 53, 81 TL:dT
REGe & SPEC v le 29 l.29 1o 22 lel & 1.20 RK=H43,5
FDUC. TOHRS. SC 1e27 Lel& 1426 1.23  1.23
CCMRINEG ‘N 5q, 38, 100. 212. 409, TL:JT
M 1630 1.33  1.23  1.10 1.14% KK =424 1)
Q SICt SO 1e21  142%  1e27  1le21 1423

ERICsruvaes N 84 55. 137,  307. 583 1347
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TABLE 47

37. ASSISTING TEACHERS IN EFFECTIVE USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE AND
ENVIRCNMENT .

CCMPFTENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTICN=ADVISING LCONTEXT=INSTRUCTION

DISTRICT Sizt

D . N T P S V0 WU S oS RS N " T - ety -

INTER, 100000~ 54,000~ RCW
PCSITION DIST. 254000+ 244999 9,999 TUOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.C 1.0C 0.33 l1.08 Qe 9% RK=50,5
N C. 1. 3. 13. 17. TI1:0C/737
M 1.00 1.50 34617 1.748 1. 84 RK=94,0
PSYCHALGGIESTS SO 1.CO D.71 0.58 1.09 1.26
N 5 2. 3. 9, 19. Ti:d7T
M 0.C 133 1. 50 lebo 1.53 RK =99,
PRINC IPALS SD 0.0 0.5¢8 1.8 1.01 1. 12
A 0. 3. 10, 37 . 45, TL:dT
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.99 0.94
N 0. 2. 2 e 12, T1:00C7 4T -
SPEECH AND M 1. 88 1.80 200 1.55 le 74 RK=97,0 .
HEARING SN 0.44 0.45 1.48 les34 1.20
CLINICIANS N 8e Se 11, 22, 46, Ti:J ¢
CCUCATION SN e92 leal 0.0 Je58 0.89
CONSULTANTS N He 2 3. 3. 16. 1141
DIKECTORS v L. 0N 2650 l. 20 l.13 1.26 RK=32,4
OF SPECIAL SD 0.82 0.71 0.45 N¢99 0.87
ECUCATICN N 4. 2. S5e B 19, TI:uC/J1
SPECIAL M lobl le66 1.64 1.53 1. 59 KK=9940
ECUCATICN Sh 1.08 1.37 1.27 124 1.22
TEACHERS N 59, 29. 15 106. 269, T1:01
REGULL AR M 0.C 1.90 1.21 l1.62 1. 51 RK=97.0
ELENENTARY SD 0.C 0.87 l1.10 1.2¢6 le22
TEACHERS N C. 9. 24, 106, 139, TI:JT
SUPER«, PRIN. M 1.00 1.67 1422 1.348 le 35 KK =92,0
& DIRECTORS SD 0.82 0.82 1.26 0.97 1.01
CCMBINEL N 4, 6o 18. 53. ai. 11247
:'{E()o 8 SpECO N lobl l.‘)O 1054 1055 lobb R'(=')do()
CCMBEINED N 59, i, 99, 212, 408, TH:J7
M leb7 .51 le b5 le52 1. b4 RK=z2840)
O SIRICT St 1.c2 1417 1428 1e17 1419

ERIC191aLs N 84, 55. 136e 307. 582 197

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 48

38s SERVING AS ADVISOR TO ADMINISTRATYCRS REGARDING SPACE NEEDS,
PHYSICAL PLANT REQUIREMENTS AND MCUDIF ICAT IONS,

"CCMPETENCY CIMENSIUNS: FUNCTICN=AOVISING CONTEXT=SUPP+ SYSTEMS
ODISTRICTY Si2E
INTER, 10,000- 54000~ ROW
PCSITIGN DISTe 254000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN- N 0.0 1.00 0,33 le23 1.06 RK=0345
DENTS SO 0.C 0.0 0.58 0.92 0.90
N 0. le. 3. 13. 17, TI3dT
M le 60 1.50 2433 2.00 1. 89 RK=99,0
PSYCHULLUGISTS SuU le 14 O.71 2.08 lel2 1.20
N S5e 2o 3. 9e 19, T1:0C7J1
M 0.C 2.33 l.60 le56 le 62 RK =30}, O
PRINCIPALS SO Ce O 115 l.51 1.19 1¢25
N Ce 3. 10 32. 45, TLWJT
CUNSULTANTES SD 0.0 0.71 0.71 1,04 0.95
A 0. 2e 2 8. 12, TE:3C/7JIT/SG
SPELECH AND M 1. 88 1.00 1027 1-30 1136 RK=90,0
HEARING SO 1. 25 0.71 1e 27 1.22 l.19
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 11, 23, 47, TL:41
SPECIAL M 1. €3 1,00 1. 00 0633 1. 19 RK=30,0
ECUCATICGN SO 0,52 letel 1.00 0.8 V.83
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3. 16, TieJT
VDIRECTURS M 1.25 3.00 0.80 Ne6 3 1.05 RK=60e 9
OF  SPECTAL SD C. §6 1.41 0.45 0.92 1.08
ELUCATIGN N 4. 2e Se 8. 19, {97
SPECIAL M le 10 1.07 l. 32 1.04 l1.13 RK=80,0
EDUCATION SO 1.24 1.19 1.25 1.04 1.16
TEACHERS A 59G, 29. 76 106, 270, T1:J71
REGUL AR ¥ 0.0 0.78 0.88 1.63 1¢45 RK=96,10
ELEMENTARY SO 0.C 1.09 0.99 1632 1.29
FTtACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 106. 139, T1:J7
SUPER.’PRIN. M 1. 25 2633 lol? 1.34 1.37 RK=93,%
& DIRECTORS S 0.G6 l1.21 1.25 1.13 lel7
REG. & SPEC, M 1.107  1.00 l.21 133 1e 24 RK=8B6,5
t0UC. TCHRS. S 1 24 1.16 1.20 122 1e22
CCMBINFD N 5G. 38. 100. 212 409, T1:J7

X M l. 26 1.15 1. 22 1.34 1.28 RK=91.,0
E T(ﬂsrutcr SO l. 18 lel6 1.22 1.20 1. 19
,mBsf,BTUTALS N Y4, 55 . 137 303 . 584, TL:dT
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TABLE 49

3S. ASSISTING TEACHERS IN ADAPTATION OF MATERTIALS AND METHODS
ACCORDING TC SPECIFIC LEARNING CHARACTERISTICS.

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTICN=TRAINING COUNTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA

- ) T S W A - D o S P T ey I Dl S D W . D -

INTER. 100000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000¢ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN~- v 0.0 0.0 0.0 017 0.59 RK=15, 5
DENTS S0 0.0 0.0 0.0 L.24 .12
N 0. l. 3. 13, 17. T1:0C
M 0040 0.0 1033 0,617 .63 RK=21o5
PSYCHOLNGISTS ) 0.89 0.0 1.53 N.71 0.90
N 50 20 30 ! 90 . 190 TI:OC
M 0.0 0e67 0.40 0.69 Qe 62 KK=12.5
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 0.58 0.70 .82 0.178
N Ge 3, 10. 32, 45, T1:0C7 4T
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.50 0.33 RK=39,0
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.76 0.65
N 0. 2. 2. 3. 12. T1:0C
SPEECH AND M 0.88 0.40 1.10 0.65 0.76 RK=284 5
HEARING SC 0.83 0.849 1.10 0.71 085
CLIA!CIA'\S N 80 ‘50 10. 230 ! "60 TI:JC
EQUCATION . SD Ce 74 0,71 0.%8 0.58 0.177
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3 16 T1:0C/747
DIRECTORS M 0.50 0.50 0.40 NDel3 0«32 MK= 5,5
OF SPECIAL SO Ce58 0.71 0.55 0e3% 0.48
FOUCATICN N 4, 2. Se de 19. TI:nC/7JT
SPECI AL M 0. 74 0.72 0. 74 0.82 0.77 RK=36, 0
EOUCATICN SD CeS7 0.88 0.79 1.01 0.93
TEACHERS N 58, 29. 76. 106, 269, TL:oT
R EGUL AR v 0.0 0.617 0.67 V6?75 0.73  RK=33,5
ELEMENTARY SO 0. C 0.71 0. 87 1.01 0.97
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 106. 139, LR
SUPER «9 PRIN. M . 50 0.5C Ce 33 Deb2 0.54% RK=11.0
£ DIRECTORS SN 0.58 0.55 0.59 0.90 0.81
CCMBINED N 4, 6. 18. %, 81, Tf:01C7 J1
REG. & SPEC., M Cs 14 071 0.72 0,79 0.6 RK =35, 0
LOUC. TCHRS. S C.57 V.86 0.81 1.01 0.9
CCMRINED N 58 38, o. 212, 40 8. 1207
O STRICT SN 0.92 0,78 0.83 0.96 0.91

ERICaroraLS N 83 55. 136,  308. 582. T{:0C/ IT

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 50

40. ENCOURAGING TEACHERS TQ EXPERIMENT WITH DIFFERENT INSTRUCTIONAL
APPROACHES (E+Gey UNIT APPROACHy ETCo4) TO MEET CURRICULUM
OBJECTIVES. -

[

CCMFETENCY CIMENS [ONS: FUNCTICN=ADVISING CONTEXT=INSTRUCTION

ODISTRICT SIZE

. W B T Tt T > T, SIS . W P s By S . - b

INTER, 10,000- 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000¢ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN~- M 0.C 1.00 0.0 N.69 0.59 RK=15,5
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.75% 0.71
N c. 1. 3. 13, 17, Ti:0C
- ma - . S ., ——— E—— T — ——— S - D S S g PO et WA e A e A SN R A A - M ot s ey o e 2 e e D s vt "
M 0020 0.50 24 33 0.44 O. 63 RKz)bo 0
PSYCHOLOAGISTS SC Oe 45 0.71 1.93 DeT3 1.06
N S ' 2 3, 9, 19. TL:0C7JT
vy 0.0 0.67 0. 50 0.81 0,73 RK=22.,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 C. 71 074 0,72
N Ce 3, 10. 32. 45, TI:0C/7 J7 .
CUKRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0. 50 0.25 0. 25 RK=25,5
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.C 0.0 0.71 Q.46 0,45
N 0. 2 20 8. 124 TI:0C
SPEECH AND M 0. €8 0.6C 0.91 De57 0,70 RK=22.0
HEARING SO 0. 83 0.89 l. 04 0«99 0. 73
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 11. 23. 41, ¥I1:Jd7
SPECTAL M 1.C0 0.50 0.33 0,0 0. 63 RK=214 5
EULUCATION SD Q.53 D.T1 0. 58 0.0 0.62
CCNSULTANTYS N 8. 2e 3. 3, 16, Y1307
VIKEC TORS M 1.00 0.50 0,40 Q.75 0463 RK=294 5
0F SPECITAL SN Q.82 0.71 0. 55 1.04 Qe 82
EUUCAT[CN N 4, 2. S 8. 19- T[ :"C/JT
SPECIAL M 0066 0.59 0.75 Q081 0074 KK =29.5
ECUCATION SD Q.78 - 0.78 0.9% 1,04 0,93
TEACHERS N 58, 29, 16, 105, 268, Tisdr
REGLL AR Mo 0.C 0.33  0.42 0.8l Q.71  RK=28.5
ELENMENTARY SO 0.0 0.50C 0. 65 1.02 0,96
TEACHERS N (VI 9, 24, 106 . 139, T1sJ7T
SUPERo'pRlNo M 1.C0 0.67 0. 39 0.(7 Q. 69 RK=15,5
& VDIRECTORS SO 0.82 0.92 0.61 ND.,78 Q.74
CGMBINEC N 44 6 18. 53, Bl. 11300797
R"‘J‘o & SPECO 4 Oo’)b 0-53 . 0067 0-81 0.75 “K=]U.0
EUC. TCHRS, SO Ce 1t 0.713 0. 89 1.0% Q.94
CCMOINEL N 58, 3. 100. 2l 4017, ST AdT
Q t4 0.70 0.53 0.68 0.75 Qe 7'. KK=2,QS
E]{U:IRICT S 0.176 0.69 0.91 Ve94 0.89
s TOTALS N 813, 55 137, 307. 582, TL2J7
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TABLE 51

4ls DISSEMINATING TEACHING INEAS AND MTRICKS CF THE TRADE.®
CCMPETENCY UIMENSIONS: FUNCTICN=ADVISING CONTEXT=INSTRUCTION

CISTRICT SIE

. Wy D N D S G . S D T Y N S P D -

INTER. 104000~ 5,0C0- RCHW
PCSITICN DIST. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN~ M 0.0 1.00 0667 1.08 1,09 RK=5545
UENTS SO 0.0 0.0 1.15  0.76  0.79
N O 1. 3, 13, 17. 11:0C241/56
M  C.80 0.50 2.6 N.39 1.1l R =644 5
PSYCHCLOGLISTS SO 0045 0.71 1.53 .74 1.05
N 5. 2. 3. 9. 19. TMegr
M 0,0 1e67  1.00  1.50 1.49 RK=94,6 0
PRINCIPALS SC 0.C 0.58 0.47 0.58  0.89
N 0. 3, 10. 12, 45, T1:J1/56
CURRICULUM MO 0.,0 0.0 1.00 1.00 2.83 RK=91,0
CONSULTANTS SO 040 0.0 l.41 0.76 0.83
N 0. 2. 2. 3, 12. Tl:gr
SPEECH AND M 2438 1,00 1455 lel3 1443 RK=94,5
HEARING SV 1.06 l.4l 1¢29 1,01 1.19
CLINICIANS N a. 5 11 23, 417, 11397
SPFCILAL M 1425 2.5C 0467 0,33 lols RK=72.0
- DUCATIUN ) 1.06 2412  1lel5 0458  Le2n -
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3, 16, 11347
DIRECTURS M Lafi) 2.50 0480 1,290 1.1l RK=6T4%
UF SPLECTAL SC 0.0 2.12  0.86  0.93  0.99
ECUCATICN N 4, 2. 5 A, 19. 11
SPLCIAL M 1,05 1.38  1.23 1422 1,20 RK=82.0
EDUCATION SD 1,03  1e18 1409 1409 1409
TEACHERS N 58, 29. 75, 103. 265, T1:JT
PEGUL AR M 0.0 0,89 te33 1e36 1632 RK=90, 0
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 0.93 lel3 1420 117
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 106, 139, HEFR)
SULPER 4y PRIN, M  1.00 1.83 0,89 1432 1425 RK=36.9
& UIRECTARS SO 0.C 1.07 0468 De94 - 0490
CCMBINED N 4, b 18, 53, 81. TL:JT
.{[(;o 4 SPE(.. M 1005 1026 1025 102"; 1-25 RK=244,0
LUUC. TCHRS, SU  1.03  1.13 1.09 1415 t.ll
CCMBINLD N 58, 38, 99, 209. 404, TENL

- — D D = - A D e e W D as D WD ity > A I Gy > W D A ED WG - A B W n L D Ak © B A ll D A D DD - ——

DISTRICT SN 1.05 1,19 1.09 1.0€ 1.9
ARE(?IOTALS N 83, 55,  136s 305. 579, TE:J1

A ruiToxt provided by ER
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TABLE 52
42, UEMCNSTRATING GNOC TEACHING METHOOOLCGY TC A TEACHER [IN HER
SETTING.
CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTIUON=ADVISING CONTEXT=INSTRJUCTION
DISTRICT Sllt
INTER, 10.000~ 5,0C0- ROW
PCSITICN 0IST. 25.0000 24'999 94999 TOTALS
{JENTS SD Oe0 0.0 0.0 .34 .30
N 0. le 3. 13. 17. T1:0C/JT/S6G
M 1.20 0.50  2.67 l.44  1.47  RK=92,0
PSYCHCLGGISTS SN 0. &4 Oe71 1.53 0.38 1.07
N 5e 2. 3. 9. 19. TI:JT

e e RS D D P SR DGR D g D D . D . D D D Pt D GP D G R AR D D G S D DD D D D e R D P A e

: M 0.C ND.33 0. 80 l.16 1. 0% RK=h6e5
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 1.03 1.00 1.00

N 0. 3. 10. 32. 45, TI:dT
CUNSULTANTS SO 6.C 0.71 2.83 0.53 1.14
N a. 2. 2e 8. 12, T1:0C/S6
SPEECH AND M 1. 88 le2C 1.18 1.26 1. 34 RK=87.5
HEARI NG S0 1e46 1.30 1.33 1.25 1.29
CLINICIANS N a. 9e 11, 23, 47, . TI:Jd7T
SPLCTAL M l+50 240 2.00 Ne3} 1. %0 RK=4,5
FOUCATIUN SV C. 16 2412 1.09 N.58 L. 10
CCNSULTANTS N e 2e 3. 3. 16, 1Y
NDF SPECIAL Sb 0.58 2.83 0.45 0.52 0.95
EUUCATION N 4, 2. Se 4. 19, TI:JT
SPECIAL v l. 14 1.24 1,36 1.25 1.25 RK=88,5
EOUCATION SO l.21 1.30 1.23 l1.28 1.26
TEACHERS N 56, 29, 76, 106, 270, f{:yy
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.56 l1.17 1.30 1.23 RK=37,0
ELENMENTARY SD 0.0 1.13 1.20 1.37 1.33
TEACHERS N Ce 9. 24 106, 139, TIL:gT
SUPER .+ PRIN, M 0.59 1.00 0.67 1.09 0.96 KK=53,0
& DIRECTORS St 0. 58 le55 Q.84 L.08 l1.05
C(MHINFD N lﬂo ()o 180 53. 81. II:JT
Rl()o b SPEC. M lol" 1.08 lo 31 102.7 1024 RK "Uo-
EUUCe TCHRS, SV le2l 1.28 1.26 .32 1.28
CCHMBINED A 59, 38. 100, 212, 409, 101
l.21 1.09 1.27 1.22 .22  RK=144.0

v
SV 1.17 le29 1. 26 le2% l1.24
N B4, 5% e 137, 308, 584, T1sJ7
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TABLE 653

43, HELPING TEACHERS TO ASSESS ANLU IMPROVE CLASSROOM SOCIAL AND
EMOTIGNAL CLIMATES TO AID LEARNING AND INTERACTION.

CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTION= CONTEXT= [IMSTRUCTION
_ DISTRICT SIZE
INTER. | 104000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 254000¢ 244999 99999 TUTALS
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.0 l1.15 1.07
N 00 10 30 13. 17. TI:JT
M C.80 0.0 2,00 N.67 0.84  RK=41,0
PSYCHULOGISTS SO C. 84 0.0 1.73 1.00 1.12
N - 2. 3. 9. 19, T/ 07
PRINCIEPALS SN 0.0 0.58 0.99 J.78 0.81
N Ce 3. . 10, 32. 45,  TL:OC/ITSG
CURRIGULUM v 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.29 0.17 RK=16.0
CCNSULTANTS SU 0.0 0.9 0.0 ND.46 Je 39
N Ce 2 2. B 12. r:nc
SPEECH AND M 1. 88 1.20 1.20 0.96 1.20 RK=76.,0
HEARIANG SO l.13 0.84 1.03 l.11 1.09
CLINICIANS N g, e 10. 2. 46, TI:47
SPECIAL M 1.25  1.50  0.33  0.67 1.00  RK=52.5
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2o 3. 3. 16. TH:JT
OIRECTORS M Ne 25 2.50 0. 60 Deb} Oe T4 RK=3%.,5
OF SPECTIAL SN 050 2.12 0.55 1.06 1.10
EQUCATICN N 4, 2. Se He 19, T1:J7
SPFCILAL M 0.78 0.96 0.17 0.33 0.83 RK=44.0
Lt GUCATION S¢ C.58 1.14 0.98 0.99 1.00
TEACHERS N 59. 28, 15. 104, 266, T1:JT7
ELENMENT ARY SGC 0.0 0.71 0.71 1.19 .07 ‘
TEACHERS N C. 9. 24. 106. 139, TL:T
SUPEK.'PRIN. M 0025 1033 0067 0015 0.75 KK“‘?‘I.G
& DIRECTORS SD 0. 50 1.37 0.84 0692 0.93
CCMBINCO N 4. 6. 18. 53. 8l. 1 ¢u1
REG.. & SPEC. M Q.78 0.89 0.74 0.92 0.85  RK=44.5
£DUC. TCHRS. SO 0.98 1.05% 0.92 - 1.08 1.02
COCMBINED N 59, itr. 99, 210, 405, TLJT
M 0.90 0.93 0.77 V.87 De85 K=42.5
O IRICTY SO 1. CO l.08 0.,9% 1.04 l.01

ERIC roTaLs N 84, 54, 135, 306. 579, TI3dT

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 54

44, IOENTIFYING THE NATURE OF TEACHER-PUPIL AND PUPIL-PUPIL
INTERACTION IN A CLASSRCOM.

CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=EVALUAT ING CONTEXT=INSTRUCTION

DISTRICT SIZE

INTER . 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW '
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- 4 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.92 0.71 RK=30.90
DENTS SO 0.¢C 0.0 0.C 1.04 0.99
N 0. le. 3. 13. 17. TI:JT
M 1. 20 0.50 2. 00 J.89 te 11 RK=64.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO Ce 45 0.71 1.73 1.0% 1.0%
N 5. 2. 3. 9. 19. 1{:20C/7J7
M 0.0 1.33 1.20 1.09 lo13 RK=T%.,0
PRINCEPALS Su 0.0 lel5 1.23 Je86 O« 94
N 0. 3. 10. 32, 45, L7
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.50 1.13- 0.83 RK=31.0
CCNSULTANTS SO0 0.0 ds0 0.71 0.83 0.83
N 0. 2e T 2e He 12. T 0C/JT
SPEECH AND M 2.00 1.00 l. 55 l1e17 1.38 RK=92.0
HEARING SD l1.21 1.00 1.21 1.15% 119
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 11. 23, 47, 11247
ECUCATICN SO l1.C4 2.83 0.58 D.58 1.1% '
CCNSULTANTS N- 8. 2. 3. 3. 16, 11347
JF SPECIAL SD 0. 50 2e12 0.45 1.07 1.01
EOUCATICN N 4 2 5. 3. 19. TL:C/7 47
SPECIAL M 1.25 1.45 le 43 1.32 l. 35 RK=93.5
EOUCATION SO 1.12 1.18 1.23 l.18 1.18 '
TEACHERS N %9, 29, 16. 104, 268, T :J7T
REGLL AR ¥ 0.0 Neb7 0. 88 1.27 l1.17 RK=d%.5
ELEMENT ARY SC 0.0 0.71 0. 85 1«18 l.e12
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24. 106, 139, TEH:IT
SUPER <y PRIN, M 0e 75 1.50 1.00 1.04 1. 05 RK=z66.0
& DIRECTURS SO Ce 50 1.62 1.0 092 0.917
CCMBINEDO N 4, 6. 18. 53. gl. 112J7
REGs & SPCC. M 1. 25 1.26 l.30 1.30 1.29 FK=490.0
EODUC. TCHRS. SO le 12 l1.13 1.17 l1.18 l. 16
CCMBINED N 59, 38, 100, 210, 4017, TLeT
Q M le 30 1.22 l1.27 le2¢ le 24 RK=d0b.5
EMC{STRICT SO 1. 10 1.20 l.15 l1.12 l1.13
areen JB TOTALS N Ba. 55 137, 3106, 582, 101
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TABLE 55
45. ASSESSING TEACHER PERFORMANCE IN CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT.
CCMFETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=E VALUATING CONTEXT=INSTRUCT ION
OISTRICTY SIZE

T M S, . N ———— Y Sty D NPT Y A, VB D Gt D -t il ottt St

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
POSITION DIST. 254000+ 249999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER ENTEN~ M 0.0 1.00 1.33 1.15 1.18 RK=83,0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 1.53 1.21 1.19
N O. l. 3. 13. L7. TI:J47
M 1. 20 0.50 200 lell 1.21 RK=73.,0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0. 45 0.71 1.00 1.05 Ce 92
N Se 2 3. 9. 19. TI:0C747
M 0.0 le67 1.20 1625 1.27 RK=89.5
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.53 1.32 1.37 l. 34
N C. e 10, 32, 45, TI2JT
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.71 0.67
N 0. 2 2 8. 12, T1:0C/JT/SG
SPEECH AND M 1.75 1.20 le27 1.35 1.38 RK=32,0
HEARING Sh le49 l1.30 1.0l 1.30 le 24
CLINICIANS N 8. Se 11, 23, 47 T1:J7
SPECILAL M l.38 2.00 0. 67 0.67 1.19 RK=80,0
ECUCATION SO 0. 74 2.83 0.58 1.15 le11
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3, lé6. LT
DIRECTORS M 0.33 2..50 1. 60 0.63 1.06 RK=64.0
OF SPECIAL SD 0.58 0.71 1. 34 0.92 le 15
ECUCATION N 3. 2o Se 8. 18. TLJT
SPECIAL 4 l.19 le46 l.39 1.42 1.37 RK=95,0
EDUCATION SO 1. 23 1.20 le33 1.26 1.27
TEACHERS N 58, 28, 76, 106 . 268 TLJT
R EGUL AR M 0.C l1.11 1.38 l1.70 1.60 RK=99.5
ELENMEANT ARY So 0.0 0.93 la17 1.39 1.33
TEACHERS N 0. 9, 24, 106, 139, T1:JT
SUPER.y PRIN. M 0.33 l1.83 1.33 l1.13 1.20 RK=84,0
& DIRECTORS SD 0.58 lel7 1.28 le217 1.26
CCMBINED N l. 6. 18, 53, 80, T1:47
REGe & SPEC. M l.19 1.38 1. 39 1¢56 1. 45 RK=97,0
fLUCs TCHRS, SN le 23 1.14 1.29 1.33 1.29
CCABINED N 58 31, 100. 212, 407, T1eJY
Q N 1.23 1.35 1. 35 1.43 1.33 RK=25.5

ammmam ) TOTALS N 82, 54, 137. 308. 581, TIJT
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TABLE 56

46, EXPLAINING THEORIES AND TECHNIQUES OF BEHAVIDR MANAGEMENT
SYSTENS TO EOUCATIONAL PERSONNEL.

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=ADVISING CONTEXT=INSTRUCT ION
DISTRICT SIZE

. G P . S = S S il WD O D DO D I AP s Sl D S Bt e S

INTER. 104000- 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 2.00 0.0 1.15 1.00 RK=55.5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.69 0.79
N o. l. 3, 13. 17, T1:0C

- - D - D bt S D T T ot S Al T D R D Y DAL D S G A A2l A D s i S SN s A D kS el S s T A O D > D A D D Aty B

PSYCHOLAGISTS SO 0. 84 0.71 1.53 le4l l.20

N Se 2. 3. 9. 19, TI:0C

M 0.0 2433 1010 lel9 i. 24 RK=88.,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 V.58 0.74 1.06 1.00

N 0. 3. 10, 32. 45, T1:0C
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.50 1.50 l1.00 1,00 RK=96,0
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.71 0,71 0.76 0. 74

N 0. 2 26 8a 12. T1:0C
SPEECH AND M le 25 0440 i. 18 0.82 1e.02 RK=63,0
HEARING S0 Ce7l 0.55 0.87 0.96 0.93
CLINICEANS N 8. Se 11, 22 46, T1:0C
SPECIAL N 1.38 2450 le67 0.50 le&? RK=93,0
EODUCATION SO 0.52 2412 0.58 0.171 0.92
OfF SPECITAL - SD 0.0 2412 l.30 lLe13 le22 _
EOUCATICN N 4. 2e 5 B 19, TI:0)C
SPECI AL M lel4 l.33 l.09 le4?2 le 25 RK=38,5
EOUCATION SO Ce 99 le24 1.07 L.23 le 14
TEACHERS N 5G, 27, 16. 106, 268 11:0C
ELEMENT ARY SN 0.0 1.27 1.11 1.12 le 14
TEACHERS N 0. 9, 23. 106. 138, TI:0C
SUPFR.'PRIN. v l.00 2.33 1022 lol7 l026 RK=8800
& DIRECTQRS S0 g.C 1.03 le L1 0.98 .02
CCMBINED N 4 6. 18, 53. 81, Tl :nC
REG. b SPEC. M le 14 1.22 le11 le46 le 31 RK=z91.5
t hDuCse TCHRS, SU 0499 le24 1.08 lel17 leld
LCUMBINED N 95 36. 99, 212, 406, TI:ng

e o e S A m e e ek A G D D T P M AT D D b D e W o M D e At AU i D i S S A Wt D A W e o e

Mo 1,21 1426 1e15 1432 1,26 RK=8H, 0
o 5”([(.' ()“ Ce gl 1.26 1. 0% lel4 le 10
ERIC10T1ALS N 84, 53, 136 306. 579 1 20€

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 57

47. INTERPRETING REPORTS AND RESULTS FROM MEASUREMENT ON CHILOREN
{E.Gey MEDICAL REPORT Sy PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDIES, OIIAGNOSTIC

TESTS).
CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=AOVISING CONTEXT=INSTRUCT IGN
OISTRICT SIZE
| INTER . 1¢,C00~ 5,000~ ROMW
PCS IT 10N DIST. 25,000+ 24,999 9,999 TQOTALS

SUPER INTEN— ‘M 0.0 1,00 0e33  0.69 0.65 RK=22. 0

DENTS SC 0.0 0.0 0.58 1.32 117

N 0. 1. 3, 13. 17. T1:0C

- w——— — - L " — — TR, ity SN D P NS D . D D WD s USSP Wit P s ST D U e i AT AP D D WD s SO D s O S e gy Y

M 1. 80 200 1.67 Q.67 1.26 RK=78.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0. 84 lesa1 1.53 0.817 1.10

N Se 2. 3. % 19, Tl1:0C

M 0.0 2.00 1. 10 0.,81 0. 96 RK=52,0
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 1.73 1.52 0.8% 1.11

N 0. 3. 10. 32. 45, T1:0C
CURRICULUM v 0.0 0.50 0.50 0.13 0e2% HK=29+5
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 Q.71 O. 71 0.35 0645

N 0. 2e 2 8. 12. Ti:0C
SPEECH AND M 1025 1.40 le 55 0.83 1.13 RK=71.0
HEARING SO 1.39 1.95 1. 21 1.07 1. 206
CLINICIANS N 8. 5e l1l. 23, 47, T1:0C
SPECIAL M 1.13 2.00 0.67 0.0 0.94 RK=47,0
ECUCATICN SD 0.64 2.83 1. 15 0.0 1ei2
CCNSULTANTS N B, 2 3. 3. 16, 11 :0C
VDIRECTORS M 0,50 4 .00 1. 60 l1.2% l.41 RK=92.0
OF SPEC IAL SO 0.58 0.0 le 52 lelb le43
LDUCATION N 4 2o Se B 19, T1:03C
SPECIAL M 0.92 1.00 0.95 0,03 0. 42 RK=43,0
EDUCATION SO 1. 22 lel2 1.13 1.04 lel2
YEACHERS N 59, 28, 16, 104, 261, Ti:0C
R EGUL AR M 0.0 Ue56 0. 35 1.04 Q. 89 RK=53,0
ELEMENTARY SO 0.C 0.88 0.57 1.20 l1.13
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 23, 106, 138, TI:9C
SUPERQQPRINQ M 0. 50 250 l.11 0.85 l. 01 HK=59,0
& CIRECTORS SD C. 58 1.64 le 41 1.03 1e 22
CCMBINEC N 4, 6. 18, 53 81,  Ti:0C
RtGe & SPEC. L] 0,52 0.89 0.81 0084. Q. 85 WK =44,5
tuUC. TCHRS . S 1.22 1.07 1. 06 lel4g 1.12
CUOMOINEC N 59, 37. 99, 210, 405, 11390

- —— - T G Gap =y e - — W P A | S G i S R D A D S SIS GESAIS G ety T i S S TG D A B s s W s WD e B s et D A o et

Q v 1. 00 lel9 0. 92 0.41 0.90 RK=51.5
IERi(jSIRlCl SO le 16 l.36 l. 14 1.09 lel4
A runtex provided by eRic j“ "J ‘ALS '\ 84. ‘Jl'l 136. 3060 580. [l =0c
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TABLE 58

48, AIDING fEACHERS IN DEVELOGPING THEIR OWN PUPIL EVALUATIVE

TECHNIQUES.,
CCMPETENCY DIMENSEIONS: FUNCTION=TRAINING CUNTEXT=INSTRUCT ION
DISTRICT SIZE
INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITICN DISTs 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.0 0.77 Qe 65 RK=22.0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.01 0.93
N 0. 1. 3. 13. 17. TL:JT
M 0. 60 1.50 2.00 122 le21 RK=73.0
PSYCHOLQGISTS SC 0. 89 0.71 1. 00 1.09 l.03 ‘
N Se 2o 3. 9. 19, 71 24T
M 0.0 1.00 0.70 1.03 0.96 RK=52.,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 l1.73 0.82 0.78 0.85 .
N 0. 3. 10, 32. 45,  TYI:0C/ZJT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.0 038 025 RK=2545
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0452 D¢ 45
N 0. 2e 2e 8. 12. TI:0C/JT
SPEECH AND M 1. 00 1.00 1018 0.82 0.96 RK=51e5%
HEARING SO 0,93 1.22 0.87 1.05 0.99
CLINICIANS N 8. 5. - 11, 22 . 46, T1:0C/737
SPECIAL M 138 1650 0.67 0.33 1. 06 RK=604 0
EDUCATION SD Ce 14 2412 0.58 0.58 0.93
COCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3. 16, T1:0C/ 07
O IRECTORS M 0. 50 150 0.80 0.75 0.179 RK=40.5
OF SPECIAL SO 0.58 0.71 0445 0.71 0.63
EOUCATION N 4, 2e Se 8. 19, 11:0C/7J7
SPECT AL M 0.55 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 RK=63,5
EDUCATION SO 0.97 1.15 0.95 0.98 0.98
TEACHERS N 55 28 . 164 106, 269, Tladr
REGUL AR M 0.C 0.56 0.71 L.05% Ge 96 RK=64.,0
ELEFMENTAKRY 50 0.0 0.73 0.7 l1.10 1.03
[EACHERS N Q. e 24. 106. 139, TL 24T
SUPER s PRIN M 0.50 1.17 0.6l 0.92 0.85% RK=34,0
& DIRECTORS SC 0.58 1.17 0.70 0.83 0.92
CCMBINED N % 6. 18, 53. a1, T1:0C/7 37
‘boe &L SPEC. M 0655 C.89 C. 89 1.02 0. 97 RK=64,5
€0UCs TCHRS SO CeST 1.07 0.91 1.04 1,00
CCMBINED N 5G. 37. 100. 212, 408, TI24T7
Q M Ce S5 0.94 0.88 0.917 0.95 RK=61.5
RJK?STR[CT SD 0.93 1.09 0,89 1.00 0.97

1BTOTALS N 84. 54. 137. 307. 582, TIJT
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TABLE 59

49. RECCMMENDING TESTS APPROPRIATE VO ASSESSMENTY OF PUPIL PERFNRMANCE
IN A GIVEN CONTENT AREA.

CCMPETENCY DIMENS IONS: FUNCTION=ADVISING CONTEXT=INSTRUCT ION
DISTRICT SIZE

A 28 G e e D S B AN G D P D nginatls s NI Dy D e NS s S NI D D A . ot

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000¢ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.77 0.59 RK=15,5
OENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 l1.09 1. 00
N Ce l. 3. 13. 17, TI:0C
M 1.00 1.50 1.00 1.33 1.21 RK=73,0
PSYCHOLCGISTS SO 0.71 0.71 1.00 0.87 0.79
N 5 2. 3. 9. 19. T1:QC
M 0‘0 1.67 1.10 1.06 loll RK=T1l.5
PRENCIPALS SD 0.0 1.15 C.88 0.25 0.93
N 0. 3. 10, 32. 45, 11:0C
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.50 113 0.83 RK=91,0
CONSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.83 0.83
N C. 2. 2. 8e 12. rH:nc
SPEECH AND M l. 25 1.20 1.27 0.59 0.93 RK=649,0
HEARING SO 0.89 l1.10 0.90 ND.617 0. 85
CLINICIANS N Be 5e 11. 22. 46, T1:0C
SPECIAL M 1.38 2.00 0.133 O0e67 1.13 RK=72.0
EDUCATICGN SD 0.52 2.83 0.58 0.58 le 02
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3. 16, Tis:ng
DIRECTORS M le 25 2.00 1l.40 1.38 1.42 KK=38.5
OF SPECTAL SC C.50 0.0 l. 14 le51 l. 12
EDUCATION N b4 2. 5 8. 19. TI:ucg
SPECIAL N 1. 00 0.82 0. 84 0.91 0.90 RK=53,5%
~ EDUCATION 50 1«10 0.90 0.88 0.92 0,95
TEACHERS N 59 28, T6. 105. 268, r1:0c¢
REGULAR M 0.C 0.67 0.78 0.39 0. 86 RK=46,0
ELEMENT ARY SO 0.0 1.00 0.85 0.98 0. 96
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 23, 106, 138. Ti:0C
SUPER-.PR[N. M 1025 1.50 1.00 looll l.07 RK=70.0
L DIRECTORS SO 0.50 1.05 0.97 1.07 l.02 :
CCMEINED N 4. 6. 18, 53. 81. 11 )C
tDUC. TCHRS . SD 1.10 0.9¢2 0.87 095 0.9%
y M l.C? 009‘1 0088 0092 0.95 RK=)705
EK‘ICS'R"" SU  Ce99 1.04 0,88 0.95 0.9%
= IRTUTALS N 34 54, 136. 306, 540. {06
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TABLE 60

50 TRAINING TEACHERS TQ TRANSLATE THEIR CRSERVATIONS OF PUPIL
BEHAVIOR INTO MEANINGFUL INSTRUCTION.

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTICN=TRAINING CONTEXT=INSTRUCTION
DISTRICT SIZE

N A T . VD M e By T G B Bl AT iy . WD D S A D D WD Bl s Pt P o

INTER. 10000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DISTe 259000% 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.0 0.92 0.76 RK=35,5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 l1.32 1.20
N Ce | S 3. 13. 17. TIH:d7
M 0. 60 0.50 le 67 0.44 0468 RK=26.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0. 89 0.71 1.53 0.53 0.89
N Se 2e 3. 9. 19. TI:0C/ZI7
M 0.0 1.00 0.60 0.72 0.71 RK=18.0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.00 0. 84 0.85 0.84
N 0. 3. 10. 32. 45, TI:0C/JT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.50 0.13 0.17 RK=164.0
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.3% 0.39
N O. 24 2o 8. 12. T1:0C
SPEECH AND M 0. 88 0.60 0.73 0.65 0.70 RK=22.0
HEARING YY) 0. 83 l.34 0.90 V.88 C.9l o
CLINICEANS N 8. Se 11, 23, 47. T1:0C7 0
SPECIAL M 0.63 2.00 0.0 0.0 Ne 56 RK=17.0
LCUCATION SD N.52 2.83 0.0 0.0 1.03
CUNSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3. 16 TredT
OF SPECIAL S0 0. 58 Ne.11 0. 55 De &6 D.83
ECUCATION N 4. 2 Se 8. 19. T1 :0C
SPECIAL M 0.58 0.75 0+ 6% 0.90 0. 74 RK=294 5
EDUCATION SG 0.89 0.97 0.98 l1.16 1.04
TEACHERS N 59. 28. T6. 105. 268, TI:JT
REGLLAR M 0.C g.22 0.43 0.72 0.6% RK=21.0
ELENENT ARY SO 0.0 O.44 0.66 lel2 1.03
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 23, 105, 1317. TL:0C/7 41
SUPERey PRIN, M 0.50 1.50 0.50 Q.70 0.70 RK=18.,0
& UDIRECTORS SO 0.58 1.05 0. 71 0.95% 0.91
Rie & SPEC ., M N.5%8 0.6¢ 0. 60 N.81 0,171 RK=/ 1o 1)
. TOHRS, SN Oe HY 0.89 C.9l1 lel4 1.04
CUMUINEL N 59, 7. 929. 210, 4«05, TL2JT
Q M Uobl 0.74 0060 0.75 0.6(' RK'—')".S
l{y:lSIRICT SD 0.8% 1.05 0.90 1.07 1.00

ammmeer JB TOTALS N 8 4. 54 136. 306, 580. Tredr
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TABLE 61

51. DEMONSTRATING TEACHING ACTIVITIES FOR SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONAL
OBJECTIVES.,

./'

CCMPETENCY CIMENSIGNS: FUNCTION=ADVISING CONTEXT=INSTRUCTION

DISTRICT SIZE

- T - U T = o T D s Dl ety N S P S S i, 4 2 O

INTER . 109000~ 5,000- ROW
PCSITION DIST. 2590004 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN~ M 0.0 1.00 0.0 1.31 1.06 RK=63,5
RDENTS 5D 0.0 0.0 0.0 l.11 1.09
N 0. i. 3. 13. 17. TV:JT/SG
M 1020 I.OC 2.00 loll 1026 RK=78.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0. 84 1.41 l1.73 0.78 0.99
N Se 2e 3. 9, 19. TI:07
M 0.C 0.33 1.10 1.03 1.00 #n=61,0
PRINCIPALS SO g.0 0.58 l.20 l.05 l. 05 _
N O. 3. 10. 33. 46. T1:0C/7J7
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.50 l. 50 0.38 0.58 RK=72.0
CCNSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.71 0. 71 0.52 0467
N 0. 2e 2. 3. 12. T1:0C/JIT/SG
SPEECH AND M 1.88 L.60 1.18 0.95 1.24 RK=78.0
HEARING SO tel3 [ l.08 0.84 1.02
CLINICIANS N 8. De 11. 22 46. TI:0C/JY
SPECIAL M 175 2,00 le 33 0.33 1¢44 RK=91.5
EDUCATION SD 0.71 2.83 2.31 0.58 1.36
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3. 16. TLJT
DIRECTORS M 0.25 1.00 0.60 0.38 V.67 K=11.0
OF SPECIAL S 0.50 le4l 0.55 D.74 0.70
EOUCATIGN N 4. 2e 5 8 19, fl1:0C/J7
SPECIAL M l.C2 l1.10 0. 93 l1.05 1. 01 RK=68.,0
EDUCATION SD 1.05 1.08 0.98 1.01 1.01
TEACHERS A 60. 29. 16, 106. 211, TI:JT
R EGUL AR v 0.0 0,78 0.83 1.03 0.98 HK=6T7.5
ELENENTARY SD 0.0 1.39 1.05 .19 l1.138
T EACHERS N Q. 9. 24, - 106, 139. TIJY
SUPERQQPRIN. M 0025 006? 0078 l.OO 0., 89 RK=‘01.‘)
& DIRECTORS Su 0.50 0.82 1.00 1.0% 1.01
CCMBINED N 4. 6. 138. 54, 82. TL:0C/7JY
ENnUC. TCHRS. S 1.Ch l.15 1.00 l.10 1.07
CCMBINED N 60. 38. 100, 212, 410. TIJT
M 101’9 1.05 0!96 1.00 1002 RK=72.0
STRICT S 1.05 1.16 1.0% 1.05 1.06
N ds. 55. 137. 308.  585. TEgT
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TABLE 62

52, OEVELOPING TEACHING ACTIVITIES WHICH ACCOMPLISH SPECIFIC INSTRUC-
TIONAL GOALS (E.Ge.s REAOING READINESS, AUOITORY DISCRIMINATION).

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=DEVELOPING CONTEXT=INSTRUCT 10N
DISTRICY SIZE

D L T DT DS TS D SRS ey . el SOl AR S A W VP ) Al s, e s

INTER, 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,0004+ 249999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN~- N 0.0 1.00 0.0 1.23 l1.06 RK=63.5
DENTS SD 0.C 0.0 0.0 1.48 1.39
N O. 1. 2. 13. lé6. T1:0C

D ST D D D D T =D N A - P A . . S D s S VD W D, i W R e D e VD s D G e GRS D > = D ot W | D W Wt A e W | — oty ¢ W

0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO C.55 0.

0 1. 53 0.53 0.83
N 5, 2 3. 9. 19. T1:0C
L 0.0 0.617 1.20 0.94 0.98 RK=56.,5
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.15 1.32 0.97 1.04
N O 3. 10. 33. 46, TY:0C/7 47
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0. 50 0.38 0.33 RK=39,0
CONSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.71 0,52 0.49
N 0. 2 2 8. 12. TI:0C
SPEECH AND M 1.63 1.00 0.91 0.86 1.02 RK=63. 0
HEARING SD l. 30 1.22 0. 9% 0.99 1.06
CLINICTANS N 8. 5e 1l. 22. 46, TI:0C
£t QOUCATIQON S0 0.0 te4l t.15 0.58 0. 172
CUNSULTANTS i g, 20 3. 3. 16. TI1:0C
O IRECTORS M 1.00 1.%0 0.60 0.38 0, 64 RK=29,5%
OF SPECITAL SO 0.0 2.12 0.55% 0.74 0.382
ECUCATION N 4 2. S5e 8. 19. 1 :ng
SPECTAL M 0,82 0.76 0.70 0.83 0.78 RK=37.5
EDUCATION 50 l.C7 0.95 0. 80 0.94 0,93
TEACHERS N 6C., 29, 16. 106. 211, T1:0C
R EGUL AR M 0.0 0.56 0.67 0.62 0.63 RK=19.0
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 0.88 0.96 0.91 0.96
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24%. 106. 139, TI:0C/7 JY
SUPER..PR!N. M 1.00 l.OC 0.88 0.93 0,93 RK"'"B.S
& DIRECTORS SD 0.0 l1.26 l.11 1.10 1.07
CCMBINED N 4. be 17. 54 . 81l. TI:0C
REGe & SPEC, M 0.82 N0.71 0.69 Del13 e 13 RK=30,0
EOUC. TCHRS, SN 1.C7 0.93 0.84 016 De 94
CCMBINID N 60, 34 . 100, 212, 410. T1:0C7J7
Q M 0. 89 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.78 RK=35.5
EMCJSTRICT SO 1.01 1.00 0.90 0.97 0.96

o UB TOTALS N 85. 55. 136. 308. 584. TI:0C
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TABLE 63
53. ASSESSING THE ABILITY OF TEACHERS TO SELECT AND USE INSTRUCTIONAL
MATERIALS,
CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=EVALUATING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA
CISTRICT SIZE
INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROMW
PCSITION DISTe. 259000+ 249999 94999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.67 1l.46 1.29 RK=88.5
DENTS SO 0.C U0 l1.15 1.05 1.05
N O. le 3. 13. 17. TI :QC/SG
N l.00 1.50 2.00 167 1.53 RK=74,0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO O.71 0.71 1. CO 0.81 Q.84
N Se 2 3. 9. 19, syt
M 0.0 l1.33 1.50 1.33 l.37 RK=91.,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.15 1.18 1.19 l.16
) N Oe 3. 10, . 33, 46, TL:JT/56G
CURRICULUM M 0.C 0.0 0.0 1.13 Q.75 RK=864,5
CONSULTANTS SO 0.C 0.0 0.0 0.64 0.75 .
N O. 2. 2 8. 124 T1:0C/J7/S6
SPEECH AND M 1.63 1.20 1.09 1.35 l.32 RK=8%5.0
HEARING SO 1. 19 ~ 1464 0.83 1.23 l. 16
SPECIAL M 1.63 2400 0.33  0.67 1l.25 RK=85,0
EOUCAFICN SO 0. 14 2.83 0.58 0.58 l1.13
CCNSULTANTS N 8. e 3. 3. 16, T1:47
DIRECTORS M 1.00 0.50 l.80 l1.13 l.21 RK=TT, 0
OF SPECIAL SU 0.82 0.71 0. 84 0.3 0.85
EOUCATICN N 4. 2e S5e 8. 19, TI1:07
SPELIAL M 1. 28 1.41 l1.55 l.39 1. 41 RK=964 0
ECUCATICN SH l1.18 1.18 1.28 l.16 1. 20
T EACHERS N 6C. 29. 76, 106 211, TLIT
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 1.27 0.99 1.20 l.17
TEACHERS N Ce. 9. 24, 106, 139, LI E
SUPER.'?R‘N. ol 1,00 1.00 lot{" 1.33 1.32 RK=91.0
& DIRECTORS SC 0.82 0.89 l. 10 1.10 1. 06
CGMBINED [ 4. 6. 18, 54 4 B2 T1:J7
REGe & SPEC . M 1. 28 1.34 1s 45 le4l le 39 KK =9445
EpuC. TCHRS, SL 1. 18 1.19 1,23 1.18 1.19
CLMBINLD N 6C.a 3g. 10C, 212. 410, 11241

- —————— - —— Dy - Tk A iy U D i et s D i) Tl e Sty Sl A A D A s D e VD A A, S D Pl W B s s D W et e P s

l M le 32 1.27 139 1.38 1. 36 RK=93,0
E TCSIRICI SD 1. 10 1622 l.18 lel4 1.15
,MR\,urnrALs N 85, 55 o 137, 309, 586, Tredr
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TABLE 64

54 LODENTIFYING THE PROBLEMS THAT TEACHERS ENCOUNTER IN THE SELFCTION
AND ACQUISITION OF MAYERIALS.

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=EVALUATING -CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA
DISTRICT SIZ2E

. T W S . G P . D B D T D . AP Gots D TV . D He P W0 S

INTER. 104000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DISTe 2590004 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.33 1.31 1.12 RK=75.0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.85 0,86
N 0. l. 3, 13. 17. T1:0C/JT/SG
M 1. 00 2.00 1l.67 1,22 1.32 RK=83.0
PSYCHOLOGESTS SD 0.C 0.0 l1.15 0.67 0.67 '
N 5 2. 3. 9, 19, T1 247
M 0.0 133 1.30 1.15 1.20 RK=8%.0
PRINCIPALS SC 0.0 0.58 1425 1L.02 1. 05
N 0. 3, 10. 33. %46, LT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 1.00 0.88 g.75 RK=86+5
CONSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 1.41 0.813 0. 817
N O. 2. 2. 8. 12, TI:JT1/56
SPEECH AND M 1.25 1.20 1.09 1.30 l.23 RK=77.0
HEARING SD 0.89 0.84 l1.14 lel1l 1.03
CLINICIANS N 8. Se 11. 23, 417, 1147
SPEC[AL M 1.88 1.00 0.33 0.67 1.25 RK=85.0
EOUCATICN SD 0.83 letl 0.58 0.58 1.00
DIRECTURS M 1.C0 1.00 l.80 1.00 1.21 RK=77.0
OF SPECIAL SH 0.0 l1.41 l1.10 0.93 092
EDUCATICN N 4 2e 5 8. 19 TI:JT
SPECIAL M 0.90 le17 1.08 1.04 1.03 RK=7T1e5
ECUCATICN SD 0. 89 1.07 1. 09 l1.13 L. CH
TEACHERS N 61, 29, T6. 106. 212, T1:JT
ELEMENTARY SC 0.0 130 0.83 l1.18 lelé
TEACHERS N O 9. 24, 105, 138, JI1247
SLPER.sPRIN ¥ 1,00  1.17  1.28 1.17 1.18 RK =33, 0
& ODIRECTORS SD C.0 0.75 1.18 097 0497
CCMBINEC N 44 6. 18. 5% . 82, TL 247
KEGe & SPECS M Ce 90 1.08 1.04 1,12 1.06 .- RK=75.0
t OUC. TCHRS. SC 0.99 1.12 1.03 1.15 1.09
CCMBINED N 6l 38, 10C. 211. 4190, TI:JT

———— . . - " Ty ke - ——— S S WD S A Y DD, A A VL - O S A T D —— —— T — — — — s . A

M 1.03 1,09  1.07 1.13 1.10 RK=784%
oy ~ISTRICT SO C.87 1.04 -1.05 1.09 1.05
ERIC jgrotaLs T Y 55. 137, 308. 586 T1:7

IText Provided by ERIC
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TABLE 65

55. EVALUATING AND SELECTING MATERIALS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
FINANCIAL RESQURCES OF THE SCHOOL.

COMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTICON=E VALUAT ING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA

DISTRICT S1ZE

B S - N A — A D T — 0 S P - T - ——

INTER., 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
. PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN~ M 0.0 1,00 0,33 1.00 0.88 RK=45,5
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.58 1.08 0.99
N 0. l. 3, 13, 17, 18ENA
M 0.40 1.00 1.67 l.11 100 = RK=53.5
PSYCHOLGGISTS SO 0.55 lea1l 1.15 0.78°  0.88
N S 2. 3, 9, 19 TI3JT
M 0.0 2000 1.00 1.09 1013 RK=7500
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.00 0.9 0.98 0.98
N 0. 3, 10. 33, 46, T1:yT
CURRICULUM P 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.03 0,42 RK=54,5
CONSULTANTS SD  0.C 0.0 0.0 0.52 0.51
N 0. 2 2. 8. 12, TI:JdT
SPEECH AND M Ce15 1.20 1436  0.65 0. 89 RK=44,5
HEARING $D  C.89 leb4 0492 0.71 0.94
CLINICIANS N g, 5 1. 23, 47, TI:JT
SPECIAL M 1.38 0.0 0,67 0.67 0,94 KK=47.0
ECUCATION SD Cel4 0.0 0.58 1.15 0.85
C CNSULTANTS N 8e 2. 3, 3, 16 TI:JdT
0 IRECTORS M L.CO 0.0 2460 1.00 1.32 RK=85,0
UF SPECIAL SO 0.82 0.0 l.14 l.41 1.38
EDUCATION A 4. 2. Se 8 19, TI:JY
SPECIAL M 0.77 0.66 0.93 0.87 0.84 RK=6645%
EQUCATION SD 0.54 0.90 0. 96 1.01 0.96
TEACHERS N 61, 29, 76. 106. 272, T{:dY
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.89 Ce65 0.95 0490 RK=55, 0
ELEMENT ARY SD 0.0 1.217 1.07 lol123 1.13
TEACHERS N Ce 9, 23. 106, 138, TI:JT
& DIRECTORS SD 0.82 l1.17 1s24 1.05 1.08
CCMBINED * N 4, 6. 18, 54, 82, TLJT
QEL. & SPEC. M 0,77 0.71 0.87 0.91 0.86 RK=4T.5
EDUCL. TCHRS, SL  UeS4 0.98 0499 1.07 1.02
CIMBINLD N 6l 38, 99, 212. 410. T1:grm
l v C.81 0.76 0,97 0.91 0.90 HK=51.5
ﬂRlCISIRlcr SD C. S0 1.05 103 1.03 1.01 _
LINLUB FOTALS A 86 55, 136, 309. 586, LT
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TABLE 66

56+ TRAINING TEACHERS IN THE SELECTION ANU USE OF MATERIALS TO
PRODUCE AN INTEGRATED AND COORDINATED CLASSROOM PROGRAM.

CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=TRAINING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA
DISTRICT SIZE

. A S ST T BT A BB SRDD W T P iy, . T O P S St D 2o

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000- ROW
PCSIT (ON DISTe 25,000+ 244999 94999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN~ M 0.0 1.0C 0.0 0.62 0.53 RK=11l.0
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.0 0665 0462
N CO 1. 3- l‘)- 170 TI:UC
M 0.60 1.00 0.67 0.78 Ol 74 RK':}O.E
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0.55 0.0 1.15 0.83 0,73
N 5 2. 3, 9. 19, YI:0C/7JT
M 0.0 1.00 C.90 1.0¢C 0.98 RK=5645
PRINCIPALS S0 0.0 1.00 0.88 0,87 0,86
A Ce. 3, 10, 33, 46, TI:JT
CURRICULUM ¥ 0.0 0.0 0.50 0450 0442 RK=54, 5
CONSULTANTS SC 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.53 0451
N 0. 2. 2. 8. 12. Ti:0C/7JT7
SPEECH AND M 0,15 1.00 100 O0.74 0,83 RK=38.5
HEARING SC 0.71 1.22 1.00 0462 0,179
CLINICIANS N 8. 5. 11, 23, 47, TI1:0C/JT
SPECIAL M 1.00 050 . 0.0 0.33 0463 KK=21.5
EDUCATICN SN 0.53 0s71 0.0 0.58 0,62
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3, 3, 16. 1207
D IKEC TORS M 0.15 1.50 1,20 0.75 0.95 RK=%5345
QF SPEC [AL SO 0450 2.12 0445 .16 Q.97
£t OUCATION N 4, 2. 5e B. 19. T1:0C/JT
SPECIAL M 092 Usl6 0.80 1.08 0,93 RK =564 5
EOUCATIUN SO 1. 01 0.91 0.94 le17 1.05
[ EACHERS N 60, 29. 76. 105, 270. TI:JT
REGUL AR M 060 0.78 0.75 0.83 0,81 RK=41,0
ELEMENT ARY SC 0.0 1.09 0.9% 1,00 0.99 ‘
TEACHERS N C. 9. 24, 105, 138, T1:d7
SUPER ey PRIN. M 0.15 1.17 0.83 0.87 0.88 RK=38,0
& DIRECTNRS SO 0.50 l.l7 0,79 0.87 0.85
CCMRINEC N 4, be 18. v, 82. TI :0C/ 37
REG. & SPEC. M 0.92 0.76 0479 0,95 0.89 RK=52.0
EDUCs TCHRS. SD 1.01 0694 0.9% 1.10 1,03
CCMBINED N 60, 38, 100. 210.  408. TLdT
M  0.88 0,80 0.79 0,90 0.86 RK =464, 0

SO C. Sl 0.95 0.91 1.01 0.97
N 85. 55 137. 307. 584. TI:d7
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TABLE 67

57. AOVISING ADFMINISTRATORS ON ACQUISIT ION OF CLASSROOM EQUIPMENT
SUPPLIESy, AND MATERIALS.

CCMFETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=ADVISING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA
DISTRICT SIZE

. SIS WD A L D D A D Y D PG Tt S N D O D Al L i W S

INTER, 104000- 54000~ ROwW
PCSIT ION DIST. 25,000+ 249999 9,999 TGTALS
SUPERINTEN- vy 0.0 1.00 0.33 1.54 1.29 RK=88.5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 1.20 1.16
N 0. l. 3. 13. 17. T1:0C/J7/S6

D T - I P ——— ——— — — ——— ———— D, I T W D ity D Al A Al R S A N . - ol el W i b et NG S B a Al ea VNEEET l

N € 2. 3, 9 19. TfJr
M 0.0 1.00 1.20 1.12 l.13 RK=75,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.00 1.23 l.n8 1.09
N Ce 3. 10. 33, 46, T1HedT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.50 0.50 0.75 0.67 RK=79.5
CCNSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.65
N 0. 2e 2 8. 12. TI:3T
HEARING SO C.71 0.89 l1.21 .71 Q.96
CLINICIANS A B. S5e 11, 23. 47. TL:JT
SPECIAL M 1.50 1.50 1.33 0.0 ° 1.19 RK=80,0
ENDUCATI OGN SO Ce 16 2.12 l.15 0.0 1.05
CCNSULTANTS N Ba 2e 3. 3. 16. T1:QC/7 4T
OF SPECIAL SO C.50 0.71 0.89 1.04 0. 91
EDUCATICN N 4, 2. 5e Be 19. T1:37
SPECIAL M 0.177 Deb2 0,82 .88 0. 81 RK=41.5
EDUCATION SO C. 86 0.82 l.13 l.02 1.00
TEACHERS N 6l. 29. 76. 106. 2172. MJr
ELE MENT ARY SD 0.C 0.713 l. 04 lel2 1. 09
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24. 106. 139. T1:dT
SUPER .y PRIN., M Q.75 le17 1.17 l.17 1. 15 RK=80.0
& DIRECTORS SD 0. 50 0.75 1.10 l.11 1.06
CCMBINED N 44 6. 18. 54, 82. TI:JdT
tDJCe TCHRS, SO C. 86 0.79 1.10 1.08 1. 04
M De 54 0.7[ 0. 9% 1.01 0. 95 RK=61.5
1SIRICT SV C.27 0.83 l.10 1.09% 1.02

JUBTOTALS N 86, 55. 137. 309. 587. THedT
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TABLE 68

58. ASSISTING TEACHERS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF PROCEDURES FOR
EVALUATING INSTRUCTICNAL MATERIALS AND MEOILA.

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTION= CONTEXT=MAY. AND MEDIA

OISTRICT SIZE

A, D I S = VT T T (S A VI S - R T . Gy, Sy -

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
POSITION DIST. 25,000+ 24,4999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN~ ¥ 0.0 1.00 0.0 1.31 l.06 RK=63.5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 .18 l. 14
N 0. l. 3. 13, 17, TI:0C
M 1000 1050 l.67 0.89 llll RK=64.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0.0 0.71 le 15 0.60 0.66
N S5e 2 3. 9. 19, TI:0C/JdT
M 0.C 1,00 1.10 lel5 1.13 RK=T75.,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.00 1.10 0.817 0.91
N 0. 3. 10, 33, 464 T1:0C/7 47
CURR]I CULUM M 0.0 0.0 0. 50 0.75 0.58 RK=72.0
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.71 0.67
N 0. . 2 8. 12. ¥1:0C/7 47
SPEECH AND Mo 1e13  1.20 1427  1.09 1.15  RK=74.0
HEARING SO 0.83 0.84 1.Cl1 0.90 0.88
CLINICIANS N 8 Se 11, 23 47, Tl :0C/7 J7
SPECIAL M 1.50 1.50 0.67 0.67 1.19 RK=80.0
EVDUCATION SD 0. 76 212 l1.15 l.15 1.05
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2o 3. 3. 16, T1:0C7 47
DIRECTORS M Q.50 1.00 1. 20 D50 Qe T4 RK=35,5 -
OF SPECIAL SO C.58 0.0 0.45 0.76 065
EDUCATICN N 4 2 5. 8. 19. 11:0C
EQUCATION SO 0.177 0.85 0,82 0.95 0. 87
TEACHERS N 60, 29. 16, 106, 271, TI207
ELEVENTARY SD 0.0 1.01 0. 66 1.03 0.98
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24. 106, 139, T1HeJt
SUPER.sPRIN. M 0.50 1.00 0.94 1.9 1.02 ) RK=62.0
& DIRECTORS SC 0.58 0«63 0.94 0.96 0.92
COMBINED N 4o 6. 18, 54 82. T1:0C
RELe & SPEC, M 055 0.76 0.92 1,05 0«98 RK=6Te 5
FbuCe TCHRS. S C.77 0.88 0. 79 0.99 0.90 .
CeMBINLO N 6Ce 38, 100, 212 410. [NENA )
Q M 1,00 0.85 0.96 1.0% 1.00 RK=69¢5
EMCISIRICI SD 0. 76 0.89 0.84 0.96 0.90
wrrrm UB TOTALS N 85, 59« 137, 309. 586, TEeJ T
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TABLE 69

59. PROVIDING THE INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF WITH A CONTINUING SCURCE OF
INFORMATICN REGARDING MATERIALS AND MEDIA. l

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=ADVISING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA

DISTRICT S126 *

—— . S D S S S A e, S T ta? e NS o Sy S A A il S S S

INTER. 104000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 254000+ 249999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.0 1.00 0.82 RK=40.5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.15 1.07
N 0. l. 3. 13. 17. TI :0C
N 0.40 0.50 1.00 0.78 0.68 RK=26.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0.55 0.71 0.0 0.4 0,48
N 5. 2. 3, 9. 19. TI:JT
M 0.0 1.3 0.40 0.85 0.78 RK=27.5
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0,58 070 0.76 0.76
N 0. 3, 10. 33, 46. TI:UCZJT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.50 0.75 0.58 RK=72.0
CGNSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.71 0.67
N C. 2. 2. 8. 12. T1:QC/7dT/SG
SPEECH AND M 0.63 1.00 1427 0.57 0.79 RK=33,0
HEARING SO Qo4 0O.71 0090 0.79 0.83
CLINICIANS N 8. 5. 1l. 23. 47, TI:JT
SPECIAL M l.13 0.0 0.33 0.0 0.63 RK=21.5
EDUCATICN SO 0.64 0.0 0.58 0.0 0.72
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3, 16  TIJT
DIRECTORS M  0.50 0.50 1.00 0.38 0.58 RK=16.0
OF SPECIAL SH 0.58 0.71 122 0.52 0.77
EDUCATIGN N 4. 2. S. 8. 19. TI:0C/JT/56
SPECIAL M 0.57 0.48 0.%96 0.53  0.51 RK= 8.5
EDUCATION SD  Ce€7 0.74 0.72 0.82 0.79
TEACHERS N 6C, 29. 76. 106, 271. TIadT
" REGUL AR M 0.C 044 0.33 0,70 0.62 RK=16¢5
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 0.7 0e48 0.91 0.85
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 106, 139. 1187
SUPER.»PRIN. M 0.50 1.00 050 0.81 0.74 RK=24,5
& DIRECTYORS SO 0.58 0.63 0.86 0.85 0.83
CCMBINED N 4, b, 18. 54, 82. T1:0C
REGI L SPEC. M 0.57 0067 0.‘03 0.')1 0055 RK = 8.5
EOUC. TCHRS. SD  GCe€E7 073 0.67 0.81 0.8l
CCMBINED N 60. 38, 100, 212.  410. 1187

e D S AL e DAL W RS A ——— o T D AP SR e M I A G D D T I S W WA o M —— - — - -

M 0. €1 0.55% Ce 52 0465 0.60 RK=12.5%
‘P!STRICT Su C.82 0.72 Q.74 0.84 0.80
i Y '55. Y 9. . H
ERJ(:BTOTALS N 85 137 30 586 T1:dT
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TABLE 70

60. EVALUATING THE POTENTIAL AND ACTUAL SERVICES PROVIDED AY
RESOURCE MATERIALS CENTERS.

COMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTIQN=EVALUATING CONTEXT=MAT. ANO MEDIA
DISTRICT SI2E

. T iy S D P WD ST S P . O S — - S — ———

INTER, 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION 0IST. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.0 1.38 1.12 RK=75, 0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 l1.19 1.17
N Q. | 3. 13. 17. TL:JT/S6

M 1020 200 1000 le44 1.37 RK=86.0
PSYCHOLOGESTS SO 0+ 45 0.0 1.00 0.88 0.76

N 5 2e 3. 9. 19. TIaJT
" 0.0 1033 1020 1019 1.20 RK=8700
PRINCIPALS SB 0.0 0.58 0492 0.93 0.89
N Q. 3. 10. 32. 4%, T1:J7
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 1.00 0.38 0.42 RK=%4.5
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 1.41 0.74 0.79
N 0. 2o 2e 8, 12. YI:0C/JT/56
SPEECH AND M 1.13 1.40 1.00 0.87 1.00 RK=57.5
HEARING SO 0.83 l1.14 0.63 0.81 0.461
CLINICIANS N 8, 5e l1. 23 417. TIJT
SPECIAL M l1.25 0.50 0.33 0.33 0.81' RK=35.,0
EDUCATIGN SD 0. 46 0.71 0.58 0.58 0.66
CGNSULTANTS N 8e 2e 3. 3. 16, Tiyt
DIRECTORS M 1.00 1.00 2.00 1638 1.42 RK=08,5
OF SPECIAL SO 0.82 . l.al 0.7 1.06 0.96
EDUCATIGN N 4 T 24 S 8. 19. TLeJT
SPECIAL M 0. 89 0.93 1.03 0.94 0.95 RK=60.0 *
EDUCATION SO 0.86 0.94 1.05 0.96 0.96
TEACHERS N 61. 28, 76. 106 271, Flr:J7
REGUL AR N 0. O.64 0.67 0.99 0.90 RK=655,0
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 0.53 0.70 1.03 0.97
TEACHERS N Q. 9. 24, 106 139. Ttyrv
SUPER.'PRIN. M l.00 1017 1.22 1026 1023 RK=H5.0
& VDIRECTORS SO 0.82 0.75 1.00 le0OC 0.97
CCMBINED N 4e 6 18. 53. 8l. TI:JTY
- REG. & SPEC, M 0.89 0.81 0.94 0.917 0.93 RK=58,0
£0UC. TCHHKS. SO 0. €6 0.88 0.98 0.99 0.96
CCMBINED N 61. 37. 100. 212, 410. TLJTY
M 0.97 0.91 CQ97 1.00 0.98 RK=67.0
O SIRICT SO 0.80 0.90 0.95 0,98 0.94

ERICYroracs N 86, S4. 137. 308. 585 YE2dT
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TABLE 71

5l. ASSISTING IN THE ESTABLISHMENT OR REVISION OF A LOCAL RESQOURCE
MATERTALS CENTER.

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=DEVELGPING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA

DISTRICTY SIZE

Y SR T WP T GO g - D W D - — Vs D vy S O Aot B P VN St 2 i

INTER . 109000~ 5,000- ROW
PCSITION DIST. 254000+ 244999 9,999 TQTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.0 l1.15 0. 94 RK=50.5
DENTS SO 0.C 0.0 0.0 0.80 0.83
N 0. 1. 3. 13. 17. TI:0C/7J7
M 1. CO 1050 1033 1.56 l1.37 RK=86,0
PSYCHCLQGISTS SO 0.C 0.71 0.58 1.01 0. 76
N S5e 2. 3, 9. 19. TieJ7
M 0.0 1.33 0.170 1.27 1o 15 RK=80.,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 0.67 1.01 0.9%
N C. 3, 10. 33, 46, Tt
CURRICULUM N 0.0 0.0 1. 00 0.63 0.54 RK=72.0
CCNSULTANTYS - SO 0.0 0.0 1.41 0.92 0.90
A 0. 2. Ze 8. 12. T
HEARING SD 0653 l1.10 0.87 0.69 0. 85
CLINICLANS N 8. Se 11. 23, 41. T eJT
SPECIAL M 1. 25 1.50 1.00 0.33 l. 06 RK=60.0
ECUCATICN SO 0. 46 0.71 1.00 0.58 0. 68
CUNSULTANTS N 8, 2. 3. 3. l16. T1ay7
DIRECTYORS M 0.50 1.00 1.60 1.38 1.21 RK=77.,0
OF SPECIAL SD 0.58 l.41} 0.55 L.30 1.03
EDUCATION N 4, 2. Se Be 19. T12J7
EDUCATICN SO C.89 0.62 C. GG 1.00 0.93
TEACHERS N 6l. 29. 764 106, 2172. TL:24T
ELEMENTARY SO 0.C 0.53 0. 90 0.96 0.93
TEACHERS N 0. 9. L4 106. 139, THedT
SUPER.'PRIN. M 0.50 1.17 0.83 1026 l-lZ RK=?7-‘)
& NDIRECYARS Sh 0.58 0.75 Q.79 0.99 .93 ;
COMBINED N 4, b 18. 54, 82, T{:dt
'{L’()- )l S"i‘(.g \" C."O 0.61 Ooqs f)l(lq Uo ql ﬂ?’\=‘lb.‘J
ELUUCs TOHKS, SO Ge 39 0.59 0.93 D.48 Ue93
CCMBINED N Al 8. 10G. 212. 411. fl:d1
M 0. 68 0.76 0.96 0.499 0«96 RKs64.5
NDISIRICT SO 0.84 0.72 C. 89 0.917 0.92
O _BTOTALS N 86, 55. 137. 309. 587, T1:J7
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TABLE 72

62. INSTRUCTING TEACHERS IN THE USE OF THE SERVICES OFFERED BY A
RESOURCE MATERIALS CENTER.

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTICN=TRAINING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA
DISTRICY SI1ZE

A M S B G D o I A A W U D Gt S = CAP W s W B AP

INTER 1Gs 000~ 5,000—- RONW
PCSITION CIST. 25,000¢ 244999 99999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 0.0 0.0 l.46 le 12 RK=75.0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.20 1.22
N 0. 1. 3. 13. 17. TLHeJT
M 0. 80 2.00 1.67 1.22 1.26 RK=T78.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SD 0. 45 0.0 1.53 1.09 0. 99
N Se 2 3. 9. 19. TI20C/ 4T
M ¢c.0 1.00 1. 00 1.21 1.20 RK=8%,0
PRINCIPALS SO C.0 0.0 1. 25 0.94 0.98
N C. 3. 10. 33. 46, TIaJY
CURRICULUM Ny 0.0 0.0 0.50 0.50 0.42 RK=54,5
CONSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.76 0.67
N 0. 2e 2 8. 12. TLsJT
SPEECH AND M 1. 00 1.60 le45 0.91 113 RK=71.0
HEARING SD 0.176 l1.34 0.93 0.79 0.90
CLINICIANS N 8. 5. 11, 23. 47. TH2d7v
SPECIAL M 1.13 70,50 2.00 0.0 1. 00 RK=52,5
EQUCATION SD C.99 0.71 1.00 0.0 1. 03
CCNSULTANTS N 8e 2 3. 3. 16. T1:07
DIRECTORS M 0.25 1.50 1.00 1.38 1. 05 RK=60.5
OF SPECIAL SO 0.50 0.71 0.7 1.06 0.91
ECUCATICN N 4. 2e 5 8. 19. 1SRN
EOUCATION SO 0,78 0.61 C.99 l1.13 0.99
TEACHERS N 61. 29, 75. 106. 271. TH:7
R EGUL AR M 0.0 D.22 0.67 0.97 0. 87 RK=49,5
ELEMENTARY SC 0.0 Ol 0.64 1.07 1.00
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24. 106, 139. TIJTY
SUPER.' pRle M 0. 25 1.00 0. 83 « 33 1. 15 RK=80,0
& UIRECTORS SD 0.50 0.63 1. 04 1.01 1.01
CCMUBINEC N 4, 6. 18. 54, 82. TLeJdT
REG. & SPEC., M 0.89 0.55 0. 849 1.038 0. 99 RK=61.0
EOUC. TCHRS. SO 0.178 0.65 0.92 l1.10 0.99
CCMBINED N al. 3g. 949, 212. 410, Ttedt
vy 0.88 0.73 0. 96 1.09 0.99 RK=648,0
DISIRICT SO Q.17 0.80 C.97 1.006 0.99

o .
ERIC
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TABLE 173

63. ASSISTING TEACHERS IN THE ADAPTATION OF AVAILABLE MATERIALS TO
ACCOMPLISH AN INSTRUCTICNAL GOAL.

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTICN=TRAINING CUNTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA
CISTRICT SIZE

. A A G T T Y A . > WD LA R AP . B i

INTER. 104000~ 5,000- ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 1.18 l. 06
N 0. . l. 3. 13. 17. T[:0C/JT
M . 0.20 0.0 1.33 0.78 0.63 RK=21.Y9
PSYCHOLOQGISTS SO C. 45 0.0 l.53 0.617 0. 83
N Se 2. 3. 9. 19. TIJT
M 0.0 0.67 C.70 0.88 0.83  RK=32.5
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 1.15 0.82 0.,78 0.80
' N Q. 3. 10. 33. 46, 11:J7
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.52 0.49
N 0. 2. 2 8 12. Ti:JY
HEARING SO 0.83 1.22 0.92 0.94 0934
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 11. 23 47, TIJT
SPECIAL M 0.88 1.50 0.617 0.0 0.75 RK=31.5
EDUCATICN SD 0.35 212 0.58 0.0 Q.77
CCNSULTANTS N B 2. 3. 3. 1 6. Tleyry
DIRKECTNRS M 0. 25 1.0C 0. 60 0,88 0.68 RK=29.5
OF SPECIAL SO 0.50 l.41 0.55 0.99 0.82
EDUCATION N 4. 2e 5e 8. 19, TI:uC/JT
SPECIAL M 0.68 0.62 0,80 0.86 0,78  RK=37.5
ECUCATICN SD C.72 0.62 0.94 0.90 0.85
TEACHERS N 60, 29, T4. 105. 268, 112307
REGUL AR vy 0.0 0.44% 0.54% 0.83 0.76 RK=37.G
ELENENTARY 50 0.0 0.73 0466 1.01 0.95 :
TEACHERS A 0. 9. 24, 106. 139, 1r:yv
SUPER.’PR!N. ¥ 0025 0067 0.6[ 0083 0. 7(0 RK=Z405
& DIRECTORS SO 0.50 1.03 0.70 0.91 0,85
CCMBINED N 4, 6. 18, 54, 82, TI:NC/JT
REGe & SPEC, M Ce 68 0.58 C. 73 0.84 0. 171 RK=36.0
EDUC. TCHRS . St Ce12 0.64 0.88 0.96 0«88
CCHMBINED N 5C. 38. 98. 2ll. 407, T1s47
\) M 0.69 0.62 0;73 0.82 0. 7, RK5330‘)
FRICISIRICT SO C.7l 0.0 0,88 0.93 .88

emmmmm U T TALS N 85. 55, 135. 308. 5813, iyt
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TABLE 74

64, DEVELOPING A SEQUENTIAL AND COORDINATED UVILIZATION OF MATERIALS
AMONG THE INSTRUCTICNAL STAFF.

COMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=DEVELOP ING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA

DISTRICTY SiZE

- D . ST ——— D . U T VD DA G APl 2 T Vo i N SV i |

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN- M 0.0 -1.00 0.33 0.54% 0.5%3 RK=11.0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.66 0.62 .
N 0. 1. 3. 13. 17. T1:0C
M 0.40 1.00 1067 1000 0.95 RK=48.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SD 0. 55 g.0 1.15 .12 0.97
N 5 2. 3. 9. 19. TEHHJT
M 0.0 0.67 Ce 60 1.06 0.93 RK=48.5
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.15 0.70 1.00 0.95
N Ce. 3. 10. 3l. 46, T{:JT
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.%3 0.51%
N 0. 24 2e 8. 12. TLH:0C/JT
SPEECH AND M 0. 86 1.00 2.00 D.87 1.15 RK=T74.0
HEARING SD Q.69 1.00 1.18 0.87 1.03
CLINICIANS N 7. Se 11, 23. 46. TLT
SPECIAL L C. 75 0.0 0633 0.33 0.50 RK=1145
EDUCATION SC 0. 46 0.0 0.%8 0.58 0.52
CONSULTANTS ’ N 8. 2e 3. 3. 16. T 24T
DIRECTORS M 0.5 1.0 1.20 0.63 0.89 RK=4T7.5
OF SPECIAL SO 0.96 2.12 0,84 1.06 1.05
EDUCATICN N 4 2 5 8. 19. TI:0C/7 7
SPECILAL M 0.60 0.55 1.01 0.92 0,84 KK=46,5
EUUCATICN SD 0. &7 0.69 1.16 1.00 0.97
TEACHERS N 60. 29 . 76. 106. 271, TL:JTY
REGLL AR M 0.C  0.89 0.61 0.98 0,91 RK=5T.5
ELEMENTARY SD 0.0 1.27 0.66 1.04% 1.00
TEACHERS _ N C. 9. 213, 105, 137, TLyr
SUPER.’pRlN. v 0.75 1.00 0.72 0.87 0.84 RK=32,0
& VIREC TORS SD 0. 96 1.26 0.75 D.95 0.92
CCMRINED N 4. 6o 18. 54, 82. TU:C/7JdY
REG. & SPEC, M 0. ¢0 0.63 C.9G2 0.95 0. 86 RK=41.5
£NUC. TCHRS . SD 0.67 0.85 1.08 1.02 0.68
CCMBINED N 6C. ig. 99, 211, 408. TIeJ7
M 0.63 0.67 0.98 0.92 0.87 RK=£%_0
O ISIRICT SuU Q. 65 0.88 1.08 .28 0.96

ERIC g rurais N B4,  55. 136,  308.  SH3, IRERY]
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TABLE 175

65. ASSISTING TEACHERS IN THE DEVELOPMENT AND USE OF TEACHER-MADE
INSTRUCTIONAL DEVICES AND MATERIALS.

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=TRAINING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEODIA
DISTRICT SIZE

. . TS, €A I B—— - D T - i St Ut ) s D e s . . SR G . eh

INTER, 104000~ 5,4000- RQOW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 24,999 9,999 TQOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 0.0 1.00 le31 i1.18 RK=43.0
DENTS SD 0.C 0.0 1.00 1.03 1.01
N C. l. 3 13. 17. TI:0C/JT
M 0.40 0.50 2467 l.11 l.11 RK=64,5
PSYCHULUGISTS SO 0455 0.71 0.58 0.93 1.05
N S5e 2e 3. 9, 19. TLJT
M 0.0 0.67 0. 80 l1.13 1.02 RK=613,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 lel15 Ce 63 ND.87 0. 84
N 0. 3. 10. 32 45, FledT
CONSULTANTS SO 0.C 0.0 0.71 0.52 0.49
N C. 2o 2s 8. 12 Ti:ay
SPEECH AND M le 25 1.60. 1.82 1.09 l. 34 RK=87.,5
HEARING SO l.C4 1.52 1. 5% 1ioc 1.20
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 l1. 23, 47, TL:97T
SPECT AL M 1.25 2.00 0.67 0.0 1,00  RK=52.5
EDUCATION SO 0. 46 2483 0.53 0.0 1.03%
JIRECTORS v 0.50 1.00 1. 00 Q.75 Q.79 RK=40.5
OF SPECIAL SO 0.8 letl 0.171 1.04 0.85
ECUCATION N 4, 2. 5. 8 19. T1:0C/75S6
SPECIAL M 1.00 1.24 1.07 lel? 1.11 RK=TT.5
ECUCATION SO 0. 88 lel5 le 19 1.05 1.07
TEACHERS N 6C. 29. T6. 106. 271. TLOT
REGULAR M 0.0 0.89 0.50 l1.17 1.04 RK=74.0
ELEMENTARY 50 0.C 1.05 C.51 lel? l.11
T EACHERS N Cc. 9. 24, 106, 139, TL:T
& DIRECTORS. SO C.58 1.03 0.68 0.93 0.83
CCMBINED N 4, 5, 18, 53, 8l. RN R
FuuCe. TCHRS., Sk 0. 28 1.13 l. CY le11 1.03
COMBINED Y 60, 8. 100, 212. 410, RN
M 0.99 1.11 1.02 1e12 1. 083 KK=74,0
O ISIRICT SN 0. 85 1.20 le i} 1.06 1.06

ERICus1n1ALS N 85, 55, 137, 308. 585. TENL|
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TABLE 76

66¢ ASSISTING TEACHERS IN SELECTING INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA DEVICES
THAT BEST FIT THEIR CLASSROCM NEEDS AND CHARACTERISTICS.

CCMFETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTICN=TRAINING CONTEXT=MAT., AND MEDIA

DISTRICTY SIZE

. B T " — > S S AP DAY VD ST S GO L Bl D S R A A g W

INTER, 10,000- 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000¢ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.¢ 0.0 Ne33 0.83 .69 RK=26.0
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.72 0. 70
N 0. i. 3. 12. 16, TI:0C/JT
M 0,40 0.50 1.33 1.00 0. 8% RK=41.0
P SYCHGLOGISTS SO 0.55 0.71 lel5 0.71 0.6
N 5e 2. 3. 9. 19. Ti:06G/7dT
M 0.0 1.33 0,60 0,97 0.9l RK=4600
PRINCIPALS ) 0.0 0.58 0.70 0.81 0.78
N 0. 3. 10. 33, 46, L BN
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0s50 0.38 0.33 RK=39,0
CONSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.52 049
N 0. 2. 2. 8. 12, T1:0C/ JT
SPEECH AND M 0. 15 1.60 1.27 1.04 lo 11 RK=684 5
HEARING S0 c.11 le34 1. 19 lelt 1. 09
CLIANICIANS N 8. 5. 11. 23, 417, TI:JT
SPECIAL M 1.25 2.00 1.00 0.0 l.06 RK=60e 0
EDUCATION SO 0. 46 2.83 .00 0.0 l.06
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2 3e 3, 16, 112073
DIRECTORS ¥ 0. 25 1.00 1.00 0.38 0.58 RK=16,0
OF SPECIAL SD 0. 50 0.0 0. 71 0.74 0. 69
ECUCATIGN N 4, 2. 5. 8. 19, TI:0C/J7
SPECIAL M 0.82 0.917 0.74 0.96 0,87 KK=51.0
ECUCATION SQ 0. &5 0.98 0.93 Q.99 0.95
TEACHERS N 60, 29. 76 106. 271, 130T
REGLL AR M 0.C Ost4 0e4b 0.81 Q.72 RK=31.5
ELENENTARY SD 0.0 1.01 0.59 0.95 C. 91
TEACHERS N Ce 9, 24, 105, 138, T8 :J1
& OIRECTORS SO 0. 50 0.63 0.69 0.79 0.75
CCMBINEC N 4, be 18. 53, 8l. TENR
FOUC. TCHRS. $D Ce 85 1.00 0.87 0.97 0.93
CCHPINECG A 650, 38. 100. 211, 409, TN
- M 0,80 0693 0.74 0.87 0.84 RK =404 5
O ISTIRICT SC 0. 80 1.07 0.89 0494 0.92

ERICunTOTALS N 85. 55 137, 307. 584.  ERNR
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TABLE 77
67. AIDING TEACHERS IN UTILIZING INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA [N THEIR
CLASSROCMS.
CCMFETENCY DIMENS[ONS: FUNCTIGN=ADVISING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEOI1A

DISTRICT SIZE

. WD PCT M D WD s S D AP Sy Bl D D (T D s D -t WD T s

INTER, 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION OIST. 254000+ 249999 9,999 TQTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.33 1.31 l1.12 RK=75.0
DENTYS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 l1.32 1,22
N O. l. 3e 13. 17. T1:0C/7J7
M 0. 40 0.50 l.67 lel1 0.95 RK=48.5
PSYCHOLOGIESTS SO 0. 55 0.71 1.15 0.60 0.78
N 56 2. 3. 9. 19. Ty
M 0.0 1.33 0.80 1.00 0.98 RK=5645
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.15 0.79 0.83 0.83
N 00 3. 10. 330 4‘). leJT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0,50 0,38 0.33 RK=319,0
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.71 N.52 Q.49
N 0. 2e 2e 8. 12. TI:0C747
HEARING SO le C4 l.41 l. 10 l.18 l.16
CLINICIANS N 8. Se 11. 23. 47, TL2uT7
SPECIAL M le 25 2.0C 1.C0 0.33 l1.13 RK=72.0
ECUCATIUON SD 0.171 2.83 1.00 0.58 1.09
CONSULTANTS N 8. Ze 3. 3. 16, TI1:JT
D IRECTORS M 0.25 2.00 0.60 0.50 0.63 RK=23.0
OF SPECIAL M) 0. 50 1ot 0.55 0.76 0.87%
EDUCATICN N 4o 2. Se B 19, 14T
SPECIAL M 0.93 le31 0. 96 le26 l.11 RK=77.5
EDUCATICN SO 0.90 1.17 1.01 1.15 1.07
TEACHERS N 60. 29. 76. 105, 270. T1:0C/JT
REGUL AR y 0.0 0.67 0.67 " 1.08 0.98 RK=67.5
ELEMENTARY SO 0.C 1.00 0e 96 l.12 1.10
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 105. 138, 11347
SUPER «y PRINS M 0. 25 1.5C Ce 67 1.00 0.93 RK=48.5
& OIRECTORS SD 0. 50 1.05 0.69 0.917 0.93
CCMBINED N 4 6o 18. 54, 82, TigT
Rt,e & SPFC., M 0.93 l.16 0,49 1.17 1.06 RK=75,0
LDUC. TCHRS, SD C.90 lel5 1.00 lelé 1.0%
CCMBLNED N LD 33. 100, 210. 4UH. 1147
M C.e93 1015 0. 9% 1.10 1. 04 RK"’“OO
Q ISIRICT Su Jd.88 1.19 1.00 1.09 1.0%
ERICustoTaLs N 85, 55. 137,  307. 584, TIagT
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TABLE 78

68. IDENTIFYING THE CURRICULUM CBJECTIVES WHICH CAN BE ATTAINED
THRCUGH THE USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL MEDILA.

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=EVALUATING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA

DISTRICT SIZE

—— — . D - B TS Sttt Stts U PG WD, s St Y DAY . OV it N k) D WO

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN~ ¥ 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.42 1.06 RK=63. 5
DENTS S0 0.0 0.0 0.0 lo44  1.39
¥ 0. 1. 3, 12. 16. T1:0¢
M 0.60 0.0 0.67 l.11 0.79 RK=36.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SD  0.55 0.0 1.15 0.93 0.85
N 5. 2. 3, 9, 19. T1:0C
M 0.0 0.67 0.80 0,91 0.87 RK=40.0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1.15 0.92 0.84 0.86
N 0. 3. 10. 33, 46. T1:0C/JT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 1.00 0.38 0.42 RK=544 5
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 1e4]  0.52 0467
N 0. 2. 2. 8. 12. TI:0C
SPEECH AND M 0,88 0.40 1,00 0.96 0.89 RK=b4e 5
HEARING SO  €eS9 0.55 077 0.77 0.79
CLINICIANS N Be 5 11. 23, 47. TL:0C
SPECIAL M 1.13 0.0 1.00 0.67 0.88 RK=39.5
EDUCATICN SD  0.83 0.0 1.00 1.15 0.89
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3, 3, 16. T1:0C/JT
DIRECTORS M 1.0 0.0 1.00 0.63 0.T74 RK=35,5
OF SPECIAL SD 0.82 0.0 0.0 0.92 0.73
EDUCATICN N 44 2. 5. Be 19. T1 :0C
SPECIAL M 1,05 1.10 1.00 1.12 1.07 RK=75.0
EDUCATICN S 0.85 1.08 1.08 0.97 0.99
TEACHERS N 60. 29, 760  106. 271. TL:9C/ 97
REGUL AR ¥ 0.0 Deb4 0.6l 0.95 0.86 RK =444 0
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 1.01 0.78 0.95 0.94
TEACHERS N Qe 9, 23. 106. 138. T1:0C/7JT7
SUPER .y PRIN. M 1,00 0.33 0,72 0.98 0.84 RK=38,0
& DIRECTORS * SO 0.82 0.82 0.75 1.03 0.95
CCMBINED N 4, 6. 18. 53, 81, T1:0C
AtGe & SPEC, M 1.05 0.95 0,91 1.04  1.00 RK =69, 5
F dUGe 1CHRS o SU - U. 8% l1.09 1.03 N6 UJe93
COMEINED N 60 18, 99, 212.  409. SEDIAAL

- ——— . Y — D — N - - U Ay W Y G A N WP T W T - L W N - - D D S w

M 1,01 0.73  0.89 1.00 0.95 RK=6145
Q' SIRICT SO 0.84 1.01 0,97 0.95 0.95
FRIC3TOTALS N 85. 55, 136, 30B. 584, T1:0C
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TABLE 79

69. ASSISTING TEACHERS wITH THE INTEGRATION OF NEWER TFCHNOLOGIES
(EsGey EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION) INTO THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM,

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=TRAINING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEDIA

CISTRICT SiZE

INTER, 109000~ 54000~ ROW
PCSITICN DIST. 25,000+ 244999 99999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M ¢.0 1.00 0.0 1.00 0,82 RK=40,5
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.0 l.08 1.01
N 0. le 3. 13. 17. Tl :0C

D . A - AT s S P . N S D Wkl D S T . i VD A W ks e s M B B P A el TS s D D S s . A e s i T s Ol i o e W Vo

M 0. 40 1.00 0. 61 0.89 0. 74 RK=30.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0.55 0.0 0.58 0.60 0.56

N Se 2e 3. 9. 19. TI:0C/JT

M 0.0 1.33 1.20 l.12 l.15 RK=10,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 1.03 0.86 0.87

N 0. 3. 10. 33, 46, TL:0C/7 JT
CUKRICULUM M 0.C 0.0 0.50 0.38 0.3% RK=349,0
CCNSULTANTS SN 0.C 0.0 0.71 0.52 0.49

N 0. 2. 2 B 12 T1:0C7 47
SPEECH ANOD M 0.15 0.80 1.00 .83 0. 85 RK=42.5
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 11, 23. 41, T1:0Cc/7JT
SPECI AL M C. 88 1.50 0.0 0.33 0.67 RK=2645
EDUCATICHN SD 0.¢84 0.71 0.0 0.58 0.170
CONSULTANTS A 8. 2. 3. 3. l16. TL:0T
DIREC TGRS v 1. 25 1.50 0.80 0.63 0. 89 RK=417,5
OF SPECIAL SO C.S6 0.71 0.45 1.06 0.88
EDUCATICN N 4, 2o 5 8. 19. T1:0C
SPECIAL M 0.6 © 0,75 0.76 1.02 O.84 RK=4645
EOQUCATICN SD C. 170 0.89 0.85 1.01 0.90
TEACHERS N 6l. 28, 716, 106, 271, T1:0C/7 J7
ELEFENTARY SO 0.0 0.617 0.178 1.00 0.95
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 105. 138, TLegy
SUPER . PRIN. M 1.25 1.33 0. 89 1.02 1.02 RK=62.0
& DIRFCTORS SO C.96 0.52 .90 Ne9 4% 0.90
CUMBINED N 4, 6, 18, 54 . 82. TL:0C
Rboue & SPEC, M 0. b6 O.76 0.71 0.91 0. 81 “K=40.%
LLUC, 1CHRS., St €. 70 0.83 0.433 1.01 U.92
CUMBINED N bl 7. 10¢. 211. 409, 11:070

ERICimTOTALS N B6. 5¢, 137, 308. 585, 112JF
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TABLE 8¢

70. PROVIDING ACMINISTRATCRS WITH A RATIONALE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF A PARTICULAR TYPE OF MEDIA OR TECHNOLOGY.

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=ADVISING CONTEXT=MAT. AND MEODIA

DISTRICY SIZE

. R M D G N Bl W e WD A S N O S Y . — P

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSIEITION 0IST. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER [NTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.33 1.23 1. 06 RK=53.%
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 l1.17 1.09
N C. ‘ L. 3. 13. 17. T1:0C/J7

T St e G o SO VT, . —— . P R | T S— —— W s S S S e A A D DA Ul VD e e L V. D s DI Al Bl e Pl RS Wt O

¥ 0. 20 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.79 RK=36.0
PSYCHGLQGISTS S 0. 45 0.0 0.C l.00 0.79

N Se 2 3. 9. 19. TI:0C/7JT7

M 0.0 1.00 1.30 1.00 1.07 RK=67.0
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 1.00 1.06 0.79 0.85

N 0. 3. 10. 33, 46. N:av
CURRICULUM M Us 0 0.0 0.0 De.38 Q.25 RK=25.%
CONSULTANTS S50 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.52 0.45

N C. 2. 2 8. 12, Tt1:0¢
SPEECH AND M 0.88 1.20 0.73 0.78 0. 83 RK=38+5
HEARING SO 0.59 1.30 0.79 0.85 0.89
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 'l 23. 417, T1:47
SPECIAL M l. 75 0.50 0« 617 0.0 1. 06 RK=60.0
EDUCATION SO l.C4 0.71 l. 15 0.0 1.12
CONSULTANTS N 8e 2 3. 3. 16. T1 2T
D IRECTORS M 1. 00 1.00 le40 1.00 l.11 RK=67.5
OF SPECIAL SC Ce.82 0.0 0.55 l.20 0.88
EOUCATICN N 4, 2. 56 8. 19. T1:NC/JT/SG
SPECIAL M 1.08 0.76 l1.00 1509 1.03 RK=11.5
€DUCATION SO 0.S7 0.74 0.98 1.02 0.97
TEACHERS N 6l 29. 16. 106, 212. Ti:ur
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.78 0.91 1.25 e 1? RK=8549
ELENMENFARY SO 0.0 0.83 0.90 1.23 l.16
FEACHERS N C. 9. 23. 106, 138, T1:0C
SULPER.syPRIN. 14 1. GO 1.00 lel? l1.06 l.07 RK=70.0
& VIRECTORS SO 0.82 0.63 0.92 0.94 0.90
CCMBINED N 4, 6. 18. 54 . H2,. Tl 2d¥

REG. & SPEC. M 1008 0.76 0.98 l-l? 1.08 RK=TTe5
EVUC. TCHRS, SO 0.57 0.75 0. 96 1.13 1.04
N

CUMBINED 6l. 1. 99. 212. 410. ri:0¢/s 97
M 1. C7 G.80 0.96 1.09 1.03 RK=73.0
STSIRICY S0 0.98 0.78 0.93 l.07 1.00
E lcﬂTOTALS N B6. 55 . 136. 309. 586. fradry
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TABLE 81

71. CCMMUNICATING THE RATIONALE AND STRUCTURE OF AN [N-SERVICE
PROGRAM T EDUCATIONAL PERSONNEL.

CCMPETENCY ODIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=SERVe AS LIALS.CONTEXT=COMM. PROCESSES

DISTRICY SiZE

L L TR 0 e T P e T

INTER, 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION CIST. 25,0004 244999 94999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 000 000 000 1038 1006 RK=6305
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 ¢.0 0.96 1.03
N 0. 1. 3. 13, 17. T1:0C

D i P . —— S A D A T D P S D A D S . . ——— T~ — — S . W A0 T Unlh s, T WS G T s I el e s NN i, D s e D s B

M 0. 60 1.50 0.67 067 0.74 RK=30.5
PSYCHOLGG1STS SO 0. 55 0.71 0.58 0.71 0.65

N Se 2o 3e 9. 19, T130C/JT/SG

M 0.0 1.33 1. 00 0.82 0. 89 RK=43,5
PRINCIPALS SL 0.0 l1.15 0.82 0.73 0.77

N o. 3. 10. 33, 46. TI3JT/S6
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.50 0.25 0.25 RK=25.5
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.C 0.0 0.71 0.46 0.45

N O. 2. 2. 8. 12, Ti1:0C/JT
SPEECH AND M 1. 29 0.6C 1.18 0.51 . 83 RK=38,5
HEARING SO 0, 9% 0.89 0.98 0.66 U.85
CLINICIANS N T S 11, 23, 46, YI:zJ7
SPtCI AL M 0,63 2.00 0.67 0.67 0. 81 RK=315%.,0
ECUCATICN SO 0. 74 2.83 1.15 0.58 l.11
CCNSULYANTS N 8. 2e 3. 3. L6, TLaJr
DIRECTORS M C.50 1.50 2.00 1.00 1.21 RK=77.0
OF SPECIAL SD 1,00 2.12 0.71 l.41 1.27
EDUCATION N 4, 2 5, 8. 19. TI:0C/JT7/S6G
SPECIAL M 1.17 0.83 0.95 1.04 1.02 RK=69.5
EDUCATICN SD C.%9 0,76 0.98 1.02 0.98
TEACHERS N 60, 29, 76. 135. 270. TIH:47
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.617 G.71 0.98 G.91 RK=5T7.5
ELEFENTARY SO 0.0 1.12 0,69 1.04  1.00
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 104, 137, TL:y7
SUPER.'pR[N. M 0,50 l1.17 l1.11 0.98 1.00 RK=5605
& DIRECTORS SL 1.00 1.33 0.956 0.92 0.96
CCMBINED N 4, 6. 18. S4. 82. TLeyT
REG- & SPEC. M lsl? 0079 0.89 lcOl 0098 RK=5705
EOUC. TCHRS, SC 0.99 0.84 0,92 1.03 0.93
CCMBINED N 60, 38. 100. 209, 401, T1:J7

M l.C6 0.8% 0.93 0.94 0.95 RK=61.5
o IRICT SO 0456 0.99 0.92 0.97 0.96

FRICI0VALS N B4 55. 137. 306. 582, T1:4T
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TABLE 82
72. EVALUAT ING IN-SERVICE TRAINING PROGRAMS.
CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=EVALUATING CONTEXT=SUPP. SYSTEMS
DISTRICT SI1Z¢

- T G - W P S S G L - - D = — > D —n A -

INTER. 10,4000~ 54000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 259000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.31 1,00 RK=55.,5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 l1.18 1. 17
N 0. | 3. 13. 17. T1:0C/J4T/S6

Y A ———— ———— S P WD A U D W T P o W At S A D WD s W S W i i W W A 0 Mt T Y D - - —— -

M l. 40 1.50 0.33 0.56 0.84 RK=41.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0.89 . 0.71 0.58 0.73 0.83

N 5 2. 3. 9. 19. TI:0C/JT

M 0.0 1.67 1.20 0.97 1. 07 RK=6T.0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 D.58 l. 14 1.05 1.04

N 0. 3. 10. 33, 46, T1:JT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 RK= 3,0
COCNSULTANTS Su 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

N C. 2e 2e 8. 12. T1:0C/SG
SPEECH ANC M 1.25 0.80 0.82 0.65 0.81 RK=34,5
HEARI NG SD 1. 39 0.8¢% 0.98 0.83 0.97
CLINICIANS N Be 5 il. 23. 47. THd7
ECUCATICN SD 0446 l.41 1.15 0.58 0. 70
CONSULTANTS A Re 2e 3. 3. 16. TI:JT
DIRECTORS M 0.50 2.00 2.20 050 l.11 RK=b617.5
OF SPECIAL SD C.58 0.0 1.10 0.76 l1.10
EOUCATICN N 4 2. Se 8e 19. T1:07
SPECIAL M 1.10 0.86 1001 0.87 0.96 RK=61e5
EOUCATION SO 0.92 0.79 1.13 0.95 0.986
TEACHERS N 6Q. 29. T6. 106, 271. Ti:a7Y
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.78 0,50 1.08 0.96 RK=65,0
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 1.09 0.83 1.08 1.06
TEACHERS N Q. 9. 24 106. 139, LR
SUPER«»PRIN® M 0.50 1.50 l.28 0.98 1. 06 RK=67.0
& ODIRECTARS SC Q.58 0.84 1.23 1.05 1.07
CCMBINED N 4 6. 18. 54 . 82. Ti:dv
REG. & SPEC., N 1.10 0.84% 0.89 0.98 0.96 RK=62.0
EDUCs TCHPS. SO 0.52 0.86 1.08 1.02 1.01
CCMBINED N 60. 34, 100. 212 410, T1:J7

M 1.C7 0.91 C.91 N.91 (e 93 KK=5745
OISTRICT SO 0.92 0.87 1.08 1.00 1.00
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TABLE 183
73. DEVELOPING A SYSTEM FCUR IN-SCRVICE TRAINING THAT WILL [ASURL
COMMUNICATICN, CCOPERATION, EVALUAT ION, AND USE OF FEEDQACK
1) MUDIFY GOALS,
CCMPETHENCY CIMENSICNS: FUNCTION=DEVELOP ING CUNTIXT=SUpe . SYSTE 45

DISTRICT Sttt

. i T T Ty M Bttt D WA DD s S Yo Al s . e e el P s T o A

INTER. 104000- 5,000- R
PCSITIUN DISTe 25,000¢# 24,999 94999 TCTALS
SUPER INTEN- ¥ 0.6  1.00 0.0 1.15 0.94 RK =504 5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 le4l le 30
N 0. le 3. i3, 17, TI:0C
M 1. 00 1.00 0.0 D,33 0¢953 RK=14,0
PSYCHOLOGISTYS SO 1.C0 l1.41 0.0 0.50 0677
N Ee 2. 3. G 19. T1:0C/7 47
M 0.C 0.67 0.70 0.64 Q.65 RK=14,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 0.67 D.74 0.71
N Ce 3. 10, 33, 46, TLHJT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.13 0.08 RK= 9.0
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.35 0. 29
N O, 2 26 8. 12, TLeDC/JT
HEARING SD te 26 0.0 0.67 Os4 Qe T4
CLINICIANS N 8. Se l1l. 23. 47, TfeJr
SPECIAL M 0.63 0.50 0.33 0.33 050 RK=11e5
EDUCATION SD Ce74 0.71 0.58 0.58 0.63 :
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3. 16, T1 247
DIRECTORS M 0.25 1.00 1.00 0.13 D.4a7 RK=11.0
OF 5SPECIAL SD 0.50 le4d 0.71 0.35 0.70
EDUCATIECN N 4. 2 S5e 8. 19. TI:OC2JT
EDUCATION SD 0.87 0,69 1.09 0.90 0.93
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.56 0,42 0.59 0.56 RK=11.0
ELEMENTARY SD 0.0 1.01 0.65 0.83 0.81
SUP&R..PR[N. M 0.25 0.83 0.67 0.69 Q.67 RK=14,0
& DIRECTORS SO 0.50 0.75 0.69 0.95 0.86
COMBINED N 4. b, 18. S54. 82. T1:0C/7 47
REG. & SPEC. M 0. 69 0,50 0. 70 0.65 0. 65 RK=19,0
EOUC. TCHRS., SO C. €7 0.76 1.01 0.86 0.89
CCMBINED N 61. 3d. 100, 210, 409, ST

o M 0.70 0.49 0. 64 0.60 0. 61 RK=14.0
E]{U:YRICT SO 0.90 0.74 0.93 0.84 0.86
ammmem VO TAL'S N 86. 55. 137. 307. 585, s
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TABLE 84

T4. IDENTIFYING (HE PROBLEMS COMMCON TO TEACHERS OF THE DISTRICT
THAT CAN BE APPROACHED THROUGH IN-SERVICE PROGRAMS,

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=EVALUATING CONTEXT=SUPP. SYSTEMS

DISTRICT Si12€

it S w— T Y — T T S S D A Y W S A S -

INTER. 109000~ 5,000~ ROW
PLSITION DIST. 25,000+ 244999 99999 TOGTALS
SUPER INTEN- M c.0 1.00 0.33 1.00 0.88 RK=45.5
OENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 1.22 l.11
N 0. 1. 3. 13. 17. TL:dT

D D S D s L B D D P D D D W A—— S ) T DD . N A D A g T T D D A > T NS D U VY D D S Ol D U D D - ot

M 1.00 1.50 0.0 0.56 0.68 RK=26.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SD 0.171 0.71 0.0 0.53 0.67

N S5e 2. 3. 9, 19,  Tis47

M 0.0 0.67 0.70 0.73 0.72 RK=20.0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 0.67 0.91 0.83

N 0. 3. 10, i3, 46, TL2dT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.50 0.25 0. 25 " RK=2%5.5
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.46 0.45

N C. 2. 2. 8. 12. TI:JT
SPEECH AND M 0.75 0.20 0. 64 0.65 0.62 RK=18.0
HEARING SD C.89 0.45 0.92 0.71 0.77
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 il. 23. 41, T1:47
SPECIAL M 0.63 0.0 0,67 0.33 0.50 RK=11.5
EOUCATICN - SO 0.52 0.0 0.58 0.58 0.52
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3. 16. TIs4T
DIRECTARS g 0.2% 1.50 1.00 0.25 0.58 RK=16.,0
OF SPECIAL SD 0.50 0.71 0.0 0.4¢ 0.61
EDUCATICN N 4. 2e 5¢ 8. 19. TI:JT
SPECIAL M 0. &0 0.48 0. 74 0.72 0. 67 RK=20.0
EDUCATICN SO C.285 0.63 1.01 0.90 0.90
TEACHERS N 60, 29. 16, 105. 270, T1:07
REGUL AR M 0.C 0.78 0.29 0.50 D48 RK= 7.0
ELEMENTARY SV 0.0 1.09 0.46 0.81 0.78
TEACHERS N 0. q. 24 106. 139, T1J7
SUPERO’pRIN. M 0.25 1.00 0.72 0072 0.72 RK=22.0
& DIKECTCRS Sp 0.50 0.63 0.57 0.96 0.85
CCMEINED N 4, 6. 18. 54, 82. IBENE]
REG. & SPEC. M 0. 60 0.55 0.63 0.61 N.61 FK=14.5
t0yCs FCHRS. 59 C. €5 Q.76 Q.93 Je.86 a.87
COMBINED N 60. 38. 100, 211, 409, TI:JTY

- D A s D AR W D e A B e D S D m D e T D G5 e G WD WS e Y D W GH AR P ER m ave  ED S S W A A G A s A ED dn N e e A e - -

M 0,62 0.56 0,63 0.62 0,62 RK=15.5
O ISTRICT SU  C.80 0.74 0.87 0.85 0.8%
ERICustotaALs N 85, 55. 137. 30R. 585, T1:J¥
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TABLE 85

75+ DEVELOPING IDENTIFIED PROBLEM AREAS INTO A LOGICAL SEQUENCE
OF TOPICS AND CCNTENT FOR IN-SERVICE PROGRAMS.,

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=DEVELQOPING CONTEXT=SUPP. SYSTEMS

DISTRICT SIZE

—— G . T Nt T S Sty NG .. g s T M S D N . - N——

INTER. 10,000- 5,000- ROW
PCSIVION OIST. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M C.GC 0.0 0.33 0.92 Q.76 RK=35,5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 1.19 1. 09
N Oi lo 3. 130 170 TI=0C

D D I Ty Y AP i T —— > — T G T - D . —— ) - - — - A G P O D D G D — > S v - -

M 0. 80 1«50 0. 33 0.56 O.68 RK=26.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SD 0.84 0.71 0.58 0.73 0.75

N 5. 2e 3. 9, 19. TL2JT
. M 0.0 1.00 0.90 0.91 0.91 RK=46.,0
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 1.00 0.74 D.78 0.76
N 0. 3. 10. 32, 45, T1:07
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 C.50 0.0 0.08 RK= 9,0
CCNSULT ANTS SN 0.0 0.0 Q.71 0.0 Ve 29
N 0. 2. 2e 8. 12. - T1:0C/JT
SPEECH AND M 0.88 0.20 0.91 0.74 0.74 RK=26.5
HEARING SO 0. 83 0.45 0.94 0.96 0.90
CLINICITANS N 8. 5e l1. 23. 41. TLedt
SPECIAL ¥ 1.00 0.0 0.67 0.33 0.69 RK=2645
EQUCATICN SO 0.76 0.0 .58 0.58 0.70
CCONSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3. 16. T1eJ7
OIRECTARS v 0.15 1.00 l1.20 0.50 0.78 “K=39,0
OF SPEC AL SO C. 96 g.0 0.45 0.76 0.73
EDUCATICN N 4, l. e 8. 18. 1T
SPECIAL M 0.79 0.55 C.99 0.96 0. 89 RK=52,0
EDUCATION SD 0.90 0.69 1.10 1.05 1.00
TEACHERS N 61. 29. 76. 105. 211. T1:J7
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.44% 0.54 0.86 0. 178 RK=38.5
T ELEMENTARY SD 0.C 0.73 0.78 1.06 1.00
TEACHERS N Ce 9. 24. 106. 139. T1:JT
SUPER.'PR‘N. [ 00]5 0.80 0. 89 0.85 0085 RK=34.0
& DIREC TORS SO 0.96 0.84 0.68 0.89 0.83
COMBINED N 4, 5e 18. 53, 80. TL3JY
R&Go.h SPEC. M 0.19 0.53 0.88 0.91 0«85 UK=4 4, %
tuUC. TCHRS. St 0.50 0.69 1. 0% 1.0% 1.00
CLMRINED N 6l 38. 100. 211. 410, MIREA
M 0.31 0.52 0. 86 0.85 0.82 b¥-18,0
O ISTRICTY 5 0.86 0.69 0.97 1.00 0.9%

ERICavoraLs N 86,  56. 137. 307. 584,  Ti:gT
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TABLE 86

T6e URGANIZING ANC CONOLCTING MEETINGS FOR EXPRESS PURPOSES (EeGey
MAKING CECISIONS, RELAYING INFORMATION, OBTAINING OPINIONSI.

COMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTION= CONTEXT=COMM. PROCESSES

DISTRICT SIZE

——— . A S - - IS S N W . N Al Aol D WA, . S Al G T

INTER. 109000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 254000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.0 1.15 De 94 RK=50.5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.28 1.20
N 0. l. 3. 13. 17. Ti:JT
M 0. 60 1.50 0.67 0.78 0.79 RK=36.0
PSYCHDLOGISTS SD C.89 0.71 l.15 0.83 N. 85
N S 2. 3. 9. 19. T1:56
M 0.0 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.98 RK=56.5
PRINC IPALS SO 0.0 0.0 0.99 1.06 1.00
N 0. 3. 10, 33. 46. 11:J1/586
CURRICULUM vy 0.0 0.0 0. 50 0.25 0.2% RK=25.5
CCNSULTANTYS SD 0.0 0.0 C.71 0.71 0. 62
N 0. 2. 2. 8. 12, T1:0C/ 47
SPEECH AND M 1.25 1.20 1.18 0.74 0. 98 RK=53.5
HEARING SD 1. 39 | Y 1.08 0.81 1.07
CLINICIANS N 8, Se l11. 23, 41, TL20T/S6G
EDUCATICN SO Ce 74 0.71 1.00 1.15 0. 85
CCONSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3. 16. TI:dT
DIRECTORS M 1.25 2.50 1. 60 0.75 1. 26 RK=82+5
OF SPECIAL SO 0. 96 0.71 0.89 leléb 1.10
EDUCATION N 4e 2e B 8. 193, IOEINA |
SPECIAL ¥ 1.C3 0.79 1.01 V.92 0. 96 RK=61.5
EQUCATICN SO 1.02 0.77 1.03 1.11 1.03
TEACHERS N 61. 29. 16, 106. 272. T1:dT
REGUL AR M 0.0 Q.78 0. 71 1.08 0.99 RK=69.,0
ELEMENTARY SD 0.0 0.83 0. 86 1.10 1.05
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 106. 139. TI2JT
SUPER.'pRlNo M 1025 1.50 0.% 1000 1004 RK=6’¢.5
& DIRECTYORS Sb C. 506 0.84 1.00 lel2 1. 06
CCHMBINED N 4. 6. 18, 54, 82. TL2JT
REse & SPEC., M 1.03 0.79 0.94 1.00 0. 97 RK=64.5
LUUC. ‘CHRS. SC 1002 0.78 0.99 loll 1.0('
CU“B[NhC N blo 38. 100. 212. l’llo ":J[
¥ l.C7 0.89 0095 0095 0096 RK=04.5
QO STRICT Sb 1.02 0.9C .99 1.08 1.03

ERICs roTats N 86,  55. 137. 309. 58T, TisdT

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 87

T7. ENLISTING SERVICES GF DISTRICY PERSONNEL OR QUTSIOE COGNSULTANTS
FOR IN~SERVICE SESSIONS.

CCH?ETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=SERV. AS LIAIS.CONTEXT=SUPP. SYSTEMS

DISTRICT SIZE

- A T T " W R i T TN Sab i G U A D W - L G - ——

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000= ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,0004 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- N 0.0 1.00 0.0 1,62  1.29 RK=88,5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.12 1l.16
N O l. 3, 13, 17, T1:S6

e Che T S G D e TS o D Y S I - AT g —) - T — - —— —— VD —— - N W i it WD e i s, Wt et T s S et A o Bt il D

M 1. 20 2.00 0.33 1.00 l.05 RK=5845
PSYCHOGLOGISTS SO " C.84 0.0 0.58 O.71L 0.78

N 5 2 3. 9. 19. T1:J7

M 0.0 1.00 0. 80 0.79 0. 80 RK=30.5
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.0 0.179 0.82 0.78

N Q. 3. 10. 33, 46, TI:d7
CURRICULUM N 0.0 0.50 0.0 0.25 0.25 RK=25,5
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.71 0.0 0,46 De45

N 0. 2. 2. 8, 12,  TI1:0C/JT/SG
SPEECH AND M 1.13 0.60 le27 057 0. 83 KK=38.5
HEARING SO 1.25 0.55 1.01 0.66 0.89
CLINICIANS N 8. Se l1l. 23, 47. TI:dT
EQUCATICN SO 0. 46 0.71 1.00 0.0 0.72
CCNSULTANTS N Be 2e 3. 3. 16. TI:OT
OF SPECIAL SO 0.58 NeT1 0445 lel6 0.88
EOUCATION SD 0. 80 O.77 0.98 0.91 0.89
TEACHERS N 6l. 294 16, 105, 271. 128 R
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.67 0.75 0.95 0. 90 RK=5%,0
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 0.50 0.74 1.02 0.95
T EACHERS N 0. 9, 24, 105 138, TIsJY
SUPER«y PRIN. M l. 50 lel7 0.78 0.98 0.98 RK=54,0
L OIRECTORS Sn 0.58 0.41 0.7% 1.00 0e 90
CGMBINEC N 4 6. 18, 54 . 82. TL2JF
Rtve & SPEC, M 0,89 V.84 1. 01 0.92 0.93 RK=58,0
EUUC., TCHRS, SE 0,30 0.72 0e 9% 0.97 0.91
CCMBINEC N ol. 38. 100, 210, 409, T1¢4d7
\ . [ 4 0099 0.8’ 0.97 0088 0.92 RK=5lCob

E T(fstnlcr SO  0.82 0470 Ce92 0494 0490
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TABLE 88
78. TRANSMITYING INFORMATION REGARDING THE CURRICULUM PRIORITIES
AND INNOVATIVE PRACTICES QF THE SCHQOL TO PROFESS TONAL AND
LAY GRQOUPS.
CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=SERV. AS LIAIS.CONTEXT=COMM., PROCESSES

DISTRICT SIZE

. — — S T (e et b AP, Yot P D it s D Al B Sl Uy Ny s sl Bl S

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ RCW
PCSITION DIST. 254000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.99 l.12
N 0. 1, 3. 13. 17. TI:S6
M 140 1.50  0.67 0.89 1.05  RK=58.5
PSYCHOLOGISTYS SD 0.39 0.71 0.58 0.93 0.85 :
.N Se 2e 3. 9. 19. TL2JT/SG
M 0.0 1.00 0. 60 0.94 0.87 RK=40.,0
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 0.0 0.52 0.79 Ne172
N Ce 3. 10, 33. 46, TL:JT/56
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.50 1. 00 0.25 0442 RK=54.5
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.71 le 41l 0.46 0.67
N 0. 2e 2e 8. 12. Y1:0C/7J7/SG6
SPEELCH AND M 1.63 0.20 1.36 0.76 1.00 RK=5T7.5
HEARING SO 1. 19 0.45 1.29 0.89 1.09
CLINICIANS N Be 5e 11, 2l . 45, TI:J7
SPECIAL ‘ ¥ 1«15 0.0 0. 33 0.617 1.06 RK=60.,0
EQUCATICN SO 0.71 0.0 0.58 l1.15 1.00
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2e 3. 3. 16, TI2J7
DIRECTORS WM 1. 25 0.50 l.40 0.63 Q.95 RK=53.5
0F SPECIAL SO 0. G6 0.71 1.14 1.19 1.09
EDUCATION N 4. 2e Se B. 19. TIsJT/SG
SPECIAL M 0.90 1.07 C.99 1.03 0.99 RK=66.,0
EODUCATICN SO G. 96 0.88 1. 10 0.99 1.00
TEACHERS N 61l. 29. 16. 105. 271. T1:JY
ELEMENT ARY SD Ce 0 0.50 0.80 l1.13 1.05
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24. 106. 139, TI T
SUPER.' PRINe ] le 25 0.83 0. 72 l.11 1.0l RK=59,0
& OIRECTORS SD 0.96 0.41 0.83 0.98 0.92
COMBEINED N 4. 6o 18. 564, R2. T1:2J4T1/56
th‘)o 1A SP£C- W 0.90 0.97 0.06 1000 0.})’ RK=()‘00.5
t DUC. TCHRS. SC Cs 66 0.82 1.03 1.06 Le02
CCMBINED N 61, 38. 100. 211. 410, T eJY

. — D - —— — - D (D S A D D D D L Wy T . Y . D s G Y, S i ot > s B gt e U o

o M 1.€9 0.85 0a9% 0.97 0.97 RK=66.0
FRIC SIRICT SO 0.99 0.78 1.02 1.02 1,00
e 1 10 TAL S N gé. 55. 137, 306. SH4. T1:47
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TABLE 89

79. COMMUNICATING WITH STATE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL {(DIRECYORS AND
CONSULTANTS ) REGARDING THE LOCAL PROGRAM.

COMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUN&TION=SERV- AS LIATS.CONTEXT=COMM, PROCESSES
DISTRICT SIZE

A AR - —" Bt " S VDA My D W T W D AN D) . s Mt

INTER . 100000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,0004 24,993 94999 TOTALS
SUPER INYEN~ M 0.0 0.0 0.33 l1.85 le47 RK=94,0
DENTS SO O.C 0.0 0.58 l1.28 1.33
N 0. l. 3. 13. 17. TH:0C/J47/S86
M l. 60 .50 Q.33 0.67 0.95 RK=48.5
PSYCHOLQOGISTS SD C. 89 0.71 0.58 0.71 0.85
N Se 2. 3. 9. 19, THJT
M 0.0 l1.33 0.70 0.85 0. 85 RK=36.,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 1.06 0.91 0.92
N 0. 3. 10. 33. "t’)o T!:JT
CURRICULUM M 0. C 0.50 0.0 0.50 0.42 RK=54.5
CCNSULTANTS SC 0.0 0.71 0.0 0.5%3 0.51
N 0. 2. 2e 8. 1<. 11:0C/7J77S6
SPEECH AND M le 13 0.40 1.27 057 Ne.81 RK=34.5
HEARING SO Ce 99 0.55 1. 27 D.84 0.99
CLINICTIANS N 8. 5e l1. 23. 47. T1:J7
SPECI AL M l. 38 0.50 0.67 0.0 J. 88 RK=349,%
¢ OUCATICN S0 Co 14 0.71 l.15 0.0 0.89
COUNSULTANTS N 8. ‘2. 3. 3. 16. THeJT
NIRECTORS M 0e50 1le50 2.20 Ne50 l.05% RK=60.5
OF SPECIAL SO 0.58 0.71 1.30 .07 l1.22
EDUCATION N 4, 2 Se - Ba 19. TL:JT
SPECIAL Ny 0.62 D.86 0. 88 .80 0.79 RK=39.5
EQUCATION SD 0.67 0.88 C.98 0.94 0.89
TEACHERS N 60. 29. 76._ 106. 271. T1:J7
REGUL AR M 0.0 ledd 0.2 1.10 1. 09 RK=717.5
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 1.13 0465 l.10 1.04
TEACHERS N 0. 9, 24, 104. 137. TL:JT
SUPER..PRIN. M 0. 50 le17 1.06 l1.04 1.02 RK=62.0
& DIRECTORS SD C.58 Ce75 1.26 lel2 1.10
CCMBINED N 4, 6. i8. 54. B2 TI3JT
ReEGe & SPECS M 0.62 1.00 0.89 Ne95 0. 289 RKz=62,0Q
EuUC. TCHRS, SL D. 67 0.96 0.91 .03 0.95
CLHMBINEL - N 60. 38. 10Q. 210, 408. (N
G "STIRICT SD 0.77 0.89 Ce99 l1.02 0.97

[]{U:BYOYALS A 35. 55. 137. 3o7. 584. TE:JT

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 90

80. UTILIZING PUBLIC RELAIIC&S APPROACHES TO FACILITATE SCHOOL-
CCMMUNITY INTERACTICN,

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=SERV. AS LIAIS.CONTEXT=COMM, PROCESSES

DISTRICTY SIZE

T 0 — B e D . A O s P WS D VD AP S D W A o it

INTER. 1C,000- 5,000~ ROW
POSIT LON DISY. 25,0004 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M O.C 1.00 0.33 1.38 l.18 RK=83.0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 l.12 1.07
N 0. l. 3. 13. 17. T1:0C/SG

vy ST I D A o S D e s S N oGPPI A T Vs W . A VT P A s T A PO s A A T S D s U R s D, it . s B W W P s W

M 2.00 1«50 0.67 0.89 l.21 RK=73.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 1.00 0.71 0.58 136 l.18

N 5e 2e 3. 9. 19. TL:Jv/56
M 0.0 1.00 0. 80 0.76 0.78 RK=27.5
PRINC {PALS SD 0.0 0.0 0.92 0.94 0.89
N 0. 3. 10. 33, 46, 112071756
CURRICULUM v 0.0 0.50 . 0.0 0.75 0.58 RK=72.0
CUNSULTANTS | .SD 0.0 0-~71 0,0 0.71 De b7
N Q. 2. Z2e 8. 12. TL:0C/JT
SPFECH AND M l.13 0.60 le. 36 0.70 Qe 91 RK=48.0
HEARI NG SO 1.25 0.55 1.21 0.82 1.00
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 11, 23. 47, TIsJT
EGUCATION SO 0.92 2.12 0.58 0.58 1.09
CCNSULTANTS N 8. e 3. 3. 16. T1:0C/S6
DIRECTORS M 1.00 2.00 2.20 0.25 1o 11 RK=67.5
OF SPEC 1AL SO 0.82 0.0 1. 30 0.7t 1.20
EUBUCATIGN N 4. 2. 5. 8. 19, T1:JT1/S6
SPECI] AL » 0.79 0.66 0.96 0.85 O.85 RK=49,0
EODUCATICN SD C.95 0.86 l. 09 0.94% 0.98
TEACHERS N 61, 29, 76, 105. 271, TLeJT
REGUL AR M 0.0 Q78 0.96 ND.85 0. 86 RK=46,0
ELEMENT ARY SO U.0 0.83 0.9 l.14 1.09
TEACHERS N ¢ 9. 24, 106. 139, TLeJT
& DIRECTORS SD 0.82 0.52 1.18 1.00 l.01
CCMBINLD N 4, 6. 18, 54, 82. TI:JY/S6
K?Uo f, SPFC. M 0079 0.68 0.96 0.85 0.85 RK""?".S
EUUC. TCHRS. Sh 0.95 0.84 1.05 1.04 1. 02
COMBINEC N 6le. 38. 100G, 211, 410. (RN R
M 0.58 0.80 g.98 Q.83 0.88 RK=46,0
Q@ ISTRICT SO 1.02 0.85 1. 07 1.02 l.02

ERICiBTOTALS N 86. 55. 137. 308. 586. TLeyv

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 91
8l. IDENTIFYING THE IMCRMAL POWER STRUCTURE OF THE COMMUNITY.
COMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=EVALUAT ING CONTEXT=COMM. PROCESSES
OISTRICT SIZE
INTER, 104000~ 5+4000- ROQW
PCSITION DIST, 2540004 244999 9,999 TOTALS
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 l. 15 1.34 1.30
N 0. l. 3. 13, 17. T1:S6
M 24 20 2.0C 0.67 1.33 1.53 RK=94,0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0. 84 0.0 0.58 1.41 1417
N 5e 2 3, 9, 19, T1:JT/756G
M 0.0 1.33 1. 40 l1.55 1.50 RK=97,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 1.3% 1.25 1.22
N 0, 3. 10, 33, 46 Y1:¢4Y/56
CURRICULUM M 0.0 1.50 0.50 l1.25 le17 RK=99,0Q
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.72
N 0. 2 r 8e 12, T12JT1/SG
HEARING SO 1,30 N84 le 17 1.03 le 14
CLINICIANS N 8. 5. 11. 23, 47, TL:JT/ S0
SPECL AL L 2.13 2.00 0.67 067 l. 56 RK=96.5
EOQUCATICN SO0 0. 64 283 1.15 0.58 121
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3. 16, T1:03C/7 37756
DIRECTYORS ¥ 1.25 2450 3,00 1.38 1.89 RK=29,0
UF SPECIAL SO 0.96 0.71 1. 00 1.30 1.29
EDUCATICGN N 4, 2. Se 8. 19, T 2J7
SPECIT AL M l. 56 le45 1.71 1.53 le 58 KRK=98,0
EOUCATICN SO 1. 25 115 1.40 1.24 1.28
REGULAR M 0.0 1.56 l.43 1.58 1.55 RK=9YR, 0
ELEMENT ARY SD 0.0 1.01 1. 20 le24 1.21
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 23, 106, 138, riedi1sse
SUPER.'?RINQ M 1025 167 1.83 1.67 le 68 RK=00,0
& DIRECTORS SO C.96 0.82 1.38 1.29 126
CCMBINED N 44 6. 18, 5% 82, T1:JT1/75S6
tuCe TCHRS. SN 1. 2% 1.t1 1.36 l.24 1,26
CUMBINED N 6l 38, 99, 212, 410 Tl 3S6
M 1. 64 1.47 1.65 lus‘l le 57 RK=99,0
BISIRICT SN 1.13 1.09 1. 34 1.22 1.23
QCUHIUTALS N 86, 55, 136. 309, 586, T1:S6
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TABLE 92
82. ADVISING TEACHERS AND AOMINISTRATORS REGARDING THE USE QF
AGENCIES ANU SERVICES IN THE COMMUNITY WHICH CAN ASSISY WITH
ECUCATICNAL PROBLEMS,
CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=ACVISING CONTEXT=SUPP. SYSTEMS

DISTRICT SIZE

T L T I " iy ) T PV, L . ) O S Pt D S AP, Ot el BN

INTER. 109000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000% 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN“ M 0.0 0.0 0.0 1023 0.94 RK‘SO.S
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 le24 1,20
N ) Oo 10 3. 130 170 Tl:ﬂC/JT/SG

A D S S W D WL e TG G — A D . T = . N — Y —— — . U ‘i D At el Sl W Ul P A T D, W N A T . N S e D VD Pl D W W O

¥ 1. 40 1.00 0.33  1.00 1.00 RK=53.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO le 34 0.0 0.58 l.00 1.00

N 5 2 3. G 1% T 207

M 0.0 le67 C.90 0.94 0.98 RK=5645
PRLIANCIPALS SC 0.0 0.58 0499 0.75 0.80

N O 3. 10. 33. 46 T1:07
CURRICULUM M 0.0 1.00 0.0 0.38 0.42 RK=5%4,5
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0652 0.51

N Ce 2e 2e 8. 12, T1:0C/JdY/SG
SPLECH AND M 1.13 0640 ls 36 0.61 0485 RK=42¢5
HEARING SO l. 36 0+55 0.92 0.66 0.91
CLINICIANS ' N 8e 5 l1. 23, 47, Ti:Jr
SPECIAL v le13 0650 1.00 0467 0.94 RK=47,0
EDUCATION SO 0. 64 0e71 1.00 0.58 0.68
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2e 3. 3. 16, TI :J7
D‘RECYORS M 1.00 3.50 1060 1.00 1.42 RK=388.5
OF SPECIAL SD l.156 0.71 0«55 0.93 1.12
EDOUCATICN N 44 2e 5 8. _ 19, T1:dT
SPECI AL M 0.62 0.66 0.79 Qe717 0.73 RK=26.5
EDUCATION SO 0. 178 0e67 l.02 0.85 0.87
TEACHERS N 61e. 29, 76, 106 272, TI:JY
REGULAR M 000 0044 0079 0.75 0073 RK=33,56
ELEMEANTARY SO 0.0 0.53 0.78 0.93 0.88
TEACHERS N Qe I 24, 106. 139. TL:47
SUPER.,pRlNo M 1.00 2.00 0. 9% 1.02 100’ RK=70.,0
& DIRECTORS SD le 15 letl 0.94 090 0.99
CCMHENED N 4 6 18, 5 « B2 TLJT
REGe & SPEC, A 0062 0.61 Ce 79 0.76 0.73 RK:3000
EDUCe TCHRS SEe 0.18 0.64% 0.97 0.89 0.87
CCMBINLOD N 61, i8. 100, 212, 411, TL:Jt

———— A e D e W T A et g = ) Aty Sy et D U D D WS e M S D D b D D M W AN A P D G A D e A - W wu s A D — —

Q M 0078 Oo?b 008“ Q.79 0.80 RK=37.0
ERJ(ﬂSIRICT SD 0. 90 0.84 0.9% 0.87 0.89

ammmrm JA TUTALS N 86, 55« 137, 309, 581, TL T
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TABLE 93

83. EXPLAINING TO PARENTS THE YTECHNIQUES OF CHILD MANAGEMENT ANO
INSTRUCTION THEY COULD USE IN THE HOME.

COMPETENCY CIMENSTIONS: FUNCTION= CONTEXTV=COMM, PROCESSES

DISTRICT SIZE

- A il A D A s D s T iy WD i - O P Tl S ST N S s . Bl St

INT ER, 109000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCGSITION DIS1. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.C 1.00 0.33 l.31 l.12 RK=7%.0
DENTS SD 0.C 0.0 0.58 l.18 1.11
N C. 1. 3, 13. 17, TI:0C/ZJY

D M e . - it Y i A 1 BT AT P, N S OO D . s W . BT I ST A DD iy B G O D D Al s VU st P D WD s Yy AD T Sttty

N Se 2¢ 3, 9, 19. Y1:0C/7 JT7
N 0.0 1,00 1.30 1.45 139 RK=924¢5
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 1,00 1. 34 1.15 le16
A O 3, 10. 33, 46 TL207
CURRICULUH M 0.0 1,00 1,00 “1.00 1,00  RK=96,0
CONSULTANTS SO Ge0O 0.0 - 1,41 1.07 0,99
N .- 0. 2. 2. 8. 12. T1:0C/JIT/SG
SPEECH AND M 2.00 0,80 1.6 1426 1e43 RK=944 5
~ HEARING SO le31  0.84 1.21 lelC le 16
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 11, 23, 47, TI:dr
SPECIAL M 1.75 2450 233 1.00 1. 81 RK=00.0
SUCATION SO 0.71 2.12 0«58 0.0 0.91
CUGNSULTANTS N 8 2. 3. 3. 164 TE:uC/Jdr
DIRECTORS M 0.175 4400 220 1.00 1.58 RK=9645
OF SPECIAL ) CeS6 040 0. 84 1.07 1.35
ECUCATION N 4e 2. 5 8. 19. TL1:0C/JT/SG
EDUCATION SO le 14 1.48 1.37 1430 1.3l
TEACHERS N 6Ce 28. 76, 106, 270, TI:J7
REGLL AR M 0.0 1.22 1.33 1.07 le12 RK=8140
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 1.30 1.31 1.25 1.26
TEACHERS N 0. % 24, 106, 139, TI:JT
SUPER.,PRIN. ] 0.5 2.00 1«39 1635 1. 38 RK=95,0
&t DIRECTORS SD Ce9% 1.67 124 lela 1.19
CUMBINED N 4, 6. 18. 54, 82. T1:0C/7 47
LG & SPEC. v Ce 95 1446 le 40 leld 1.20 RK=83,5
EDUCe TCHRS, SC le 14 le43 1. 35 1.28 1.29
CCMBINED N 50 37, 100, 212, 409, T1:41

. g o D et W D D P S D A M D D W W O G M D s Mrp N A D O s it v S D o WD S D s -

M 1. 21 152 145 1.17 127 RK=89,5
QT ISIRICY SO 1. 19 1.40 1.30 1.23 1.26
E]{U:UBTOTALS N 8%, 54 1317, 309. 585, 1247

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 94

84. SERVING IN AN ADVISORY CAPACITY TO SPECIAL INTEREST PARENTY
GROUPS (E.Ge.y» TO LOCAL ASSOCIATION FOR RETARCEDO CHILORENI}.

CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=ADVISING CONTEXT=COMM, PROCESSES
DISTRICT SIZE

Y S . . T i, Ve A S, VAL WD A D i 4 DD D S S W S S v APl S S

INTER. 109000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000¢ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.C 0.0 0. 33 1.38 1.12 RK=75.0
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.96 0.99
N C. 1. 3, 13, 17. 1347
M lo 80 2.00 0.33 l.44 1.42 RK=89.5
PSYCHCLOGISIS SD 1. 10 1.41 0.58 0.73 0.96
N 5. 2. 3. 9, 19. TI:01
4 0.0 1000 1. 70 1006 1020 RK=8500
N 0. 3. 10. 33, 4be T1:56G
CURRICULUpM B 0.0 6.0 1.92 .02 058 RK=72.0
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 1e4l V.74 0.79
N 0. 2. 2. 8., 12. T1:0C/JdT/SG
SPEECH AND M t. 15 0.80 l.36 1.30 1. 34 - RK=87.5
HEARING SD C. 89 0.45 0.81 1.06 0.9
CLINICIANS N 8. Se il. 23, 47, TI:J7
EUUCATICN SO 0.74 2.12 1.53 0.58 0.96
CONSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3, 16 T1:NC/J4T1/S6
DIRECTORS M 0. 50 1.50 1.80 0.88 1.11 RK=67.5
UF SPECIAL SD 0.58 0.71 0.45 1.13 0.94
ECUCATION N 4o 2. Se 8. 19. TE:0C/SG
SPECIAL M 0. 84 l.14 1.09 1.13 1. 00 RK=74,0
EDUCATION SD 0.63 0.99 1.02 1.06 1.02
TEACHERS N 61, 29. T6. 106, 212, T:47T
REGLL AR M 0.C 1.00 0492 1.02 1. 00 RK=70.0
ELEMENTARY SD 0.0 1.00 0.88 1.05 1,01
TEACHERS N C. 9. 24, 106, 139, TI:JY
SUPER+y PRIN. M 0.50 1.00 1.50 1.11 1.16  RK=82.0
& DIRECTORS SO 0.58 0.63 0.92 0.90 0.90 '
CGMBINEC N 4, 6. 18. 54, 82, TI:JT/SG
REGe & SPEC. ¥ 0. 84 lell | 1.05 1.08 1.0¢ RK=73.0
EUUCe TCHRS. SD 0.9) 0.98 C. 99 1.05 1.02
COMBINCC N “al, 38, 100. 212, 411, TN

e - e S N e e D B TR e A A S S D A S W DR G A gy T s S S G G 4 S N M W AR M e e e

M 1.03 1,07  1.13  1.10 1.10  RK=78.5
O _IRICT SO C.98 0.96 0.98 1.0l 0.99
ERIC rotats N 86.  55. 137. 309. 587. TL:d7

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 95

85, SELECTING PERSONNEL SKELLED YO ASSUME SPECIFIC ROLES IN THE
INSTRUCTICNAL PROGRAM.

CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTIGN=EVALUATING CONTEXT=INSTRUCTION
DISTRICT SIZE

s i . . S, S . o ST I St D D S . YD Bt S S D . S

INTER. 104000~ 5,000~ RONW
PCSITION DIST. 254000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN~ d 0.0 0.0 0.67 0.62 0.59 RK=15.5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 1.15 0.65 0.71
N 0. l. 3. 13. 17. TI:4Y

D D D D VDS e D A - = Y o A D P DD S A Yy WL CEPCD . T D AP Ry s Sl iy N Bl A A T W . e i

— . — — —— T — —— T - . T ) S Gt D Wl S . et A B G D e Al YD U e s s TS S S A W el M TP - P S g Sanbrs -t

M 0.0 2.00 1.20 1.00 l. 11 RK=7145
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 1.00 l.55 1.03 1.16

N 0. 3. 10. 33, 46. TI:dT
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.00 0.67 RK=79.5
COUNSULT ANTS-- -+ 3D .0 0.0 2.0 0.76 0.78

N 0. 2. 2. 8. 12. TIJdT
SPLECH AND M 1.00 0.20 1.00 0.70 0.77 RK=31.0
HEARING SO 1.60 0.45 1. 10 l.11 1.15
CLINICIANS N 8. 5. il. 23, 47. T1:47
SPECIAL M l. 13 l.00 0.67 0.67 0.9% RK=417.0
EDUCATION SD 0.64 l.4l 1.15 0.58 0,77
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3, 16 T1:0C/7JT/SG
D IREC TORS M 1.50 3.00 2,40 0.38 l.42 RK=88.5
OF SPECIAL SO 0.58 let1l l.14 0.52 l.26 .
EDUCATICN N 4. 2. 5, 8. 19. TI:0C/ 4T
SPECIAL [ 0090 0.b6 1021 0.75 0.90 RK=*3.5
EOUCATICN SO lel4 0.94 1.35 1.04 1.16
TEACHERS N 61, 29. 76, 106. 212, TIsJT
R EGUL AR M 0.0 0.78 0.71 0.86 0.83 RK=42,.5
ELEMENTARY ) 0.C 1.30 0.95 1.17 l.14
T EACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 106, 139, TieJT
SUPER « 9 PRIN M 1. 50 2.00 le4% 0.81 1.07 RK=70.0
& DIRECTORS S0 0.58 le4l .46 0.91 1.13
CCMBINED N 4. 6, 18. 54 o 82, TIYT
REbn & SPFC¢ M 0.90 0.68 1009 0.81 0.88 RK=“9.5
EDUC. TCHRS. SD le 14 1.02 1.28 1.10 1.15
CCMEINED N 61 38. 100. 212, 411, TIsJ7Y

- - - TS W S s . D G P G WD A . G N P s A G D Bt G T D . - D - ks G Sty P . O N

M Ca §5 0.80 1. 09 0.82 0.90 RK=51.5
O _TRICT SO 1.11  1.10  1.27 1.05 1.12
ERICroracs N 86,  55. 137, 309. 587,  TI:JT

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 96

86. IOENTIFYING PERSONS WITH SPECIFIC CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT SKILLS
(EeGeos WRITING, SEQUENCINGy, SELECTING MATERIALS).,

CCMPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=EVALUATING CONTEXT=CURRICULUM

OISTRICTY SIZE

M S— N— ——— N—— S, W Y D Sl NI 30 s S Nl A D o it

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,0004 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN~ ¥ 0.0 0.0 0.33 1.31 1.06 RK=63. 5
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.58 1.18 1.14
N 0. 1. 3. 13. 17, 120G/ JT/S6

D D S - D e D A G W A YD o D D D s GOy PN D et TN N D D T D W D D D D > TN D YD O " - o

M 0060 2.00 1.00 V.78 0. 89 RK=44,5
PSYCHOLOQGISTS SO 0.55 2.83 1.00 0.83 1.06

N 5. 2. 3, 9. 19, 1247

M C.0 1.00 1.00 1.09 1. 07 RK=67.0
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 1.00 0.67 1.07 0.98

N 0. 3 10. 33, 46, TE:DTY
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 1. CO 0.75 0.61 RK=79.5
CCNSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 lo41 D71 0.78

N Q. 2. 2. 8.  12. TH2JT
SPEECH AND M 1.13 0.40 l1.45 0.721 1.02 RK=63.0
HEARING SO 1. 36 0.55 1.29 0.95 1.09
CLINIC{ANS N B S 11. 23. 417. {241
SPECIAL M 1. 25 1.00 1.CO .67 1. 06 RK=60.0
€ODUCATION Sn 0.89 l.41 1.00 0.58 0.385
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3. 16. TI:dT756
DIRECTORS M 1.00 1.00 1l.60 0.50 0.94 RK=51e0
OF SPECIAL Sh 0.0 0.0 0. 55 0453 0. 64
ECUCATICN N 4. 1. 5 8e 18, 11:47
ECUCATICN SO 0.90 0.92 1.04 1.08 1.01
TEACHERS N 6C. 29 T6. 106. 271. T1:J7
REGUL AR N 0.0 1,00 0.78 1.08 1.02 RK=72.5
ELEMENYARY SD 0. 0 l.12 0.80 L.17 le1l1
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 23. 106. 138. T2 JT
SUPER.,PR[N. M 1. 00 0.8C 1.06 1.006 1. U4 RK=64,5
& DIRECTORS D 0.0 0.84 0.73 1.05 0.94
CCMBINEQ N 4q 5, 18, 54, 81, T1:JF
EiJJCe TCHRS ., SV 0. 90 0.95 0.99 lel?2 1.0%
CCMBINED N 6C. 38. 99, 212. 409, a7

M C.91 V.85 1. 08 1.04 1.0l RK=171.0

E TkﬂSIRlCT SO 0.91 1.00 0.98 1.07 1.02
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TABLE 97
87« ENLISTING PROFESSIONAL RESOURCES (E«Ges PERSONS, INSTRUCTIONAL
PACKAGESy ETC.) WHICH CAN BE UTILIZED IN LOCAL CURRICULUM
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES.
CCMFETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=SERV. AS LIAIS.CONTEXT=SUPP, SYSTEMS

DISTRICT SIZE

A A, T D O e Y T ) B, CD g P S S T D T N ) Ml DT Sttt e

| INTER. 10,000~ 54000- ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 245999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.0 1.31  1.06 RK=63.5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.25 1.20
N 0. 1. 3. 13. 17. TI:0C

VI D D s S Sl U ™ S el D U, DS, D, DD RS M Sl R S VAl B D B D T D D il Sy, D D VD VRIS W B W i e, Nt

M 0.60 2.00 0.33 0.33 0. 58 RK=1T7.5
PSYCHQLOGISTS SO 0.55 l.41 O.58 0.50 0.77

N Se 2. 3. 9. 19. TLeJT
M 0.0 0.67 0.70 0.91 0.85 RK=36.0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 Q. 48 0.71 0.70
N O. 3. 10. 33, 46, LR
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.50 0.38 0.33 RK#=39,0
COGNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.T71 0.52 0.49
« ] d. 2. 2. 8. 12. TI:00/747
SPEECH AND M 0.€3 0.60 0.73 0.65 0.66 RK=19.0
HEARING SD 0.2 0455 Ce79 0.78 0.70
CLINICIANS N 8. Se 1t. 23. 47. T1:JT
SPECIAL M 1.13 0.0 0. 33 0.61 0. 75 RK=31.5
EOUCATICN SO 0.83 0.0 0«58 1.15 0. 86
CONSULTANTS N 8. 24 3e 3. 16. TIz2J7
DIRECIORS : M l. 25 0.50 le 40 0.38 O« 84 RK=43.0
OF SPECIAL SO 0.96 0.71 0«55 0.74 0.83
ECUCATIGN N 4o 2. Se 8. 19. T1:0C/7 JT
SPEC!AL M O.Td 0.52 0.71 Q.83 0. 75 RK=32,5
EOUCATION SD C. 74 0.69 0. 8¢ t'eB8 0.82
TEACHERS N 59. 29. 75. {06 269, TIsJY
REGLLAR M 0.0 0.67 0.70 0.92 0.87 RK=49,5
ELENMENTARY SV 0.0 O0.71 0.70 0.85 0. 82
TEACHERS N Qe 9. 23. 105. 137. TI:JT
SUPER.'PR[N. M 1.29 0.67 0.178 0.93 0.89 RK=41.5
& DIRECTORS SD 0. 96 0,52 0.65 .93 0.85
COMBINED N 4, be 18. 54 82. T 2J7T
RFEGe & SPLC, v 0. 178 .55 0. 70 0.48 0. 79 RK=38.5
tUCe TCHRS . S 0e 14 0.69 0.79 0.86 VeB2
CCMBINLL N 5%, 38. 98, 211. 406, Tl a7
Q ‘ M 0.81 0058 0070 0.84 0078 RK=365.56
FRIC SIRICT SC  0.7% 0.71 0e76 0.86 0.81
a3 TUTALS N 84. 55 135, 308, 582 Tl eJ7
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TABLE 98

88. ELICITING AND LISTENING RECEPTYIVELY TQ IOEAS PRESENTED FROM
ALL PERSONNEL ABOUT CURRICULUM CONTENT AND NEEDED REVISIONS.

CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTICN=SERV. AS LIAI S.CONTEXT=COMM. PRUCESSES

DISTRICY SIZE

A S O s A T Y - | D s D st W D A - " - —

INTER. 10¢000- 54000~ ROW
POSITION DIST. 25+000¢ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN- N 0.0 1.00 0.0 1.38 l.12 RK=75.0
DENTS SD 0. @ 0.0 0.0 l.61 1.50
N 0. le 3. 13. 17. TI:0C/IT/S6

D W T A D ——— T W VI WP Y Yy A WA ALy VD S S A SOl "y D - T - —— - -

‘ M 0. 60 1.00 0.33 0.56 0.58 RK=1T7.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0.55 l.41 0.58 0.53 0.61

NS, 2. 3. 9. 19, TI:$6
M 0.0 1.00 0.80 0.82 0.83 RK=32,5
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 1.00 0.79 0.38 0.85
N - 0. 3. 10. 3. Hbre TL2dT/75G
N 0. 2. 2. 8. 12, T1:41/5G
"SPEECH AND o 0.25 0.20 0.55 0.35 0.36 RK= 9.0
HEARING SO 0. 46 0.45 0. 82 0.49 0.57
CLENICEANS N 8. Se 1l. 23, 47. T1:JT7/756
SPECIAL M 0. 15 0.0 C.33 0.61 Q.56 RK=17.0
EOUCATICON S C.71 0.0 0.58 1.15 N.73
CCNSULTANTS N Be 2e 3. 3. 16. T1:07Y/56
DIRECTORS M €.50 1.00 l1.60 0.63 0.87 RK=4T7.5
OF SPECIAL SO C.58 0.0 0.5% D.74 0.74
EDUCATICN N 4. 2a Se 8. 19. T1¢4T/5S6G
SPECEAL M 0.52 0.52 0.49 0.55 0.52 RK=10.,0
ECUCATICN SD 0. 85 0.83 0.90 0.84 0,86
TEACHERS N 6C. 29. 716. 105. 270. T1:S6
REGUL AR M 0.0 1.00 0.29 0.68 0.63 RK=19.0
ELEMENTARY SD 0.C 1.22 0.46 0.87 0.85
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24. 106. 139, TI T
SUPER.' PR[N. M 0. 50 1000 0.89 0.93 .90 RK=43.5
& DIRECTORS SD 0. 58 0.63 0.83 l1.10 J.99
CAOMBINED N 4e 6. 18. 54 . RZe TI:JT7/56
RfLe & SPEC. M 0,52 0.63 D.44% Db 2 De 56 HK=10,5
tUCe TCHRS., S C. €5 0.94 0.82 0.86 0, 86
COMAINED N 60, 38. 100, 211. 409Y. T1:JT/756

e A e g T D Gy - ———— - WL P w Are P G S W D, P S DG D dhy D WS S e MR e P S P P v T YD D G Pt T AR D G n s - - -

M 0.52  0.60  0.51  0.h4 0,59  RK=11.0
ERICs107ALS N 85.  55. 137, 308. 585,  TI:JT/SG

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 99

B89, SERVING AS AN EFFECTIVE SPOKESMAN FOR TEACHERS ON CURRICULUM
IDEAS AND INSTRUCTIGNAL NEEDS.

CCMPETENCY OIMENSEINS: FUNCTION=SERV. AS LIAI S.CONTEXT=COMM. PROCESSES

DISTRICT St

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000- ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,0004 24,999 9,999 TOATALS
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.69 0.66
N 0. l. 3, 13. 17. T1:30C/JT/SG

- A Wy D T D AT D D VD U DA s D P D gy T D D WD et D S D D S D P D S D U s N D D kD SN N D Dl R Sl A D gt T S N A

M 0. 40 1.00 0.67 0.67 0.63 RK=21,5
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0.55 l.4l 1.15 0.50 0.68

N Se 2 3. 9. 19. TLI:JT/S6

M 0.0 1.00 0050 0.70 Qe67 KK=165,0
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.85 0.79

N 0. 3. 10. 33. 46. TI:J7
CONSULYANTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.52 0.45

N . 2. 2. B. L2, TLIT
SPEECH AND M 0.63 0.40 --=0,82 0.36 0.52 RK=15.0
HEARING SO 1.C6 055 Q.75 0.58 0.12
SPECIAL M 1. 29 0.0 1.33 1.00 l.07 RK=66.0
ECUCATICN SO 0.49 0.0 1.15 1.00 0.80
CCONSULTANTS N 7. 2 3. 3. 15. TL:JY/S6
VO IRECTURS M 0.5 0.50 1.60 0.25 0.174 RK=35.,5
OF SPECIAL SO 0.50 0.71 0.89 0.46 0. 81
EDUCATICN N 4e 2e He 8. 13. Ttsdr
ECUCATECN SN 0.70 1.05 0.68 0.79 .77
TEACHERS N 6l. 29. 75. 106. 211, TL:JT
REGULL AR N 0.0 l1.11 0.33 .68 0.65 RK=22.5
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 1.05 0. 56 0.91 0.88
TEACHERS N O. 9. 24, 106. 139. 1107
SUPER «1 PRIN, M 0.15 0.83 0.178 0.67 0.171 RK=20.0
& UIRECTARS SD 0.50 V.4l 0.88 0.78 0.6
CCMBINED N 4. 6. 18. 54, B2 TE:JT
REGe & SPEC, M 0.51 0.74 0.38 0.61 0. 55 RK= 8.5
LOUCe TCHRS. S0 0. 10 l1.06 0. 65 V.86 0.81
COCMBINED N 6l. 38 99, 212, 410, il

M Q. 59 0.61 Q. 49 0.60 0.58 RK=10.0
QSIRICT SO 0.13 Ne'24 0.73 0.81 0.79

ERICs1ataLs N 85 55, 136, 308. 584, I ERR

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 100

90, RECRUITING AND COOROINATING THE EFFORTS OF INSTRUCTIONAL
PERSONNEL IN MAJOR CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES.,

COCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=DEVELCOPING CONTEXT=CURR ICUL UM
CISTRICT SIZE

" Y, AT A D oot Al S SR} OO bl S S, AT D A A D s S s

INTER, 104000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION OIST. 25,000+ 244999 99999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 L.00 0.33 1.31 le 12 RK=75.0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.95 0.93
N 0. l. 3. 13. 17. T1:00C747

e S T WD ST, D . Pt el TS S D Y P D U Gl . S i ST s St D TS D A S, D DS BT s B I Sl e D i W= B D i Bl W AP

N 5 2e 3. 9. 19. T137

M 0.0 Ue6? 0. 60 0.85 0.78 RK=2T7.5
PRINCIPALS SD 0.C 0.58 0.70 0.97 0.89

N De 3. 10, 33, 46, T1:2J47
CURRICULUM M 0.C 0.0 Q.50 0.50 0e42 RK=%4,5
CCNSULTANTS SD 0.0C 0.0 0.71 0.76 0.67

N O 2 2e 8 12. TI:0C/JT/SG
SPEECH AND M Q.15 0«40 g.91 0.39 Qe 57 RK=164,5
HEARING SO 0. 89 0e55 0. 70 0«50 0.65
CLINICIANS N He 5e 11. 23, 47, T
SPECIAL M l.63 0.0 Ge 67 0.67 1.06 RK=60,0
EOUCATION SO 0.52 0.0 G.58 lel5 0.85%
CCNSULTANTS N B 2e Ze 3. 16, TI:J7T
DIRECTORS M 1. 50 0.50 1.80 0450 1605 RK=60.5
OF SPECIAL SN 1.CO 0,71 0.45 0.76 0.91
EOUCATICN N 4, 2e 5 8. 19, TL:JT
SPECIAL M C. 72 0.75 0. 74 De75 0.74 RK=29.5%5
ECUCATION SO Ce 92 0.7C 0.84 0.84 0.84
TEACHERS N 6C. 28, T6. 102, 266, TI:JTY
REGUL AR M 0.0 1.00 0.70 0.78 0. 78 RK=3845
ELEMENTARY SD 0.0 o lel2 0,70 0.96 0.93
TEACHERS N O 9. 23, 106, 138. TJrI
SUPER.s PRIN M l. 50 0.67 0.89 0.91 0.91 RK=4545
& DIRECTQRS SO 1.C0 0.52 C.83 0.96 0.91
CCMBINFD N 4, 6. 18, 5% B2. YIJT
RiELG. & SPEC. M Ue 12 0.81 0.173 0.76 De.719 RK=34,.,0
tVLCe TCHKS. S 0,92 0.81 0,81 D.90 0.87
CCMBINED N 60, 37. 99, 208, 404, T{2JdyY

M Q. 81 0.72 de. 76 0.76 0.77 KK=33.5
Q@ STRICT SO Ce92 0.76 0,78 0.89 0.86

ERICsyoTaLs N 85, S4. 136, 305. 580, M7



91.
RESPCASIBILITIES A
LINES UF COMMUNICA

CCMPETENCY OIMENS IONS?

-y W RS I i} P S AT G W A TPl D 0 il T S Sy A P I W e

TABLE 101
NO FUNCTIONS,
TION) .
FUNCTION=EVALUATING
DISTRICT SIZE

CONTEXT=COMM,

154

INTERPRETING THE STRUCTURE OF THE SCHQOL DISTRUCT (JOB
LINES OF AUTHORITY,

POWER STRUCTURE:

PRCCESSES

RK=9%.0
T1:J1/S6
RK=496.0
TrLeJTY

RK=95.5
T1:JT1/S6
RK=96.0
TLH 47y

RK=79.0
THaJT

RK=72.0
TiHeuT

RK=710.0
T1:JT1/S6

RK=91.5

RK=99,5
TI:247

RK=99,0

:Jr

RK=97.0

INTER. 109000~ 54000~ ROW
POSITION DIST. 25,000+ 2449999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN~ v 0.0 1.00 0.67 l1.85 1.59
DENTS SD 0.0 0.0 1.15 1.28 1.28
N 0. l. 3. 13, 17.
! M 1.20 3.00 1.00 1.67 1558
PSYCHULOGISTS SO 1.10 1.41 1.00 lo41 1.30
! N 5. 2. 3. 9. 19.
M 0.0 1.67 1.30 152 1.48
PRINCIPALS SL 0.0 0.58 l.16 1.33 l.24
N Ce. 3. 10, 33, 46,
CURRICULUM M 0.0 1.00 1.CO 1.00 1.00
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 le4l l.41 0.76 0.8%
N C. 2e 2e 8. 12,
SPEECH AND M 1.88 0.60 1.82 0.91 1.26
HEARING SD le 26 0.89 1.40 1.08 l.26
CLINICIANS N 8 Se 11, 23, 41.
SPECIAL M 1.50 1.0C 1.C0 0.33 1.13
EOUCATICN SD 1.07 le4l  1.00 Q.58 1.02
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3. 16
UDJRECTORS M 1¢75 3.50 3.40 1.25 2:.16
UF SPECIAL N 0.50 0.71 0. 89 1.49 le 46
EDUCATICN N 4. 2 Se 8. 19.
SPECIAL M 1,18 1,21 1.38  1.36 1.3l |
EDUCATION SN 1. 23 lel5 1.40 1.18 1.25
TEACHERS ] 61l 29. T6e 106. 272,
R EGUL AR M 0.0 le44 1.25 1.70 1.60
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 1,13 1.19 1.30 1,27
Tt ACHERS N 0. 9. 24. 106. 139,
SUPER s PRIN, M le 15 2.17 1.78 1.56 l. 66
& DIRECTORS SL 0.50 L.17 1.48 1.33 1.32
CCMAINE D N 4, 6. 1 8. 54, R2.
Kite & SPEC. M l1.18 1.26 1.35 1.%3 10‘11
C{.MHIMC N 61. 38. 100. Zlé. Ifllo
o Mo 1030 135 1.42  l.47  L.42
lERJKjSlR[CT SO 1. 20 l1.19 1.35 1.25 l.26
e B (0 TALS N 86, 55 ¢ 137, 309. 587,

11347



155
TABLE 102

92. IDENTIFYING SCHCOL POLICIES IN NEED OF REVISION TO ALLOW GREATER
TEACHER PARTICIPATICN IN DECISION-MAKING ON CURR{CULUM

PRACTICES.
CCMPETENCY CIMENSIONS: FUNCTYION=EVALUATING CONTEXT=SUPP . SYSTEMS
DISTRICY SIZE
INTER. 10,000- 5,000~ RQOW
PCSITICN ‘ DIST. 25,0004 249999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN~ M ¢.0 0.0 O« 67 2.15 l. 76 RK=99,0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 1.15 1el4 1.30
N 0. . O 3. 13. 17. T1:JT/56
H 0.60 1.50 1‘00 loll looo RK=5;.5
PSYCHCLOGISTS SO 0e55 0.71 1.00 0.60 0. 67
N S 2.° 3. 9, 19. TI 2JY
M 0.0 le33 1.00 1.18 l.l‘i RK=80.,0
PRINCIPALS S 0.0 0.58 0. 82 1.10 - {.01
. N O. 3. 10. 33, 46, “T1 201756
CURRICULUM M 0.0 050 0.50 0.50 0. 50 RK=6545
CCNSULTANTS 50 0.0 0.71 0.71 0.76 0.67
N Qe 2. 2e 8 12. T1sJ7
SPEECH AND M 1. 50 0.80 le18 O.74 U.93 RK=53.%
HEARING SD 1. 41 0.84 0.98 0.96 l. 05
CLINICIANS N 8. Se 11, 23. 417, T14J7
SPECIAL ' M 1.50 O.50 0.67 1.00 1.13 RK=72.0
EGUCATION SU 0. 76 De71 0.58 1,00 Oe 81
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2 3. 3. l6. TL2JY
DIRECTORS ¥ 1e50 1,00 3.20 0.88 1.63 RK =98, 0
NF SPEC TAL SD 1. 00 le4l 0. 84 1.25 le42
ECUCATION N 4 2 5. 8. 19. RN
SPECIAL M 097 V.76 0.95 0.63 0. 81 RK=41le 5
ECUCATICN SD l1.C6 0.87 l.05 0.80 0«95
TEACHERS N 6l. 29 75. 106. 271. 1247
ELEMENT ARY SO 0.0 1.00 0.73 0.90 0. 83
TEACHERS N 0. 9, 23. 106. 138. TLJT
SUPER s PRIN M 1.50 1.90 ls 56 1«37 1l.39 RK=96.0
& DIRECTORS S0 1. 00 0.89 le 34 1.20 l1.19
COMRBINED N 4. 6. 18. 54, H2. 11307756
Rte & SPEC . v O Y17 Ne82 Oe B4 0.70 U148 RK=37.0
LoUCe TCHRS. Sh 1.6 0.90 l. CO 0.85 0.9}
LOMUINt D A 51. 38, 98. 212 409, :ar
Q M teC? 0.84 0.96 0.83 0. 90 KK=%1e 5
RJ(ﬂSTRICT SO 1.C6 D.86 l. 06 .25 G.99
e JB TUTALS N 86. 55 . 135. 309. 585, TizJr
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TABLE 103
93, DEVELOPING PROCEDURES WHICH ALLOW FOR TEACHER PARTICIPATION IN
_DECISIONS REGARDING MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT ACQUISITION,
DEVELOPMENY OF CURRICULUM, AND IN-SERVICE.
COMPETENCY GCIMENSIONS: FUNCT{ON=DEVELOP ING CONTEXT=COMM. PROCESSES

DISTRICT SIZE

S O A D S T W . A S T T G D S L T S DAt M s D

INTER . 10,000- 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 24,999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPER INTEN- M 0.0 0.0 0.33 le23 1.00 RK=55,.5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.93 0.94
N 0. i. 3. 13. 17, TI:C/IT/SG
M 1.00 1.50 1.00 l1.00 -1.05 . RK=58,5
PSYCHULOGISTS SD Oe 71 0.71 1.00 0.71 0.71
N Se 2 3. 9, 19. TI:dT
M 0.0 1.00 0,90 0.76 0.80 RK=30.5
PRINCIPALS SC 0.0 0.0 0.74 0.75 0.72
N 0. 3. 10. 13, 46, Ti:J71
CONSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.35 0.39
N Ce 2e 2e Be l12. TI:0NC/ 47
HEARING SO le4l 1.22 0.75 0.79 0.98
CLINICIANS N 8. 5 11, 23. 47, T1eJdT
SPECIAL M  1.13 0.0 0.33 0433  0.69 RK=264 5
EOUCATION SL 0. 64 0.0 0.58 0.58 0.70
DIRECTORS M 0.75 0.50 2460 0.13 0¢95 RK=93,5
0F SPECIAL SD 0.96 0.71 0.89 0.35 1.22
EOQUCATICN. N 4. 2. 5 B 19. TI:0C/JIT7/S56
SPECIAL M 0.49 052 0.170 0.48 0.5% RK=12.0
EOQUCATICN SO Ce 85 0.613 1.07 0.83 0.89
TEACHERS N 6l. 29. 16, 106. 272, TI:07
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.56 0. 38 0.70 0.63 RK=19.0
ELENMENTARY SD 0.0 0.73 0.58 J.99 0.92
TEACHERS N Q. 9. 24. 106, 139. TI:JT
SUPER.'PR!N. M 0.75 D.67 1.?8 V.78 0.88 RK=38.,0
CCMBINFL N 4. 6. 18. 54 . 82, Tt :JT
Kloe & SPEC, M Oe 49 0.53 C.bZ Je 59 e HH RK=12,0
tOUCe TCHRS . S0 V.85 0.65 G.98 0.92 0.90
COMBINED N 51. 38. 100. 212, 411, T1:47
Q M 0.67 0.58 0.72 0.61 0. 64% RK=17.0
FRICISTRICT SO C.93  0.71 0.99 0.88  0.90
e B TU FALS ] 86. 55, 137, 309. 587. TIJT
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TABLE 104
94. OBTAINING SUPPORT SERVICES FOR TEACHERS ENGAGED IN CURRICULUM
DEVELOPMENY ACTIVITIES (E.Ge» RELEASED TIME, SECRFETARIAL
SERVICESy RESOURCE MATERIAL3Sy ETCe) e
CCMFETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTIGN=SERV. AS LIAIS.CONTEXT=SUPP., SYSTEMS

DISTRICT SI1ZE

L (Y YWD D SIS P G B S A G SO VD ) T D PP A B D e VD US>

INTER. 1CyCO0- 5,000~ KOHW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 249999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.33 1.77 led? RK=94, 0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.83 0.94
N 0. 1. 3. 13. 17. T1:47/56

D o N ot i T SR S GBS Yy T D - S " — AT VD AP Ao . TS AL A S S Nl A P . . s B D A s DA Sttt D e D

N 5. 2. 3. e 19. TI:2JT

M 0.0 1.00 0.70 0.91 0.87 RK=4060
PRINCIPALS S0 0.0 0.0 0.67 0.78 0.73

N C. 3. 10. 32. 45, 11307
CURRICULUM L 0g.C 0.50 0.50 0.25 0.33 RK=39,Q
CCNSULTANTS SO g.0 0.71 0.1 Oe4b 0649

N 0. 2e 2. 8. 12. TI:J7/S6
SPEECH AND M l.63 1.00 1.09 065 0.96 RK=51.9
HEARING SO ledl 0.71 1.38 0.93 1. 14 '
CLINICIANS N 8. 5. 11. 23. 41, TL:d7
SPECIAL M le 29 0.50 1.00 0467 1.00 RK=5205
EDUCATIOUN SD 0. 76 0.71 1. 00 1.15 0. 85
CUNSULTANTS N 1. 2. 3. 3. 15, YI:J7
DIRECTORS M 0.50 1.00 2. 60 0.75 1. 21 RK=7T7.0
OF SPEC[AL SO 0058 0.0 0.89 lolb 1023'
ECUCATION N 4, 2e Se 3. 19, THedry
EBUCATION SO 0.96 0.80 Ce 94 ND.,93 0.92
TEACHERS N 60. 29 . 76, 106, 271, TI1 2 J7Y
ELEMENTARY SO 0.C 1.05 0.79 l.14 l1.C8
TEACHEKS N Ce 9, 24, 106. 139. T13J7
SUPER .y PRIN, M 0.50 1.00 l.17 1.09 l.07 RK=70.0
& DIRECTORS SD 0.58 0.0 1.19 0.93 0.93
CUMBINED N 4, 6. 18, 53, 81, TisdT
Rttt « & SPEC. M Q.18 0.84 0.70 .83 0.79 RK=33.9
f1Ce TCHRS,. SO 0,96 0s86 0.90 1.04 0.98
CLMEINED N 60, 38. 100. 212, 410, TIJTY

- - . S et e s U D W . g s S S G = S - D N iy P O s . ol U o s S D At W B P o A Y b oA ot A s e A i

| 0.9:‘ 0.89 0080 0085 0.85 RK‘-"oZ.b
E ‘llC TRICT SO 0499 0.79 C.98 1.00 0.97
ERIC N 84,  55. 137. 308. 584.  TL:JT




158
FTABLE 105

95. DEVELOPING SITUATIONS (E.G.+ INDIVIOUAL CONFERENCESe STAFF MEET INGS:
WHICH ENHANCE COMMUNICATION IN CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES.

CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=OEVELCPING CONTEXT=CUMMs PROCESSES

DISTRICT SIZE

- A Wi D P By A N D P T VDB D Sl s P iy T D = D P s et s

INTER, 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION 01STe 25,000+ 24,999 9,999 YTOTALS
SUPER INTEN- M 0.C 0.0 0033 131 1.06 RK=613,5
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.85 0. 90
N 0. l. 3. 13, 17, T13JT/SG

. - —— Y ——— — — . W ity T D s U i WD P At P G A S s . N . D S i Oy O T D e Al A s D A B s GO

M 0.40 l.50 1.33 0.78 0.84 RK=41,0
PSYCHULOGISTS SO 0.55 0.71 0.58 0.44 0.60

N 5e 2e 3. 9, 19, TL:JdT/SG

M 0.0 1.00 0060 0.91 0.85. RK=36.0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.0 0.52 .84 0.76

N C. 3. 10. 33, 46. T1:d7Y
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.50 .13 N0.17 RK=16.90
CONSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.35 039

N Q. 2. 2 Be 12. TI:J7T
SPEECH AND M 1. 00 1.40 1. 00 0.35 0. 72 RK=24.5
HEARING SO l.41 0.55 0.89 0.49 0.88
CLINICEANS N Be Se 11. 23, 47. T1:dT
SPECIAL ¥ 1.00 0.0 0,67 0.67 0.7% RK=31.5
EQUCATIUN SO 0.63. Jg.0 0.58 lels ' 0.86
CONSULTANTS . N 8e 20 3. 3. 16, T1:Jd7
DIRECTORS M 0. 50 0.50 2.20 0.63 1.00 RK=z5645
OF SPECIAL SO Q.58 0.71 0.84 1.06 1.11 »
EDUCATICN N 4 2. Se 8. 19, f1:J7
SPECLAL M 0.80 0.79 0.72 0.61 0.70 RK=24.5
ECUCATION SO 0.90 0.82 0.96 0.78 0.86
TEACHERS N 60. 29. 16 106, 271, T1¢d7
REGUL AR [ 0.0 N.78 0. 61 0,85 0.80 RK=40,0
ELENENTARY SD 0.0 0.83 0.66 0.88 0. 8%
TEACHERS N O. 9. © 23, 106 138. TisJT
SUPE“.'PR(N. M 0.50 0.67 1.00 0.96 0093 RK:z48.5
& DIRECTORS SN 0.58 0.52 0.97 0.89 0.87
CCMBINED N 4 6 18. 54, 82. T1sJT
REG. & SPEC. M  0.80 0,79 C.70 0,73 0,74 RK=33,0
EUUC., TLHRS,. SD U 90 0.81 G.90 0.84 0.86
CCMBINED N 6Coe 38. 99, 212. 409. T1s47T

- — ) ——D — U A T W W By A i, o S D Sl D DD L T D Sl S Pt U N D U Sy DD i D WD U D G D e UMD s o D P N e Ay s M

M 0.80 0.80 0.77 0.73 0.76 RK=32.0
O SIRICT SO 0.92 0.78 0.89 0.82 0.85
ERIChtoraLs N 85. 55. 136,  309. 58S, Th:dT

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 106
96+ IDENTIFYING NATURE AND EXTENT OF INTERACTION AMONG EDUC AT IONAL
PERSONNEL .
CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=EVALUAT ING CONTEXT=(COMM. PRUCESSES
DISTRICTY SIZE
INTER, - 10,4000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0. 67 1.23 l.12 RK=7540
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 .15 0.83 0.86
N 0. l. P 13. 17. T1:S6

- — T G PO W D S St D A B, S e N WD i o T s D it e . VD BB SO T S s W . D D S o D WD P k. D in T e AN i " WO

M 1. 20 2.50 2,00 1.33 le 53 RK=94,0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SD (CeB8& 0.71 1. 73 1.32 1622

N S5e 2 3, 9. 19. TH:JT/56

M 0.0 1.617 1. 20 1.55 le. 48 RK=95,5
PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 0.58 0.79 1,23 1.11

N O. 3. 10. 33, 46, TI1:JT1/S6
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 1.00 0.86 0.73 RK=94,0
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 1,41 0.69 0.79

N Ce. 2. 2 Te 1. TE:0C/JT/S6
HEARING SO l. 16 1.00 1.17 1.05 1.10
CLINICILANS N 8. 5e 11, 23. 417, TI:JT
SPECIAL v 1.63 1.50 133 1400  le4s RK=91, 5
EDUCATION SO Ce 52 0.71 1.15 1.00 V.73
CCNSULTANTS N Be 2 3. 3. 16, frJdr
NDIRECTORS M 0. 50 2.00 2480 1.13 le 53 RK=94,0
OF SPECIAL SD 0.58 0.0 0.84% 136 1.31
EQUCATICN N be 2 S Be 19. T1:3JT/56
SPeClAL M 1423 1.24 1.58 le28 l. 35 RK=73.5
FEUCATION SN 1. 06 095 1,20 1.11 1o 12
TEACHERS ! 60. 29, 76, 106 271, T{:S6
REGULAM M 0.0 1067 1.0‘9 10‘93 1338 RK=93,0
ELEMENTARY SO 0.0 1.58 0. 88 1.09 110
TEACHERS N 0. 9, 23. 105. 137, J1:u7
SUPER.,FR!N. y 0.50 ' 1.67 1056 1.4[ ll‘il RK=98.0
& v IRECTORS SD 0.58 0.52 1.15 1.16 lell
CCMRINED N b ba 18. 5% o A2. FLaJ7/56
KtGe b SPEC. M 1623 1e34 1445 1436 1e36 RK=93,0
tOUC, TCHRS., Sh 1. 06 1o12 1.15 1.10 111
CCMHINED N 6C. i8. 949, 211. 4048, TI1:2J1/SG

M 1.28 1.35 1+ %50 1634 1.37 RK=94,0
G°STRICT SN 1.02 1.06 1.15 1.10 l1.10

[]{U:BTUTALS N 85. 55. 136. 307. 583. T1:J71/56G

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 107
97. ASSESSING HIS OWN KNOWLEUGE AND SKILLSy) l.€.y SELF-APPRAISAL.
CCMFPETENCY OIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=EVALUATING CONTEXT=COMM. PROCESSES
OISTRICT SIZE

INTER. 10,000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DIST. 25,0004 249999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN~ - M 0.0 1.00 0.0 0.62 0.53 RK=11.0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 l.19 1.07
N 0. l. 3. 13, 17. 11356

A U Ay D sl U Ve it S . SO T AT A iy A D AU el A S-S S D GO B ot Ul D A e NN ) gy A D Y s WD S e

M 0.20 0.50 0.0 0.33 0e 26 RK= 5,5
PSYCHCLGGISTS SO 0.45 0.71 0.0 0.71 0.56

N Se 2 3. 9, 19. T1:56
| M 0.0 0,33 0420 0461 0450 RK= 7.5
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 Q.42 0.83 0.75
N 0. 3. 10. 33, 46 TL:S6
CUKRRICULUM vy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.13 06038 RK= 9,0
CCNSULTANTS SN 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.35% 0.29
N Ce 2e 24 8. 12, TL:nC/SG6
SPEECH AND M 0.25 0.0 0.45 0.22 0.26 RK= 445
HEARING SO 0. 46 N.0 1.04 Q4?2 0.61
CLINICIANS N 8. Se 11. 23, 47, TL:SG
SPECIAL M C.75 0.0 C.0 0.33 0. 44 RK= 7.0
EDUCATICN SO 0.71 0.0 0.0 0.58 0.63
CCANSULTANTS N 8, 2. 3. 3. 16, T1:5G
DIREC TORS M 025 0.0 120 0.13 0e.42 RK= Be%
OF SPECIAL SD 0. 50 0.0 1. 30 0.35 0. 84
EDUCATION N 4, 24 Se B 19, TI:56
SPECIAL ¥ 0.€2 0445 0. 59 0«69 0.62 RK=1640
FOUCATICGN S1 0.85 0.74 1.00 0.9% - 0.92
TEACHERS ’ N 60. 29. 76. 1060 2710 TI:SG
REGULL AR M 0.0 0.33 0.48 0.62 0.58 RK=12.Q
ELEVMENTARY SD 0.0 0.71 0. 85 1.02 0.98
TEACHERS N 0. 9 23, 105, 137, Tf:SG
SUPER «y PRIN. M 0425 0433  0.44 0.54 0,49 RK= R.0
& DIRECTORS SO 0.50 0.52 0,86 0.88 0.84
CCMBINED N 4e 64 18. 54, 82, T1:SG
REGS & SPEC, M 0.62 0042 0057 0065 Q.61 RK=1445
t0UC. TCHRS. SO C. 85 0.72 Q.96 0.98 0¢94
COMEINED N 6Ce 38, 39, 211. 408, T1:S6
M 0,55 0.35 0051 0,51 0.53 RK= 9,0
JISIRICT SD 0.178 V.64 0,93 0.92 0.88
ij“fUTALS N 85, 55 136, 308. 584, T1:S6




161

TABLE 108
98. EVALUATING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF HIS INTERACTION WITH OISTRICT
PERSCANEL.
CCMPETENCY DIMENSIONS: FUNCTION=EVALUATING CONTEXT=COMM. PRUCESSES
CISTRICT SIZE

INTER. 10+000- 5,000~ ROMW

PCSITION DIST. 259000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.0 0.717 0. 65 RK=22,0

DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 lL.17 1.06

N O0e 1. 3. 13, 17 - TI:3:$6

4 0. 20 0.50 0.0 0.1 0., 16 RK= 2,0
PSYCHCLOGISTS SO De 45 071 0.0 0.33 0.37
N 5. 24 3. 9. 19. T1:S6

- e e D WO Y G TN G WP T D GE TS W AD ST W G P D AT M G O AR i G O, T U > D AT S T D P T . T D S G O

M 0.0 0.33 0,70 0.82 0076 RK=24.5

PRINCIPALS SD 0.0 0,58 0.82 1.01 0.95

N 0o 3, 10. 33, 46. T12S6
C URRICULUM M 0.0 0,50 0.0 0.13  0.17 RK=164 0
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.7l 0.0 0.35 0.39

N 0. 2. 2. 8. 12, TL:S6
SPEECH AND M 0.43 0.0 0.60 0430 0436 RK= B840
HEARING SO 0s53 040 1.07 0.63 0.7l
CLINICIANS N Te Se 10, 23, 45, TI:56
SPECIAL M 0,50 1400 0,67 0e33 0,56 RK=17.0
EDUCATICN SO Ce76 1le4l 0.58 0.58 0,73
CCNSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3, 3, 16. T1:SG
D IRECTORS M 0,0 0.0 1,80 0.88  0.84 RK =434, 0
OF SPECIA. SD 0.0 0e0 1e79 1le46 1,42
EDUCATION N 4, 2. 5 8. 19, T1:s6
SPECIAL M 0s70 0s79 0.58 0.73 0.69 RK=23.0
EDUCATICN SD 1,00 1408 0493 0.91 0.95
TEACHERS N 60, 29, 76. 106. 27l TI:SG
REGUL AR M 0.0 0.33 0.58 Q.77 0.71 RK =284 5
ELEMENTARY SD 0.0 0.71 0493 0.96 0.94
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24, 106 139, T13S6
SUPER 49 PRIN. N 0.0 0033 0.89 0.81 0.76 RK=27.0
& DIRECTORS SO 0.0 0e52 1623 1,10 1.08
COMBINED A 4. 6o 18. 54 4 82, T1:SG
RCGe & SPEC . M 0,70 0.68 0658 0o75 070  RK=25¢5 .
EDUC. TCHRS., SO 1,00  1e02 0e92 0e93  0.95
CCMBINED N 60, 38, 10C. 212. 410. T1:sG

M 0,60 0,58 0.60 0.69 0,65 RK=19,0
G STRICT SO 0.91 0492 0.96 0.94 0.93
FRICSTOTALS N 84, 55. 136, 309. 584 T1:56

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 109
99. SERVING AS A LEADER (PROV!DING DIRECTYION) IN CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITIES.
COMPETENCY DIMENS IONS: FUNCTION=DEVELOP ING CONTEXT=CURR ICUL UM
DISTRICT SIZE
INTER. 104000~ 5,000~ ROW
PCSITION DiST. 25,000+ 244999 9v999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.23 0.18 RK= 1.0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.60 0.53
N . | 3. i3. 17, T1:0C/JT/S6

- — WS o D - —— A . I - —— A A - T D Gp— WAV Syt VD —— - S S S WD Sl P S A D -G i it TG S 2y W

M 0,0 0.50 0.0 O.11 0.11 RK= 1,0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SD 0.0 0.71 0.0 0.33 0.32

N S5e 2 3. 3. 19. T1:JT/56

M 0.0 0.0 0. 30 0445 0.39 RK= 3,0
PRINCIPALS SO 0.0 0.0 0.48 0.79 0.71

A 0. 3. 10, 33, 46 TIs4T
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0s25 0,17 RK=16.0
CCNSULTANTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.46 0.39

N (¢ 2. 2 8. 12, TI:0C/J4T/S6
SPEECH AND M 0. 13 0.0 0.55 0.09 0.19 RK= 1.0
HEARING SO 0.35 Q.0 0.69 0.29 0. 45
CLINICILANS N 8e 5 11, 23 47, TI:JT/SG
SPECIAL M 0.50 0.0 0.33 0.67 0. 44 RK= 740
EOUCATIGN SO 0.53 0.0 0.58 115 0.63
CCONSULTANTS N 8. 2. 3. 3. 16, TL2JdT/5SG
DIRECTORS M 0.0 0.0 1. 00 0.38 0.42 RK= 8.5
OF SPECIAL SO 0.0 0.0 0.71 1.06 0.84
EDUCATION N 4. 2. 5 B 19. T130C/JT/56
SPECIAL M 0.32 0.34 0.36 0.41 Q.37 RK= 4,0
EDUCATION SD Qe €5 0.55 0.69 0.70 0.617
YTEACHERS N 60, 29. 716, 105. 270, TEIJIT/S6
REGULAR M 0.0 0,22 Ge25 0.l 0.37 RK= 5,0
ELEMENTARY S0 0.0 0.67 0.68 0477 0474
TEACHERS N 0. 9. 24. 106. 139, T[T
SUPER.'PRIN. M 0.0 0.0 O.4%% 0.39 0.35 RK= 3,0
& OIRECTORS SO 0.0 0.0 0.62 0.79 0.71
CCMBINED N 4e 64 18, 54 82. TE:4T/S6
REGs & SPEC, M 0,322 Ge32 0. 33 0,41 0.37 RK= 440
EDUCe TCHRS. SC 0.65% 0.57 0.68 0.73 0,69
CONMBINED N 60, 38. 100, 211, 409, T1:J7/56

. —— - o T S o ot Tl D s A . D Sl A D . D D . s s A D s Vs i . D D T s D Al il A s B D, D it D gt WD Nl D A A s it

4 0.28 0.24 0.35 0.37 0.34 RK= 4.0
E (:lSTRICT SD 0. %9 0.51 0. 66 0.71 0.567
R& “UBTQTALS N 85. 55 137. 308, 585, T1:47/56
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TABLE 110

100, CONVERTING INFORMATICN OBTAINED FROM PROFESSIONAL LITERATURE
AND CONFERENCES INTO INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES.

CCMPETENCY CIMEANS IONS: FUNCTION=DEVELOP ING CONTEXT=INSTRUCTION
DISTRICT SIZE

N M Sy P LS P W CTD S S G EDANTD A S . N . SN - S

INTER. 104000~ 5,000~ RCwW
PCSITION DIST. 25,000+ 244999 9,999 TOTALS
SUPERINTEN- M 0.0 1.00 0.0 0.85 0.71 RK=30.0
DENTS SO 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.21 1.10
N 0. 1. 3. 13. 17. T1:0C/JT/SG

. A G —— ——— ——— VI . - D —— A S T T D S O, DT A D . S S D Bl et Uy D S oy T, W . A (i AP D SRS wpv, SHD Y

M 0.40 2.00 1.33 0.56 0.79 RK=36.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS SO 0.55 0.0 0.58 0.53 0.71

N 5. 2. 3. 1 19. TIJT

M 0.0 0.67 0.60 0.82 0.76 RK=24.5
PRINCEIPALS SO 0.0 0.58 G.70 0.85 0.79

N O. 3. 10. 33, 46, T1:07/56G
CURRICULUM M 0.0 0.0 0.50 0.50 0442 RK=54,5
CONSULTANTS SD 0.0 0.0 0.71 0.53 0.51

N G 2 24 8. 12. TL:0C/7JT/S6
SPEECH AND M 1. 00 0s6C Ce55 0.65 0. 68 RK=20.0
HEARING SO 1.07 0.55 0.82 0.71 0.78
CLINICIANS N 8. Se 11. 23. 47. TI:0C/JT
SPECIAL M 0.5 0.50 0.33 0.0 0. 50 RK=11.5
EQUCATION SO Q.71 0.71 0.58 0.0 0.63
CCNSULTANTS N Be 2a 3. 3. 16. TI:0C/747
DIRECTORS M Q.25 050 0. 80 0.75 0.63 RK=23.0
OF SPECIAL SO 0.50 .71 0.45 1.04 0.76
EDUCATION N 4, 2. 5e 8. 19, TL:0C/JT/SG
SPECIAL M 0.68 Q.66 Q.75 0.84 Q.76 RK=34,5
EJUCATION SD 0.77 0.86 0.91 0.98 0.90
TEACHERS N 60, 29. T6. 105, 270, 113207
REGUL AR M Q.0 0.44 0. 38 0.75 0. 67 RK=2%.,0
ELEMENT ARY SD 0.0 0.53 0.58 0.92 0. 86
TEACHERS N Ge 9. 264, 106, 139. TI:JY
SUPER«y PRIN. M 0,25 0.617 0.56 0.81 0.72 RK=22.0
& DIRECTORS SD 0.50 0.52 0.62 0.956 0. 85
CCMBINEL N 4, 6. 18. 54, 82, T1:dT7/756

— A A A - T WD PP AN G S, A A W P VA B Y . N T e VD DD s D G B s Ay A W U V> D S TS D s Nl T D e WD D S > P W i

REG. & SPEC. M C. 68 0.61 0.66 0.80 0. 73 RK=30.0
E0UC. TCHRS., SD 0.7 0.79 0.86 0.95 0.89
N

CCMBINLEDOD 6Q. 38, 100, 211, 409, T1:47
Q , v 0.68 0.64 0. 6% 0.77 0.71 RK=27.5
l{U:SYRICf SC Q.17 0.75 0. 81 0.92 0. 86

18TOTALS N 85, 55. 137. 308, 585. (1247
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Teachers {Regular and Special Education) / Administrators .
(Sgger;ntendents, Principals, and Directors of Special Edu-
cation

Teachers / Curriculum Consultants
Admintistrators / Curriculum Consultants
Curriculum Consultants / Special Education Consultants

Table 111 reports the comgetency {tems and ¢ values on which signi-
ficant differences were found between groups. To conserve space the ¢-
test results which were nonsignificant at the .05 level are not reported.
Sig?1f1cant differences were observed between two groups on 28 competen-
cy items.

Nineteen of those observed differences occurred in the comparison of
rankings between administrators and teachers: the competency items rated
significantly more important by teachers involved competencieés instruc-
tional in nature, e.g., they pertained to the selection and evaluation of
materials, teacher participation in curriculum development, and acqui-
sition of support services. Administrators, however, rated as more impor-
tant items which dealt with curriculum change, policies, planning and
assessing teacher performance. These differences become important in
the process of designing training programs to prepare individuals to
function in roles where expectations on performance vary. For example,
in the case of a curriculum consultant, attention must be given to devel-
oping those skills which enhance the teacher's effectiveness in the class-
room while attending to those functions perceived by administrators as
jmportant. An individual's success is influenced by the degree to which
he is viewed as fulfilling his assigned function. A curricutum consul-
tant for exceptional children must work with a variety of school per-
sonnel. Unless the views of his role held by other personnel in the
school setting are considered in preparing him for his role, his ef-
fectiveness probably will be severely inhibited.

Investigation of situational variables which might alter the ex-
pectations of the role of the curriculum consultant will yield informa-
tion for module development and program operation. For example, build-
ing principals and classroom teachers may vary in their perceptions of
what a curriculum consultant should do depending on the number of spe-
cial education classes in the school. Table 112 presents importance ra-
tings on the 100 competency statements as the principals and teachers
varied on the special class variable.

In the designing of modules, as well as in the structuring of a
training model, efficiency in the acquisition of a competency s an im-
portant factor. In other words, some skills are best learned in an ac-
tual work setting in which all facets of the problem are real and the
person 1s held accountable for his decisions. Some other skills may
be taught equally well through a didactic presentation or through individ-
ually programmed instruction. Sti11 other skills depend on personality
traits and are less subject to change. In a training program it becomes
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Special Education Consultants (3.559)

Table 111
Sub- Sagglieggmgarisons on Individual Competency
nts Using Transformed Scores*
-;;em - R o
No. [Sub-Sample (Importance Mean)/Sub~Sample (Importance Mean) t-value
1 [Teachers (3.661) / Administrators (3.473)%* 1.98
2 |Curriculum Consultants (3.642) / 2.09
Spectal Education Consultants (3.246)
3 [Curriculum Consultants (3.559) / 3.01
Special Education Consultants (3.121)
6 [Curriculum Consultants (3.892) / 2.25
Special Education Consultants (3. 434)
11 |Teachers (3.779) / Administrators. (3.559) 2.24
12 |Teachers (4.070) / Administrators (3.769) 2.82
15 [Curriculum Consultants (4.226) / Teachers (3.711) 2.10
15 |Administrators (3.930) / Teachers (3.711) 2.14
18 |Teachers (3.661) / Administrators (3.473) 2.23
29 |Teachers (4.128) / Administrators (3.923) 2.11
33 |Teachers (4.769) / Administrators (4.219) 3.8
37 |Teachers (4.668) / Administrators (4.416) 2.00
39 |[Teachers (3.860) / Administrators (3.614) 2.64
42 |Teachers (4.349) / Administrators (4.034) 2.35
44 {Teachers (4.392) / Administrators (4.120) 2.35
45 |[Teachers (4.553) / Administrators (4.268) 2.07
55 |Administrators (4.180) / Teachers (3.964) 2.05
59 [Curriculum Consultants (4.142) / Teachers (3.650) 2.39
60 JAdministrators (4.287) / Teachers (4.038) 2.56
64 |Curriculum Consultants (3.976) / 2.14
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Table 111 (Continued)

Sub-Sample Comparisons on Individual Competency
Statements Using Transformed Scores*

Item -1
No. |Sub-Sample (Importance Mean)/Sub-Sample (Importance Mean) t-value
72 |Teachers (4.063) / Curriculum Consultants (3.559)%* 2.09
72 |Administrators (4.119) / Curriculum Consultants (3.559) 2.24
82 |Administrators (4.131) / Teachers (3.836) 3.22
88 {Administrators (3.960) / Teachers (3.665) 3.12
92 |Administrators (4.448) / Teachers (3.891) 5.54
93 |Administrators (3.936) / Teachers (3.680) 2.80
94 |Administrators (4.134) / Teachers (3.894) 2.27

100 [Curriculum Consultants (3.976) / 2,20

Special Education Consultants (3.559)

* A1l tabulated comparisons were significant at the .05 level of
probability.

** This analysis was based on transformed rather than original data. The
transformation was applied to take into consideration the relative impor-
tance placed on an item by a respondent in comparison to the rating given
to all other items by the same respondent. The purpose of the transfor-
mation was to minimize the variations which might have occurred regarding
the interpretations of what was meant by degrees of importance by the
respondents. The transformation did not alter the rank ordering.

Procedures followed in the transformation were:

(1) The mean rating of each subject over all items was determined.
For example, if a subject rated 50 items "0" and 50 items "1", his mean
rating would be 0.5.

?2) The mean rating was then subtracted from the rating allocated
by the subject to each individual item. Using the example offered in (1),
items rated "0" would be transformed to -0.5 aad items rated "1" would
be transformed to 0.5.

(3) To eliminate negative scores in the transformed data, a constant
of 4 was added to each score. Thus the transformed scores in (2) would
become 3.5 and 4.5 respectively. Those transformed scores below 4 in
value reflect ratings more important than the mean and those transformed
scores above 4 are of lesser importance.
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Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEMaEEMBER Number o;iépecial Clagses in Building
Poaition None _ ___One Two or more |[Total school
ITEM NO. |
Principals M 0.19 0.69 0.44 0.0
SD 0.40 0.95 0.81 0.0
N 16 13 16 |
Special Education M 0.43 0.55 0.88
Teachers SD 0.69 0.73 1.1
N 70 156 26
Regular Elementary M 0.92 0.56 0.47
Teachers SO 1.28 0.86 0.75
N 38 34 53
ITEM NO. 2 |
Principals M 0.44 0.69 0.38 0.0
SD 0.63 0.85 0.62 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.39 0.32 0.41
Teachers SD 0.77 0.67 0.84
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 0.47 0.34 0.13
Teachers - SD 0.98 0.59 0.34
N 38 35 53
ITEM NO. 3
Principals M 0.63 0.38 0.50 1.00
Sb 0.72 0.65 1.03 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.25 0.32 0.48
Teachers SD 0.69 0.63 0.75
N 69 156 27
Regular Elementary M 0.53 0.23 0.16
Teachers D 1.06 0.49 0.42
N 38 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

/}TﬁﬂaﬁgMBER Number of SpéZIQI Classes in Building
" Position None One Two or more [Total school
ITEM NO. 4
Principals M 0.53 0.54 0.31 0.0
SD 1.13 0.88 0.60 0.0
N 15 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.30 0.19 0.22
Teachers SD 0.85 0.47 0.42
N n 156 27
Regular Elementary M 0.50 0.20 0.05
Teachers SD 1.06 0.41 0.23
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 5
Principals M 0.44 0.54 0.50 1.00
SD 0.51 0.66 0.73 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.61 0.45 0.62
Teachers SD 0.89 0.69 0.64
N 70 155 26
Regular Elementary M 0.61 0.49 0.20
Teachers SD 1.00 0.6 0.4
N 38 35 54
M 1.25 1.54 1.44 1.00
SD 0.68 0.78 1.03 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Educati\ M 1.28 1.14 1.59
Teachers SD 1.04 0.85 1.15
N n 156 27
Regular Elementary M .58 1.57 1.07
SO 1.03 1.01 0.90
N 38 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

=== — " __

ITE“aﬁg“BER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 7 .
Principals : M 0.94 ' 0.92 1.06 2.00
SD 1.12 0.86 1.06 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.96 0.76 1.22
Teachers SD 1.12 0.93 1.12
N 70 163 27
Regular Elementary M 1.16 1.21 0.64
Teachers SD 1.14 1.15 0.75
N 37 34 55
ITEM NO. 8 N
Principals M 0.69 0.77 0.88 1.00
SD 0.70 0.73 1.156 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.70 0.62 0.81
Teachers SD 0.98 0.85 0.96
N N 154 27
Regular Elementary M|  1.08 0.57 0.58
SD 1.16 0.92 0.79
N 37 35 55
ITEM NO. O
Principals M 0.44 1.08 0.25 1.00
SO 0.73 1.26 0.45 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.89 0.71 0.8i
Teachers SD 1.10 0.85 1.00
N A 156 27
Regular Elementary M 0.89 0.54 0.46
Teachers SD 1.02 0.98 0.72
N 37 . 35 54
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes 1n Building

ITB“aNg“BER Number of Special Classes in Building
n
Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 10
Principals M 0.38 0.50 0.3 0.0
SD 0.62 0.90 0.79 0.0
N I6 12 16 1
Special Education “M 0.39 0.39 0.15
Teachers SD 0.80 0.76 0.36
N 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M|  0.62 0.29 0.22
Teachers SD 1.09 0.62 0.57
N 37 35 55
ITEM NO. 11 - | '
Principals M 0.44 0.75 0.38 1.00
SD 0.73 0.97 0.62 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.87 0.61 1.16
Teachers SD 1.02 0.84 1.29
N 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M 0.68 0.56 0.47
Teachers . SD 1.03 0.70 0.63
N 37 34 55
ITEM NO. 12
Principals M 0.81 0.92 0.81 1.00
SO 0.9 0.90 0.83 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.%9 0.93 1.30
Teachers SD 1.0t 1.00 1.14
‘N N 167 27
Regular Elementary M| 1.24 [ 0.77 0.87
Teachers sD 1.23 0.91 1.06
N 37 35 55
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7

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

= —
ITE“aNg"BER Number of Special Classes in Building
n -
Position None WVVOne Two or more [Total school
ITEM NO. 13
Principals M 0.80 0.67 0.63 1.00
SD 0.68 0.49 0.62 0.0
N 15 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.69 0.62 0.78
Teachers SD 0.89 0.75 0.75
N 70 155 27
Regular Elementary M 1.08 0.7 0.39
Teachers SD 1.16 0.49 0.66
N 37 35 54
ITEM NO. 14
Principals M 0.88 0.83 1.06 0.0
_ SD 0.81 0.83 1.34 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.62 0.58 0.59
Teachers SO 0.92 0.82 0.80
N 71 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.1 0.63 0.75
Teachers SD 1.20 0.88 1.02
N 37 35 55
ITEM NO. 15
Principals M 1.06 0.83 0.69 1.00
SD 0.77 0.83 1.08 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.51 0.58 0.59
Teachers SD 0.88 0.9] 0.84
N n 156 27
Regular Elementary M .97 0.51 0.60
Teachers SD 1.12 0.82 0.93
N 37 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency .Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

- N ——
ITEMa:gMBER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 16
Principals M 1.25 1.25 1.31 1.00
SD 0.86 0.75 1.14 0.0
N 16 12 16 ]
Special Education M 1.04 0.97 1.30
Teachers SD 1.01 1.02 0.99
N A 154 27
Regular Elementary M 1.24 0.97 1.07
Teachers SD 0.95 1.12 1.03
N 37 35 54
ITEM NO. 17
Principals M 0.69 1.25 0.94 1.00
SD 0.48 1.36 1.12 0.0
N 16 12 16 ]
Special Education M 0.66 0.57 0.70
Teachers SD 0.84 0.86 0.72
N n 157 27
Regular Elementary M 0.73 0.54 0.56
Teachers SD 1.02 0.78 0.83
N 37 35 55
~ ITEM NO. 18
Principals M 0.19 0.42 0.50 1.00
SO 0.40 0.79 0.82 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.54 0.40 0.56
Teachers SD 0.90 0.66 0.70
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 0.70 0.55 0.37
Teachers )] 1.15 0.75 0.62
N 37 33 54
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

iTEMalnidUbBER Number of Special Classes in Building
. Position None One Two or more Tortal school
ITEM NO. 19 *
Principals M 0.38 1.08 0.69 2.00
SD 0.62 0.90 0.87 .0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.7 0.54 0.89
Teachers SD 0.92 0.73 1.05
N 70 151 27
Regular Elementary M 0.86 0.43 0.48
Teachers )] 1.00 0.74 0.64
N 37 35 i 54
ITEM NO. 20 _
‘Principals M 1.06 1.00 0.63 1.00
SD 0.57 0.74 0.7¢ 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.08 1.25 1.59
Teachers SD 1.05 1.05 1.08
N n 155 27
Regular Elementary M 1.27 1.03 1.07
Teachers Dl 1.24 1.01 0.89
N 37 ‘ 35 54
ITEM NO. 21
Principals Mo 1.3 1.17 1.00 2.00
) 0.95 0.83 0.89 U.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M| 1.26 1.29 1.59
Teachers SD 1.07 1.04 1.19
N 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.41 1.31 1.20
Teachers SD 1.17 1.08 1.01
N 37 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency [tems by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEMalnidUI'lBER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more |[Total school
1TEM NO. 22
Principals M 1.13 0.92 1.06 1.00
SD 0.81 0.79 0.85 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.28 1.26 1.37
Teachers SD 1.17 1.14 1.18
N 1A 156 27
Regular Elehentary M 1.38 0.86 1.13
Teachers SD 1.26 1.00 1.03
N 37 35 54
ITEM NO. 23
Principals M 1.00 1.25 0.81 0.0
SD 0.89 1.06 0.83 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.13 1.19 1.52
Teachers SD 1.08 1.12 1.19
N 1A 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.19 1.03 0.96
Teachers SD 1.17 1.04 0.98
N 37 35 55
ITEM NO. 24
Principals M 0.63 1.42 1.31 0.0
So 0.81 1.24 1.25 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.66 0.75 1.19
Teachers SD 0.89 0.96 1.00
N n 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.43 0.91 1.00
Teachers SO 1.28 1.12 0.98
N 37 35 55
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Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

—

ITEKa:gHBER Number of Special Classes in Building
. Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 25
Principals M| 0.88 1.25 0.81 1.00
SD 0.96 0.75 0.98 0.0
N 16 12 16 ]
Special Education M 0.92 0.88 1.15
Teachers SD 0.9 0.94 0.9
N N 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.16 0.86 0.82
Teachers SD 1.09 0.81 1.04
N 37 35 .1
ITEM NO. 26
Principals M 0.44 0.92 0.8l 1.00
SO 0.63 0.79 0.66 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.66 0.67 0.81
Teachers SO 0.95 0.85 0.88
N 70 155 27
Regular Elementary M 1.00 0.34 0.25
Teachers S0 1.29 0.48 0.44
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 27
Principals M 0.73 1.42 1.25 2.00
., SD 0.80 1.00 1.34 0.0
. N 15 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.07 1.23 1.19
Teachers SD 1.05 1.17 1.00
. N 69 155 27
Regular Elementary M 1.16 1.14 0.91
Teachers SD 1.04 1.14 0.97
N 37 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEHaigHBER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more [Total school
ITEM NO. 28
Principals M 1.25 1.00 1.06 0.0
SD 1.18 1.04 1.34 0.0
N 18 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.83 0.92 1.30
Teachers SD 1.09 1.12 1.32
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.03 1.03 0.91
Teachers SD 1.15 1.22 1.06
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 29
Principals M 0.88 0.42 1.06 2.00
SD 0.89 0.60 0.93 0.0
N 16 N 16 ]
Special Education M 1.06 1.07 1.41
Teachers SD 1.03 0.95 1.01
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.05 0.80 0.84
Teachers SD 0.93 0.80 0.83
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 30
Principals M 0.88 0.83 0.88 1.00
SD 0.89 0.72 0.62 0.0
N 16 12 16 ]
Special tducation M 0.87 0.83 0.89
Teachers SD 0.98 0.85 0.80
' N 68 154 27
Regular Elementary M 0.84 0.74 0.69
Teachers SD 0.93 0.89 0.84
N 37 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

——
—

ITEMaggMBER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more {Total school
ITEM NO. 31
Principals 0.63 0.75 0.56 0.0
0.62 0.97 0.63 0.0
16 12 16 1
Special Education 0.73 0.73 0.93
Teachers 1.03 0.85 0.87
70 156 27
Reqular Elementary 0.92 0.71 0.60
Teachers : 1.24 0.99 0.97
38 35 55
ITEM NO. 32
Principals 1.00 1.17 0.88 1.00
0.82 0.72 0.72 0.0
16 12 16 1
Special Education 1.12 1.15 1.3
Teachers 1.06 0.91 1.09
69 156 26
Regular Elementary " 1.05 1.03 1.00
Teachers 1.18 0.98 1.05
38 35 54
ITEM NO. 33
Principals 1.19 1.17 1.13 1.00
1.1 0.83 1.02 0.0
16 12 16 1
Special Education 1.74 1.86 1.81
Teachers 1.41 . 1.36 1.18
70 156 27
Regular Elementary 1.74 1.31 1.44
Teachers 1.43 1.43 1.26
38 35 85
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

———

ITE“a:g“BER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None Qger Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 34
Principals M 0.75 1.08 0.38 2.00
SD 0.86 1.08 0.50 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.74 0.70 0.59
Teachers SD 1.13 0.89 0.69
N ' 70 155 27
Regular Elementary M 0.82 0.74 . .56
Teachers SD 1.18 1.07 0.86
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 35
Principals M 1.44 | 1.83 .38 1.00
SD 1.26 N.94 1.09 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.41 1.48 1.74
Teachers SD 1.28 1.33 1.23
N 70 155 27
Regular Elementary MA 1.42 1.20 1.36
Teachers SO 1.45 1.28 1.14
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 36
Principals M 1.06 1.42 1.00 1.00
SD, 1.29 1.16 1.46 0.0
N 16 12 16 | 1
Special Education M 1.27 1.17 1.41
Teachers SD 1.31 1.22 1.12
N 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M  1.29 0.94 | 1.3
Teachers SO, 1.37 0.94 i.22
N 38 35 55 |
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Table 112 {Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEMaﬁgHBER Number of-gﬁecial Classes in Building
Position None One |Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 37
Principals M 1.56 1.58 1.38 3.00
SD 1.15 1.08 1.15 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.61 1.54 1.81
Teachers SD 1.27 1.20 1.18
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.55 1.31 1.73
Teachers SD 1.18 1.21 1.31
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 38
Principals M 1.3 1.75 1.81 2.00
SD 1.20 1.14 1.42 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.20 1.06 1.37
Teachers . SD 1.23 1.10 1.28
N 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.58 1.29 1.55
Teachers i SD 1.24 1.23 1.44
¢ N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 39
Principals M 0.56 0.83 0.50 1.00
SD 0.81 0.83 0.73 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
- Special Education M 0.84 0.75 0.81
Teachers Sb 1.07 0.85 0.92
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 0.92 0.66 0.7]
Teachers SD 1.10 0.97 0.92
N 38 35 - 85
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes 1n Building

7 XTEMaﬂgHBER Number of Special Classes in Building
_ Position None One Two or more |[Total school
ITEM NO. 40 }
Principals M 0.81 0.75.. . |...0.69 . 0.0
SD 0.75 . . 0.75 0.70 0.0
N 16 12’ 16 ]
Special Education M 0.89 0.66 0.93
"Teachers SD 1.06 0.87 0.96
N 70 155 27
Regular Elementéry M 1.05 0.57 0.60
Teachers SD 1.23 0.70 0.91
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 41
Principals M 1.31 1.75 1.25 1.00
SD 1.01 0.97 0.68 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.16 1.16 1.19
Teachers SD 1.18 1.04 1.10
N 68 155 ' 26
Regular Elementary M 1.34 1.29 1.38
Teachers SD 1.10 1.26 1.24
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 42
Principals M 1.00 1.08 1.06 1.00
SD 0.97- 1.00 1.12 0.0
N 16 | 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.24 1.28 1.19
Teachers SD 1.37 1.25 1.14
N . 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.53 1.20 1.16
Teachers SD 1.35 1.45 1.32
N 38 35 55
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Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

N

s

= e e z:
ITEHa:gHBER Number of Spec%ﬁl Classes in Building
___Position None ;Oné\ Two or more [Total school
ITEM NO. 43
Principals Ml 0.78 0.83" 0.63 1.00
SD 0.77 0.58 1.02 - 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.88 0.81 0.81
Teachers SD 1.02 0.99 1.00
N 67 156 - 27
Regular Elementary M| 1.21 0.49 0.96
Teachers SD 1.36 0.66 1.05
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO, 44
Principals M 0.88 1.33 1.25 1.00
SD 0.81 0.65 1.24 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.26 1.38 1.59
Teachers SD 1.18 1.21 1.15
N 70 155 27
Regular Elementary M 1.37 0.77 1.36
Teachers SD 1.17 0.97 1.18
N 38 35 58
ITEM NO. 45 - ]
Principals M 0.81 1.58 1.44 2.00
SD 1.22 1.44 1.36 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.26 1.40 1.81
Teachers SD 1.32 1.27 1.14
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.50 1.57 1.87
Teachers SD 1.39 1.31 1.32
N 38 35 1
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred CompetenC{ Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITE“aEgMBER 1 Number of Specialk6i:;ses in Building
Position None One Two or more jTotal school
ITEM NO. 46
Principals M 1.13 1.00 1.56 1.00
SD 1.20 0.85 0.89 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 1.21 1.22 1.67
Teachers SD 1.32 1.04 1.21
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.34 1.21 1.55
Teachers SD 1.02 1.09 1.27
N 38 34 55
ITEM NO. 47
Principals M 1.00 1.00 0.88 1.00
- SD 1.21 0.95 1.20 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.81 0.79 1.07
Teachers SD 1.17 1.12 1.03
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.18 0.82 0.78
Teachers SD 1.29 1.06 1.10
N 38 34 85
ITEM NO. 48
Principals M 0.88 1.25 0.75 2.00
SD 0.89 0.75 0.86 0.0
N 16 12 16 1
Special Education M 0.99 0.97 1.07
Teachers SD 1.12 0.95 0.83
N 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.24 0.74 0.98
Teachers SD 1.08 0.89 1.1
N 38 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEMaNgMBER Number of Special Classes in Building
T\
Position None One Two or more Totg} schop}
ITEM NO. 49
Principals M 0.88 1.50 1.06 1.00
SD 0.96 1.00 0.85 0.0
N 16 12 - 16 ]
Special Education M 1.04 0.88 0.74
Teachers SD 1.08 0.5 0.71
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 0.89 0.71 0.95
Teachers -~ SD 1.09 0.72 1.01
: N 38 34 55
ITEM NO. 50
Principals M 0.56 0.75 " 0.75 2.00
SD 0.89 0.75 0.86 0.0
N 16 12 16 ]
Special Education M 0.75 0.79 0.52
Teachers SD 1.06 1.10 0.64
N 69 157 27
Regular Elementary M 0.84 0.50 0.67
Teachers SD 1.13 0.90 1.1
N 38 34 55
ITEM NO. 51
Principals M 1.19 0.62 1.00 3.00
SD 0.91 0.65 1.32 0.0
N 16 13 16 ]
Special Education M 1.00 1.03 0.96
Teachers SO 0.99 1.00 1.16
N 71 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.24 0.60 1.09
Teachers SD 1.32 0.91 }.27

N 38 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competenc¥ Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEM NngR Number of Special Classes in Building
an ;
Position None One Two or more |Total achool
ITEM NO. 52 ,
Principals M 0.75 0.92 1.25 1.00
SD 0.86 0.76 1.39 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Specfal Education M 0.72 0.83 0.78
Teachers SD 0.90 6.96 0.93
N 71 156 27
Regutar Elementary M 0.82 0.49 0.64
Teachers SD 1.09 0.66 1.08
N 38 35 55
ITEM 1O, 53
Principals M 1.00 1.62 1.50 2.00
SD 0.73 1.33 1.37 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 1.48 1.38 1.89
Teachers SD 1.14 1.22 1.28
N 71 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.66 1.23 1.36
Teachers SD 1.26 1.00 1.24
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 54
Principals M 1.19 1.46 1.00 1.00
SD 0.98 1.27 0.97 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 1.14 1.02 1.07
Teachers SD 1.10 1.09 0.92
N A 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.45 1.14 0.89
Teachers SD 1.27 1.19 0.99
N 38 35 55

——. o
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred CompetenC{ Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

!3

m——

ITEMaﬁgMBER i Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 55
Principals M 0.88 1.15 1.44 0.0
SD 0.81 0.90 1.15 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.80 0.83 0.85
Teachers SD 0.90 1.03 0.82
N N 167 27
Regular Elementary M 1.16 0.74 0.85
Teachers SD 1.41 0.99 1.04
N 38 34 5%
[TEM NO. 56
Principals M 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00
SD 0.89 1.00 0.77 0.0
N 16 13 16 ]
Special Education M 0.94 0.90 0.96
Teachers SD 1.10 1.02 0.90
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.13 0.56 0.76
Teachers SD 1.19 0.79 0.94
N 38 34 55
ITEM NO. 57 i ) o
Principals M 1.06 1.45 0.88 2.00
SD 1.12 1.05 1.09 0.0
N 16 13 16 ]
Special Education M 0.97 0.73 0.81
Teachers SO 1.22 0.88 0.92
N 71 s 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.34 1.09 0.95
Teachers SD 1.34 1.04 0.97
N 38 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals Accerding to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEMangBER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 58
Principals M 1.13 1.31 0.94 2.00
SD 0.96 0.95 0.85 1 0.0
Nl 16 13 16 i
Special Education M 1.04 0.94 1.1
Teachers SD 0.93 0.82 0.85
N 71 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.21 0.74 0.95
Teachers SD 1.23 0.70 0.95
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 59 |
Principals M 0.88 0.85 0.69 0.0
: SD 0.72 0.90 0.70 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.56 0.46 0.56
Teachers SD 0.89 0.74 0.70
N 71 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.16 0.43 0.40
Teachers SD 1.13 0.56 0.56
N 38 35 55
1TEM NO. 60
Principals M 1.13 1.38 1.19 0.0
SD 0.83 0.96 0.9] 0.0
N 15 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.84 0.96 1.19
Tezhers SO 1.02 0.97 0.79
N. 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.24 0.77 0.73
Teachers SD 1.13 0.94 0.85
N 38 35 55
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Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEM NgMBER Number of Special Classes in Building
an = —
Position None One Two or more |[Total school
ITEM NO. 61
Principals M 1.06 1.54 1.00 0.0
SD 0.77 0.97 1.03 0.0
N 16 13 16 ]
Special Education M 0.99 0.88 1.1
Teachers SD 0.96 0.91 0.80
N N 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.03 0.89 0.69
Teachers SD 1.00 0.93 0.88
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 62
Principals M 1.25 1.62 0.81 1.00
SD 1.13 1.04 0.66 0.0
N 16 13 16 . 1
Special Education M 1.03 1.00 1.00
Teachers SD 1.13 ).93 0.80
N A 157 26
Regular Elementary M 1.1 0.86 0.73
Teachers SD 1.18 0.91 0.93
N 38 35 - 5%
ITEM NO. 63
Principals M 0.81 1.23 0.50 1.00
SD 0.66 1.01 0.63 0.0
N 16 13 16 ]
Special Education M 0.76 0.77 0.89
Teachers SO 0.92 0.78 0.93
N 70 154 27
Regular Elementary M 1.05 0.6% 0.65
Teachers SD 1.21 0.83 0.84
N 38 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEMangBER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position _ | None One Two or more {Total school
[TEM NO. 64
Principals M 0.69 1.31 0.88 1.00
- SD 0.60 1.18 1.02 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.80 0.78 1.1%
Teachers SO 0.89 - 0.96 0.99
N N 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.21 0.74 0.87
Teachers SD 1.19 0.86 0.93
N 38 34 54
ITEM NO. 65
Principals M 1.06 1.15 0.93 0.0
SD 0.77 1.07 0.70 0.0
N 16 13 15 1
Special Education M 1.08 1.15 1.07
Teachers SD 1.17 1.03 1.14
N 71 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.53 0.69 1.00
Teachers SD 1.35 0.76 1.04
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 66
Principals M 0.8 1.23 0.75 1.00
SD 0.75 0.93 0.68 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
\ Special Education M 0.92 0.84 0.89
Teachers SD 1.0 0.92 1.01
N 7 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.08 0.54 0.63
Teachers SD 1.10 0.74 0.85
N 38 35 54

Q —
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competenc¥ Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEMa:g!mER Numbef—zz Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more [Total school
ITEM NO. 67
Principals M 1.06 1.00 0.88 1.00
SD 0.85 0.91 0.8} 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 1.10 1.12 1.00
Teachers SD 1.16 1.05 1.00
N A 155 27
Regular Elementary M 1.29 0.86 0.91
Teachers SD 1.27 0.91 1.12
N 38 35 54 I
ITEM NO. 68
Principals M 0.81 1.23 0.63 1.00
SD 0.66 1.09 0.81 0.0
N 16 . 13 H 1
Special Education M 1.01 1.06 1.41
Teachers SD 0.98 0.97 1.22
N 1 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.16 0.74 0.75
Teachers SD 1.05 0.75 0.95
N 38 34 55
ITEM NO. 69
Principals M 1.19 1.08 1.19 1.00
SD 0.83 0.95 0.91 0.0
| N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.92 0.83 0.85
Teachers SD 0.94 0.87 0.95
N 7 156 - 27
Regular Elementary M 1.22 0.54 0.58
Teachers SD 1.08 0.78 0.81
N 37 35 55
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Importance Rating Data on One Hundrad Competency Items by Teachers

and Principals According to Number ¢f Special Classes in Building

ITEMa:gMBER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 70
Principals M 1.13 1.3 0.81 1.00
SD 0.96 0.75 0.83 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 1.18 0.91 1.33
Teachers SD 1.06 0.90 1.04
. N 71 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.47 1.06 1.04
Teachers SD 1.41 0.95 1.09
N 38 34 55
ITEM NO. 71
Principals M 0.81 0.92 0.94 1.00
SD 0.75 0.86 0.77 0.0
N 16 13 16 ]
Special Education M 1.03 0.97 1.30
Teachers SD 1.08 0.93 0.95
N 70 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.13 0.97 0.72
Teachars SD 1.19 1.07 0.82
N 38 35 53
ITEM NO. 72
Principals M 0.69 115 1.38 1.00
SD 0.95 0.99 1.15 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 1.01 0.89 1.22
Teachers SD 1.11 0.89 1.0%
N n 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.18 0.80 0.93
Teachers SD 1.20 1.1 0.96
N 38 35 55




Table 112 (Continued)

191

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

g T o

ITE“aﬁgMBER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 73
Principals M 0.50 0.69 0.75 1.00
SO 0.63 0.48 0.93 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.83 0.59 0.89
Teachers SD 1.08 0.83 1.01
N 70 156 27
Regutar Elementary =~ M 0.74 0.49 0.55
Teachers SD 0.95 0.74 0.79
o N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 74
Principals M 0.75 0.69 0.69 1.00
SD 1.13 0.63 0.70 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.72 0.62 0.78
Teachers SD 0.99 0.86 0.89
’ N ra 155 27
Regular Elementary M 0.66 0.43 0.42
Teachers SD 0.97 0.78 0.66
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 75
Principals M 0.67 1.08 0.94 2.00
SD 0.82 0.64 0.77 0.0
N 15 13 16 ]
Special Education M 0.92 0.82 1.1
Teachers sD 1.05 0.97 1.09
N 1Al 156 27
Regular Elementary M 0.87 0.71 0.75
Teachers sD 1.12 0.83 1.00
N 38 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEM ﬁg}fBER 7 erirumber of Special Classes in Building
a e e
Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 76
Principals M 0.69 1.23 1.06 1.00
SD 1.08 1.0) 0.93 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 1.13 0.91 0.89
Teachers SD 1.13 1.00 0.97
N N 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.21 1.03 0.91
Teachers SD 1.19 1.01 1.02
N 38 35 585
ITEM NO. 77
Principals M 0.88 0.77 0.75 1.00
SD 0.89 0.83 0.68 0.0
N 16 13 16 ]
Special Education M 1.03 0.90 1.04
Teachers SD 1.00 0.82 0.98
N 71 156 27
Regular Elementary M 0.95 0.89 0.95
Teachers SD 1.08 0.93 0.95
N 37 35 55
ITEM NO. 78
Principals M 0.75 1.156 0.75 1.00
SD 0.86 0.55 0.68 0.0
N 16 13 16 ]
Special Education M 1.16 0.9 0.93
Teachers SD 1.04 0.98 0.87
N 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.03 0.86 0.95
Teachers SD 1.24 0.97 1.03
N 38 35 55
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Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

ITEMaEg"BER Number of Special Ci;sses in Building
Position None | One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 79
Principals M 0.75 0.85 0.94 1.00
SD 0.93 0.55 1.18 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.91 0.73 0.78
Teachers SD 0.97 0.87 0.85
N 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.45 1.09 0.89
Teachers SD 1.20 1.09 0.87
N 38 35 53
ITEM NO. 80
Principals M 0.63 0.85 0.88 1.00
SD 0.81 0.69 1.15 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Specfal Education M 1.00 0.80 0.74
Teachers SD 0.96 0.99 0.90
N N 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.21 0.69 0.82
Teachers SD 1.34 1.02 0.98
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 81
Principals M 1.25 1.69 1.56 2.00
SD 0.93 1.32 1.46 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 1.66 1.59 1.48
Teachers SD 1.31 1.28 1.25
N /Al 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.84 1.44 1.56
Teachers SD 1.48 1.02 1.13
N 38 34 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

EEE S s TS SRR o —
ITEMaggMBER __Number of Special Classes in Building
‘ Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 82
Principals M 1.06 1.23 0.69 1.00
SD 0.77 0.60 0.95 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.69 0.73 . 0.93
Teachers SD 0.79 0.85 1.21
N 71 1567 27
Regular Elementary M 1.03 0.51 0.65
Teachers sD 1.13 0.70 0.80
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 83
Principals M 1.44 1.54 1.25 1.00
SD 0.96 1.13 1.44 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special fducation M 1.13 1.25 1.63
Teachers SD 1.24 1.34 1.33
N n 155 27
Regular Elementary M 1.37 0.69 1.31
Teachers SO 1.34 0.99 1.35
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 84
Principals M 0.75 1.46 1.44 1.00
SD 0.77 0.88 0.81 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.97 1.08 1.15
Teachers SD 0.86 1.03 1.26
N 7 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.05 0.89 1.09
Teachers SD 1.14 0.96 1.02
N 38 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importence Rating Data on One Hundred Competenc¥ Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

o e —— =

ITEMaﬁg“BER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 85 '
Principals M 0.75 0.85 1.50 4.00
SD 1.00 0.80 1.26 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.93 0.85 1.15
Teachers SD 1.06 1.18 1.29
N N 157 27
Regular Elementary M 0.84 0.71 0.95
Teachers SD 1.17 1.07 1.19
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 86 -
Principals M 0.63 1.23 1.25 3.00
SD 0.62 1.01 1.06 0.0
N 16 13 16 ]
Special Education M 0.99 0.98 1.30
Teachers SD 1.06 0.94 1.17
N 71 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.24 0.76 1.09
Teachers SD 1.30 0.85 1.1
N 38 34 55
ITEM NO. 87 -
Principals M 0.69 1.15 0.69 2.00
SD 0.60 0.80 0.60 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.75 0.74 0.67
Teachers SD 0.86 0.77 0.73
A N 1A 154 27
Regular Elementary M 1.1 0.79 0.76
Teachers SD 0.98 0.77 0.74
N 38 34 : 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competenc* Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

e S
F.:

ITEMangBER Number of Special Classes in Building
o Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 88 '
Principals M 0.56 1.23 0.7% 1.00
SO 0.73 1.09 0.68 0.0
N 16 13 16 }
Special Education M 0.48 0.44 0.74
Teachers s 0.77 0.81 1.06
N N 156 27
Regular Elementary M 0.82 0.54 0.56
Teachers SD 1.1 0.78 0.71
N 38 35 5%
ITEM NO. 89
Principals M 0.31 1.08 0.69 1.00
sD 0.48 1.04 0.70 0.0
N 16. 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.47 0.43 0.78
Teachers SD 0.83 . 0.65 1.01
N 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M 0.84 0.54 0.60
Teachers SD 0.97 0.66 0.97
' N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 90
Principals M 0.44 1.38 0.63 1.00
SD 0.81 0.96 0.72 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.64 0.77 0.74
Teachers SD 0.76 0.83 0.81
N 70 152 27
Regular Elementary M 0.92 0.76 0.75
Teachers SD 1.05 0.96 0.87
: N 38 34 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

e ——— "%

ITE“angBER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more Tota} school
ITEM NO. 91
Principals M 1.38 1.54 1.63 0.0
SD 1.4 0.88 1.36 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 1.31 1.30 1.63
Teachers SD 1.26 1.24 1.3
N 71 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.79 1.20 1.80
Teachers SD 1.26 1.21 1.30
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 92
Principals M 0.81 1.23 1.38 2.00
- SO 0.98 0.83 1.15 0.0
N 16 13 , 16 ]
Special Education M 0.83 0.80 0.78
Teachers SD 0.98 0.94 0.93
N 70 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.14 0.49 0.67
Teachers SD 1.16 0.61 0.77
N 37 35 55
ITEM NO. 93 i
Principals M 0.50 0.77 1.13 1.00
SD 0.52 0.60 0.89 0.0
N 16 13 16 ]
Special Education M 0.58 0.47 0.67
Teachers SO 1.05 0.77 0.96
N 71 157 27
Regular Elementary M 1.05 0.40 0.56
Teachers SD 1.18 0.69 0.81
N 38 35 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

e ——— ——— e
ITEHagg"BER o Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 94
Principals M 0.53 1.08 . 1.00 1.00
N 15 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.63 0.76 0.78
Teachers SO 0.87 0.89 0.97
: N A 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.0% 0.57 1.00
Teachers SD 1.25 0.78 1.14
N 38 35 5%
ITEM NO. 95
Principals M 0.69 1.08 0.81 1.00
SD 0.95 0.76 0.54 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.68 0.71 0.70
Teachers SD 0.92 0.80 1.03
N Al 156 27
Regular Elementary M| 1.05 0.68 [ 0.7
Teachers SD 1.04 0.68 0.74
N 38 34 55
ITEM NO. 96
Principals M 1.19 1.77 1.50 2.00
SD 1.17 1.17 1.03 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 1.45 1.28 1.52
Teachers SD 1.12 1.09 1.16
N N 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.55 1.24 1.44
Teachers SD 1.13 1.23 1.00
N 38 33 55
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred COmpetenc{ Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

= e e e =~ i _
ITEMaﬂg“BER Number of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more |Total school
ITEM NO. 97
Principals M 0.31 0.85 0.44 0.0
SD 0.60 0.80 0.8} 0.0
N 16 13 16 ]
Special Education H 0.73 0.55 0.63
Teachers S 1.01 0.87 0.84
H A 156 27
Regular Elementary M 0.89 0.71 0.31
Teachers SD 1.17 1.4 0.66
N 37 34 55
ITEM NO. 98 )
Principals M| o0.88 1.08 0.44 0.0
sD 0.96 0.76 1.03 0.0
N 16 . 13 16 ]
Special Education M 0.65 0.62 0.78
Teachers SD 0.93 0.87 1.01
N n 156 27
Regular Elementary M 1.00 0.7 0.51
Teachers SD 1.14 0.99 0.77
N 38 35 55
ITEM NO. 99 N
Principals M 0.38 0.69 0.13 1.00
SD 0.81 0.85 0.34 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.32 0.3% 0.33
Teachers SD 0.7M 0.59 0.68
N n 155 27
Regular Elementary M 0.63 0.26 0.31
Teachers SD 1.02 0.51 0.66
N 38 35 5%
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Table 112 (Continued)

Importance Rating Data on One Hundred Competency Items by Teachers
and Principals According to Number of Special Classes in Building

e

ITEMa:gMBER ﬁ;mber of Special Classes in Building
Position None One Two or more [Total school
ITEM NO. 100
Principals M 0.63 1.08 0.63 1.00
SO 0.81 0.95 0.62 0.0
N 16 13 16 1
Special Education M 0.79 0.72 0.89
Teachers SD 0.97 0.83 1.19
: N 1A 155 27
Regular Elementary M 0.84 0.57 0.62
Teachers SD 0.86 0.95 0.85
N 38 35 55
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essential to determine as accurately as ﬁossibie the types of experience
which work best in developing selected skills. While a module will not
be totally a field-based or on-campus type, some differentiation in the
training activities can be made. A bpeakdown of items by trainability
is represented in Table 113 according %o the position of respondents.

Table 113

Distribution of Competency Statements According to Trainability
by Position of Respondent

P — e —
i — ————

ﬂ

Trainability

oc | oc ] J71 [oc,oT,
and | and { and | and

Position OC {JT [S6 | JT [SG [SG |SG
Superintendent 27 18 7 22 3 7 16
Psychologist 18 42 4 24 0 10 2
Principal 12 | 58 3 13 ¢ |13 1
Curriculum Consultant 19 23 ] 30 3 4 20
Speech and/or Hearing | 14 |62 | 2 |15 | o | 7 | o

Clinician

Special Education Consultant | 12 57 3 15 1 4 8

Director of Special 18 38 3 22 3 5 1
Education
Special Education Teacher 12 74 5 8 0 1 0

Regular Elementary Teacher 10 83 2 4 0 1 0

Adninistrator (Principal, 19 57 2 12. 1 0 10 0
Superintendent, or
Director of Special
Education)

Teacher (Special Education 10 79 3 5 0 3 0
or Regular Elementary) . :

Total Sample 15 76 3 3 0 3 0
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While the proportion of {tems in the trainability categories varies by
position, there is a clear trend toward perceiving most competency 1tems
as being within the on-the-job-training realm. This emphasis on an ex-
perimental setting is extremely important in the development of modules.
Table 114 presents a summary of the ftems according to trainability as
Judged by the total sample. The number of {tems per trainability cate-
gory is presented by level of importance.

Table 114

Comparison of Trainability and Importance Ratings
of Campetency Statements by Total Sample

Trainabi1ity Ratings

0C and JT and
Importance Quartile* 0c JT7 SG JT SG
Fourth Quartile 3 17 2 ] 2
Third Quartile 2 22 0 ] 0
Second Quartile -7 18 0 0 0
First Quartile 3 19 ] ] ]
Total 15 76 3 3 3
|

* Based on a rank ordering of items by importance

Tables 1156-117 include similar data by subgroups. It should be noted
that 76 items were rated by the total sample as falling into the "on the
Job" category. This rating reflects a major interest in more field-based
training and necessitates the structuring of modules which take advantage
of situational variables. At the same time, it suggests that the train-
1ngimode1 employed must be sufficiently flexible to allow for field ex-
perience.
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Table 115

Comparison of Trainabi]itg and Importance Ratings
of Competency Statements by Curriculum Cynsultants

Traina671ity Ratinﬁg

‘* “0C [ 0C [ JT [OC,JT
and | and | and | and
Importance Quartile* OC | JdT |SG [JT | SG |SG | sa
Fourth Quartile 7 3 1 10 2 0 2
Third Quartile 7 6 0 9 0 2 1
Second Quartile 31 6 0 5 0 0 | n
First Quartile 2 8 0 6 1 2 6
Total 19 23 1 30 3 4 20

* Based on rank ordering of ftems by importance

Table 116

Comparison of Trainability and Importance Ratings
of Competency Statements by Teachers

. Trainability Ratings
Importance Quartile* ocC JT SG OgTand JgGand
Fourth Quartile 2 - 18 2 ] 2
Third Quartile 1 23 0 1 0
Second Quartile 4 20 0 1 0
First Quartile 3 18 1 2 1
Total 10 79 3 5 3

* Based on a rank ordering of items by importance
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Table 117

Comparison of Trainability and Importance Ratings
of Competency Statenents by Administrators

—
93—

——————
——

ll

Trainability Ratings

Importance Quartile* 0c JT SG OgTand Jgsand
Fourth Quartile 7 10 1 5 2
Third Quartile 3 15 1 4 2
Second Quartile 8 14 0 1 2
First Quartile ] B |- 0 2 4
Total N 19 57 2 12 10

* Based on a rank ordering of items by importance

Summary:

The item data served as the basis for the clustering process repor-
ted in the subsequent section of this chapter. The analysis of item data
yielded information on the relative importance of competencies, the per-
ceptions of public school personnel by position, and guidelines for
decisions regarding how such competencies might be developed most ef-
ficiently by trainees. Although the descriptive information reported by
items is important to the module development process, the item data be-
come most useable when organized into relevant clusters. HWhile it might
be feasible to pursue module development solely on the basis of item data,
for purposes of training, clustering contributes to efficiency in struc-
turing modules.
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Part 1I. Competency Data by Cluster

The procedure employed in the derivation of the competency clusters
was detailed n Chapter IIl. As previously noted, the primary purpose of
clustering the 100 individual competency items was to organize the data
into a more manageable form prior to specification of a training model.
It 1s apparent from both inspection of and introspection in re?ard to
the competency items, that some degree of overlap would maintain in the
execution of training procedures. For example, several generic skills
denoting competency in curriculum evaluation are essential components
underlying at least 5 of the 100 items, The clustering of items should
serve to circumvent this difficulty by providing an efficient and mean-
ingful framework in which to. generate maximally effective training mo-
dules, while minimizing the anticipated redundancy in training.

Figure 4 presents the outcome of the clustering procedure by indi-
cating the resulting cell placement of each competency statement. Em-
ploying agreement by four out of seven judges as criterion allowed 90 of
the 100 competéncy statements (90%) to be assigned unequivocally in the
function-context matrix. Inspection of this figure provides several ob-
servations of immediate relevance to the training program and to module
development in particular. For example, 39 competency statements (39%)

were encompassed in only 5 matrix cells (20%). It would appear that

these training dimensions must be considered of disproportionately high
priority in designing the training program; 1.e., developing curriculum,
training instruction, advising instruction, evaluating materials and

media, and 1iaison in communication processes. Similarly, judges clustered
a total of 8 competency statements (8%) within the 10 matrix cells (40%)
Jeast frequently assigned competency items. While this does not neces-
sarily mitigate the importance of these items to the total training pro-
gram, 1t does imply moduTes Tess extensive in scope.

Tables 118-137 detail the composition of each of the resulting 20
clusters, including specific competency statements, importance means,
and trainability rating for each {tem.

Table 138 1ists the remaining 10 items not achieving criterion for
cluster placement with the associated competency mean and trainability
rating. It should be noted that the lack of consensus among judges in
terms of training dimensions for these ten items is in no way related to
item importance or trainability rating. Thus, rather than suggest ex-
clusion from the training program, these data highlight the importance of

" individualized consideration by project staff in incorporating these items

in module development.

As seen in Figure 4, the clustering procedure resulted in competency
items being represented in 20 of the 25 matrix cells. Categorizing com- \
petency statements into these discrete clusters permits determination of
the relative importance attributed by the fnitial 587 respondents to in-
dividual items within their function by context designations. Column 3
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CONTEXTS
Commun{ =
Materials cation Support
FUNCTIONS Curriculum Instruction and Media Processes _ Systems
—_— 1, 4, 6, 27, 44, 53, 54, 81, 91, 20, 72,
Evaluatin 18, 86 45, 85 55, 60, 96, 97, 74, 92
g 68 98
2, 7, 8, ‘9, 26, 6], 64 93’ 95 73’ 75
9: ]0, ”u 52 ]00
Developing | 12, 15, ’
17, 90, 99
28, 30, 39, 56, 36
Training 32, 33, 62, 63,
34, 35, 66, 69
48, 50
3,5, 25 37, 40, 57, 59, 84 21, 38, 82
Advising 11, 42, 67, 70
46, 47, ‘
49, 51
. 71, 78, 14, 23,
Serving as 79, 80, 17, 87,
Liaison
88, 89 94
—

Figure 4, Competency statement item numbers in function-context
designations resulting from consensus criterion of four of seven judges.
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Table 118

Evaluating / Curriculum Cluster Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

|

Competency | Train-

Item Importance | ability
No. : Competency Mean Rating
4 Assessing present curriculum(s) to iden- 0.24 JT

tify areas needing revision.

18 Assessing the extent to which a curricu- 0.44 JT
lum project has been succegsful in trans-
lating general curriculum geals into

actual classroom practices and procedures.

1 Predicting effects which will probably 0.50 JT
result from specific curriculum changes.

86 Identifying persons with specific curricu- 1.01 JT
lum development skills (e.g., writing, se~
quencing, selecting materials),

6 Determining the application of curriculum 1.27 JT
guides developed by other districts to
his own school district.
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Table 119 v
Evaluating / Instruction Cluster Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

S 2 e = Y
Competency
Item Importance | ability
No, Competency Mean Rating
85 Selecting personnel skilled to assume 0.90 JT
specific roles in the instructional pro-
gram,
27 Implementing varied evaluative techniques 1,09 0Cc/JT
for assessing teacher effectiveness (e.g.,
peer-evaluation, observational techniques,
self~appraisal scales).
44 Identifying the nature of teacher=-pupil 1.24 JT
and pupil-pupil interaction in a class-
room.
45 Assessing teacher performance in class- 1.38 JT

room management.




Table 120

Evaluating / Materials and Media Cluster Datat
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings
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mm
Compstency | Train-
Item Importance | ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
55 BEvaluating and selecting materials in 0.90 JT
accordance with the financial resources
of the school.
68 Identifying the curriculum objectives 0.95 ocC
which can be attained through the use
of instructional media.
60 Evaluating the potential and actual 0.98 JT
services provided by resource materials
centers.
54 Identifying the problems that teachers 1.10 JT
encounter in the selection and acquisi-
tion of materials.
53 Assessing the ability of teachers to 1,36 JT

select and uge instructional materials.




Table 121

Evaluating / Communication Processes

Cluster Data:

210

Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

e T
Competency | Train-
Item Importance |ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
97 Agssessing his own knowledge and skills, 0.53 SG
i.e., self-appraisal,
98 Evaluating the effectivenees of his 0.65 SG
{nteraction with district personnel.
96 Identifying nature and extent of inter- 1.37 JT/ 36
action among educational personnel.
91 Interpreting the structure of the school 1.42 JT
district (job responsibilities and
functions, lines of authority, power
structure, lines of communication).
81 Identifying the informal power structure 1.57 SG

of the community.




Table 122

Evaluating / Support Systems Cluster Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

21)

—jw
Competency | Train-
Item Importance | ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
14 Identifying the problems common to teach- 0.62 JT
ers of the district that can be approached
through in-service programa.
92 Identifying school policies in need of 0.90 JT
revision to allow greater teacher parti-
cipation in decision-making on curricu-
lum practices.
72 Evaluating in-service training programs. 0.93 JT
20 Conducting research activities on curricu- 1.19 ocC

lum and instruction.

¥
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Table 123

Developing / Curriculu~ Cluster Datat
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

Eompctency Train-

Item Importance | ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
2 Developing a model or plan of action for 0.31 0C/JT

resolving curriculun problens,

99 Serving as a leadev (providing direction) 0.34 JT/SG
in curriculum development activities.

10 Incorporating into the development of cur- 0.36 ocC
viculum the knowledge of how exceptional
children develop and mature.

17 Formulating curriculum priorities in rela- 0.62 JT
tion to available financial rescurces.

11 Formulating specific program objectives 0.65 JT
that will be compatible with the general
aims and objectives of the school district.

9 Translating the objectives and expectations 0.67 JT
of the school into curriculum guidelines.

15 Coordinating the use of funds allocated 0.68 JT
for curriculum development activities.

8 Integrating information regarding communi- 0.72 JT
ty characteristics (e.g., socio-economic
information) into the development of cur-
riculum,

90 Recruiting and coordinating the efforts of 0.77 JT
instructional personnel in major curricu-
lum development activities.

7 Coordinating the development and production 0.89 JT
of local curriculum documents.

12 Applying basic principles of curriculum 0.93 oC
development and educational theory.




Table 124

Developing / Instruction Cluster Datat
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratinge

|
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Competency ?rain—
1

Item mportance | ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
26 | Designing eyaluation procedures which 0.60 ocC

identify the strengths and weaknessus
of a total instructional program.

19 Adapting innovative elements of regular 0.69 JT

education practices (e.g., scheduling or
grouping techniques) to programs for
exceptional children.

100 Converting information obtained from 0.71 JT

professional literature and conferences
into instructional practices.
52 Developing teaching activities which 0.78 oC

accomplish specific instructional goals
(e.g., reading readiness, auditory
discrimination, etc.).
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Table 125

Developing / Materials and Media Cluster Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

Competency | Train~

Item Importance | ability
__No. Competency Mean Rating
64 Developing a sequential and coordinated 0.87 JI

utilization of materials among the
instructional staff.

61 Assisting in the establishment er revi- 0.96 JT

sion of a local resource materials cen-
ter.,




Table 126

Developing / Communication Processes Cluster Data!
Competency Statements, Comwpetency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

215

— s
Competency | Train-

Item Importance | ability
No., Competency Mean Rating
93 Developing procedures which allow for 0.64 JT

teacher participation in decisions re-

garding materials and equipment acqui-

sition, development of curriculum, and

in-gservice.
95 Developing situations (e.g., individual 0.76 JT

conferences, staff meetings, etc.) which
enhance communication in curriculum
development activities.




Table 127

Developing / Support Systems Cluster Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings
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EETIENPT s — . —
Competency | Train-
Item Importance |ability
No. Competency Mean Rating _
73 Developing a system for in-service train- 0.61 JT
ing that will insure communication, co-
operation, evaluation, and use of feed~-
back to modify goals.
75 Developing identified problem areas into 0.82 JT

a logical sequence of topics and con-
tent for in-service programs.
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Table 128

Training / Instruction Cluster Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

e - —
Competency | Train-

Item Importance | ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
34 Assisting teachers in using a diagnostic 0.66 oc

and prescriptive approach to a child's
specific learning problem.

50 Training teachers to translate their ob~ 0.69 JT
servations of pupil behavior into mean-
ingful instruction.

30 Assisting teacheis in developing and using 0.84 JT
knowledge and skill inventories in evalu-
ating instruction,

28 Training teachers to independently resolve 0.93 JT
their own instructional problems.

48 Alding teachers in developing their own 0.95 JT
pupil evaluative techniques.

T32 Assisting teachers 1in applying task analy- 1.06 oC
sis principles to instruction.

35 Training teachers in directing the work of 1.38 JT
classroom aldes or helpers.

33 Assisting teachers in planning specific 1.62 JT
lessons.




Table 129

Training / Materials and Media Cluster Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

218

Competency | Train-
Item Importance |[ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
39 Assisting teachers in adaptation of materi- 0.72 0C/JT
als and methods according to specific
learning characteristics.
63 Assisting teachers in the adaptation of 0.77 JT
available materials to accomplish an
instructional goal.
69 Assisting teachers with the integration of 0.83 JT
: newer technologies (e.g., educational
television) into the instructional
program.
66 Assisting teachers in selecting instruc- 0.84 JT
tional media devices that best fit their
classroom needs and characteristics.
56 Training teachers in the selection and 0.86 JT
use of materials to produce an integrated
and coordinated classroom program.
62 Instructing teachers in the use of the 0.99 JT
services offered by a resource materials
center.
65 Assisting teachers in the development and 1.08 JT

use of teacher~made instructional devices
and materials.
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Table 130

Training /Communication Processes Cluster Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

o
Competency | Train-

Item Importance {ability
No. Competency Mean __ [Rating
36 Instructing teachers in the techniques of 1.18 JT

counseling parents and parent conferences.




Table 131

- Advising / Curriculum 01us;§r Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

220

Competency | Train-

Item Importance |ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
3 Serving as an advisor to administrators 0.31 JT

regarding curriculum needs and changes.
5 Creating recommendations based on the 0.45 JT
problems identified in the process of de-
veloping curriculum.
25 Recommending relevant professional litera- 0.92 0C

ture regarding curriculum practices appli-
cable to exceptional children.
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Table 132

. Advieing ./ Instruction Clystex .Data: .
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Ttainability Ratings

L I A - o~ -4
Competency | Train-
Item Importance | ability
No. | Competency Mean Rating
40 Encouraging teachers to experiment with 0.71 JT

different instructional approaches (e.g.,
unit approach, etc.) to meet curriculum
objectives.

47 Interpreting reports and results from 0.90 ocC
measurement on children (e.g., medical
reports, psychological studies, diagnostic
tests).

49 Recommending tests appropriate to assess- 0.93 oC
ment of pupil performance in a given
content area.

51 Demonstrating teaching activities for 1.02 JT
specific instructional objectives.

42 Demonstrating good teaching methodology 1.22 JT
to a teacher in her setting. :

41 Disseminating teaching ideas and "“tricks 1.24 i ot
of the trade." /

46 Explaining theories and techniques of be- 1.26.° oc
havior management systems to educational
personnel,

37 Assisting teachers in effective use of 1.54 JT

classroom space and environment.




Table 133

Advising / Materials and Media Cluster Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings
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e xmp STty
Competency | Train~-
Item Importance | ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
59 Providing the instructional etaff with a 0.60 JT
continuing source of information regarding
materials and media.
57 Advising administrators on acquisition of 0.95 JT
classroom equipment, supplies, and materi-
als.
70 Providing administrators with a rationale 1.03 JT
for the implementation of a particular
type of media or technology.
67 Aiding teachers in utilizing instructional 1.04 JT .

media in their classrooms.




Table 134

Advising/Communication Processes Cluster Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings
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AT wwm
. Competency | Train-
Item Importance }ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
84 Serving in an advisory capacity to special 1.10 JT

interest parent groups (e.g., to local
Association for Retarded Children).




Table 135

Advising / Support Systems Cluster Data:
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings
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- — RIS R
Competency | Train-

Item Importance |ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
82 Advising teachers and administrators re- 0.80 JT

garding the use of agencies and services

in the community which can assist with

educational problems.,
38 Serving as advisor to administrators re- 1.28 JT

garding space needs, physical plant re-

quirements and modifications.
21 Adviging administrators on the need for 1.31 JT

district involvement in research activities|




Table 136

225

Serving as Liaison / Communication Processes Cluster Data:
Conpetency Statements, Competency Inportance Meant, and Trainability Ratings

R S, mmww
Competency | Train-
Item Importance | ability
_No. Competency Mean Rating _
89 Serving as an effective spokesman for 0.58 JT
teachers on curriculum ideas and instruc-
tional needs.
88 Eliciting and listening receptively to 0.59 JT/SG
ideas presented from all personnel about
curriculum content and needed revisions.
80 Utilizing public relations approaches to 0.88 JT
facilitate school-community interaction.
79 Communicating with state department per=- 0.89 JT
sonnel (directors and consultants) re-
garding the local program.
71 Communicating the rationale and structure 0.95 JT
of an in-serivce program to educational
persontnel.
78 Transmitting information regarding the 0.97 JT

curriculum priorities and innovative
practices of the school to professional
and lay groups,




Table 137

Serving as Liaison / Support Systems Cluster Datat
Competency Statements, Competency Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings
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AT STy Ty T o
i Competency | Train~-
Item Importance | ability
No. Competency Mean Rating
14 Communicating effectively the need for 0.73 JT
funding of curriculum-related projects.
87 Enlisting professional resources (e.g., 0.78 JT
persons, instructional packages, etc.)
which can be utilized in local curriculum
development activities.
94 Obtaining support services for teachers 0.85 JT
engaged in curriculum development activi-
ties (e.g., released time, secretarial
services, resource materiala, etc.).
77 Enlisting gervices of district personnel 0.92 JT
or outside consultants for in-service
sessions.
23 Obtaining assistance from experts on re- 1.13 oC

search problems (e.g., advice on design
or measurcment tools).
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Table 138

Competency Statements Not Meeting Criterion for
Clustering, Importance Means, and Trainability Ratings

Compatency | Train-

Item - | Importance | ability
No. Competency Mean Rating _
13 Selecting innovative practices and research 0.65 JT

findings applicable to local curriculum im-
provement activities.

16 Determining commitment of funds for curri- 1.12 JT
culum development ectivities as compared
to other aspects of school operation.

22 | Stimulating participation of teachers in 1.23 JT
research activities.

24 Interpreting state laws and legal provisi- 0.91 ocC
ons concerning the education of exceptional
children.

29 Stimulating educational personnel to con-~ 1.00 JT

duct their own review of instructional re-
sources and research in their area.

31 Asgigting teachers in developing instruc-~ 1.70 oC
tional objectives in behavioral terms.

43 Helping teachers to assess and improve 1.85 JT
classroom social and emotional climates to
ald learning and interaction.

58 Assisting teachers in the development of 1,00 JT
procedures for evaluating instructional
materials and media.

76 Organizing and conducting meetings for 0.96 JT
exyress purposes (e.g., making decisions,
relaying information, obtaining opinions}.

83 Explaining to parents the techniques of 1.27 JT
child management and instruction they could
use in the home.
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of Table 139 presents the mean importance data for the total sample cal-
culated across items falling within each matrix cell. .This information
bears cogent implications for establishin? priorities {n module develop-
ment. For example, examination of Table 139 reveals that respondents con-
sidered the five items comprising the evaluattng/curriculum dimension to

be appreciably more important (M = 0.697) than the four items designated
evaluating/instruction (M = 1,158), |

The mean importance data were subjected to a simple one-way analysis
of variance yielding the results tabulated in Table 140,

Table 140

Results of Analysis of Variance on Mean Importance Data
for Total Sample (N=587)

e —

Source of Variation |Sum of Squares df ] Mean Square| F ratio

Between Clusters 417.4182 19 21.9694 30.03*
Within Clusters 6580.3047 11691 0.5629
Total 6997 .7227 11710

* Probability <.01

The obtained 7 ratio of 30.03 (df = 19, 11,691) 1s signiticant at the
.01 probability level. Individual cell means were then paired using
Duncan's new multiple range test. The results of this analysis are
presented in Figure 5. Inspection of this figure reveals that 132 of

the 190 total possible pair comparisons were significant at the .01 le-
vel of probability.

In addition, the relative importance attributed to clustered items
by respondents according to their professional position {s amenable to
analysis. This information not only provides additional insight in es-
tablishing module priorities, but facilitates the project goal of 1in-
dividualizing training to the specific professional objectives of the
trainee. Specifically, in preparing the trainee for a curriculum posi-
tion primarily involving contact with special class teachers (as opposed,
for example, to primarily administrative contact), the project staff can
delineate those context-function clusters considered of greatest impor-
tance to this sub-sample of the respondent population. Table 141 presents
the mean importance ratings of clustered items for the administrators (su-
perintendents, special education directors, and principals), teachers {reg-
ular and special class), and curriculum consultants.
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These were analyzed using a simple one-way analysis of variance.
Tables 142-144 present the results of these analyses for administrators,
teachers, and curriculum consultants, respectively. It can be observed
that all three analyses yielded significant F ratios as follows:
administrators ( F = 4,96; df » 19, 1,618; p <.01)}; teachers (F = 26.57;
df = 19, 8,194; p <.01); and curriculum consultants (F = 2.43; df = 19,

2205 p <.01).

Table 142

Results of Analysis of Vartance on Mean Importance Data
for Administrators (N=82)

Source of Variation |Sum of Squares af Mean Square| F ratio

Between Clusters 51,5235 19 2.7118 4.96*
Within Clusters 885.4707 1618 0.5473
Total 936.9941 1637

* Probability <.0t

Table 143

Results of Analysis of Variance on Mean Importance Data
for Teachers {(N=411)

Source of Variation |Sum of Squares|  df Mean Square| F ratio
Between Clusters 293.9102 19 15.4690 26 .57*
Within Clusters 4770.8320 8194 0.5822

Total 5064.7422 8213

* Probability <.01
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Tablg 144

Results of Analysis of Variance on Mean Importance Data
for Curriculum Consultants (Na?Z)

Source of Variation |Sum of Squaf;;. df Mean Square| P ratio
Between Clusters 8.5311 19 0.4490 2.43*
Within Clusters 40,5968 220 0.1845

Total 49.1278 239

* Probability <.01

Individual cell comparisons for these three sub-samples were ana-
lyzed using Duncan's new multiple range test. Figures 6-8 indicate the
significant (p < .01) pair comparisons for administrators, teachers, and
curriculum consultants, respectively. The number of obtained significant
pair comparisons of the total 190 possible for each sub-sample 1is as
{811ows: administrators, 36; teachers, 124; and curriculum consultants,

Similarly, the trainability data are presented within the function-
context dimensions for the total respondent sample (see Table 145) and
individually for the administrator, teacher, and curriculum consultant
sub-samples (see Table 146). The use and value of these data are analo-
gous to those proposed for the importance data. In @ddition, the traina-
bility ratings provide direct guidance to the project staff in module
development. These ratings offer an empirical basis on which to make
judgments relating to appropriate milieu for training specific competencies.
Inspection of these data support the anticipated extensive employment
of field settings for training purposes.

Finally, in addition to servin? projecc staff needs in designing
training modules and specifying individualized training programs, these
data comprise a valuable body of information in themselves. That is,
knowledge of the results of this investigation should be viewed as a
competency in its own right. It is essential for any individual assuming
a leadership position in curriculum consultation to be sensitive to the
variety of differential role expectations he will ercounter. Thus, these
data will be utilized for training purposes as well as providing an em-
pirical base on which to build a modulized, performance-based, training
program for special education curriculum consultants.
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Table 145

Percentage of Each Trainability Response Per Cluster
by Total Sample

tan: ——r——

Cluster Peggentage_%;fﬁggﬁonggs"'
Evaluating/Curriculum _ 24.6 57.3 18.1
Evaluating/Instruction 28.5 49.3 22.2
Evaluating/Materials and Media 28.7 54.3 17.0
Evaluating/Communication Processes 1.4 37.3 51.3
Evaluating/Support Systems 28.3 52.8 18.9
Developing/Curriculum 32.4 51.4 16.2
Developing/Instruction o 42.1 43.8 14,1
Developing/Materials and Media 25.6 61.4 13.0
Developing/Communicatiun Processes 15.8 61.0 23.2
Developing/Support Systems 25.9 57.5 16.5
Training/Instruction 37.4 48.6 14.0
Training/Materials and Media 33.2 55.2 11.6
Training/Communication Processes 33.6 45.0 21.4
Advising/Curriculum 36.1 | 47.1 16.8
Advising/Instruction 43.2 41.1 156.7
Advising/Materials and Media 30.1 53.1 16.8
Advising/Communication Processes 17.7 46.2 36.1
Advising/Support Systems 24.8 54 .9 20.3
Serving as Liaison/Communication Processes 15.1 49.2 35.7
Serving as Liaison/Support Systems 24.0 52.4 23.6
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CHAPTER V
GUIDELINES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF INSTRUCTIONAL MODULES

The competency study was conducted to determine curricular input

for the training program. The task now becomes one of developing instruc-
tional modutes which, when completed successfully by trainees, will re-
sult in the trainees' attainment of identified competencies. This task
necessitates the formulation of precise specifications for each module.
The ¢lustering of competencies by function and context, which has been
completed, represents the first step in developing such sgec1f1cations.
Each competency statement must now be defined operationally through the
delineation of behaviorally stated objectives. Once this is accomplished,
the task of module development will be initiated.

The use of the module concept is becoming a popular approach for or-
ganizing learning experiences in competency-based training programs. How-
ever, in reviewing the array of modules being developed, it is apparent
that there is 1ittle uniformity in the procedures followed or in the for-
mat employed by module developers. There appears to be a trend toward
viewing modules as specific, self-contained instructional units. This
type of module lends itself to computerized systems and allows for the
accormodation of large numbers of students. In general, such modules are
independent units which may or may not be pursued in any particular se-
quence. p

Another approach involves the development of larger, more compre-
hensive modules which focus on a cluster of related competencies. Within
the larger instructional unit are individual elements which approximate
the more specific type of module. In this situation the specific units
are interdependent and allow for greater control over the sequence of
experiences through which the trainee progresses. This type of module
appears to be used primarily when the role for which a person is being
prepared is more specialized. For example, the small unit type of module
appears to be used more extensively in the preparation of teachers, whereas
the larger unit concept tends to be applied in situations where the em-
phasis is on skills such as program evaluation, research skills to be
applied in the classroom, or consultative roles.

Although the competency study data will serve as the primary deter-
minants for decisions regarding mocule content, decisions regarding for-
mat, media, and development procedures will result from experimentation
and examination of existing effort. Because experimentation is most ef-
fective within a construct against which successes and failures can be
compared, certain guidelines have been agreed upon. These will be re-
vised as exper:2nce dictates.

239
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Description of a Training Module

In contrast to modules which primarily direct trainees to resources
for satisfying the requirements of an objective, the modules developed
for this-project will be more substantive. Emphasis will be given to
structuring modules which are primarily comprehensive, self-contained,
instructional units. For purposes of this project, a training module
will be perceived as an organized plan or set of prescribed experiences
designed to prepare trainees for achieving competence in a major task
relevant to the role of a curriculum consultant for exceptional children,

The mode of experience and the setting in which the module will be
carried out will vary depending on the competencies being developed. A
variety of media and activities such as simulation, in-basket techniques,
rolé playing, assigned {ndependent stiudy exercises, and actual work ex- =
perfences will be utilized. Some modules may approximate instructional
packages whereas others will constitute clearly defined practicum ex-
periences in which the trainee is required to carry out delineated tasks
in circumstances which allow for assessment of his performance.

It is anticipated that each module will:

1. Provide training in a cluster of competencies relevant to a
major function of a curriculum consultant.

~2. Be comprised of several module components which may under
appropriate circumstances be combined with module components
from other modules to form a new module.

3. Be based on performance objectives and designed to allow
for self evaluation. '

4. Be oriented primarily towards field experiences.

5. Include assessment procedures to determine entry and exit
behaviors.

6. Be capable of providing alternative approaches for the
trainee in iihe develo?ment of competencies within the
structure of tnd module.

Figure 9 illustrates the process to be employed in building specifi-
cations for each module. The process is based on the data derived from
the clustering phase of the competency study. At the present time 1t is
assumed that each cluster represents a potential module.

The first two levels of the specification process are inherent in
the competency study. Steps three and four represent expansion stages
to be carried out by the project staff in cooperation with consultants
from the field.

Step I - Cluster: Twenty function-context clusters have been
empTrically identified. Each represents a potential module,
For example, the cluster labeled “Evaluating/Instruction” will




1 A attne @i .

Y ol

[T IO
v

24)

*ssao04d Juawdo]aAap pue u013eI}43109dS INPoN 6 34nbLy

s | s— 4 .
| SIAT193080

— L J € WNOILOMILSNI
1 C 1 C | A1 4335
$ININOJHOD

€ 19N3L3W0)

111 deas

&——— SIIINIL3IAWO0D
I1 da3s

A




242

constitute a module. Steps II, III, and IV serve to expand and
refine the specifications tv be followed in module develcpment.

Step II - Competencies: Within each cluster, related competen-
cies have been identified. These competencies will be reduced
todc?mgetency components as a means of clarifying their meaning
and intent.

Step III - Competency Components: A series of brief descriptive
Stagements 1n 053ec5¥Ve form will be developed for each compe-
tency. Reducing the competencies into components enhances their
amenability to rigorous analysis. This action also serves to
minimize redundancies while maximizing precision in the articu-
lation of instructional objectives. The competency components
are written from the ?erspective of the trainee and the instruc-
tional objectives will be stated in terms of trainee behavior.

Step IV - Instructional Objectives: One or more behaviorally
stated obJectives will be specified for each competency compo-
nent. Each objective will identify the terminal behavior, con-
ditions under which the behavior should be performed, and a cri-
terion level of successful performance. The instructional objec-
tives represent the most specific feature in the specification

- process. Activities, resources, and evaluative procedures will
be developed in reference to these instructional objectives. .

The specification process will allow the staff to make decisions
regarding appropriateness of commercially programmed modules. For ex-
ample, if a module on formatfve evaluation is available on the commercial
market, the staff will have criteria to apply in detemmining whether it
is sufficiently appropriate to our needs to warrant purchase. Further,
these specifications may be utilized should the project staff elect to
contract with individual agencies for the development of selected modules.
The main purpose of the specification process, however, remains the facili-
tation of module development by project staff.

Figure 10 describes the developmental procedures which the project
staff anticipates following in the development of modules. For purposes
of simplification many specific tasks have been subsumed under general
headings. It is anticipated that the most difficult modules to develop
will be those which are primarily field based. The temporal problems
encountered in engaging field personnel in module development may eve:-
tually necessitate revisions in the organization of the developmental
process 1llustrated in Figure 10,

Description of Tentative Module Format

1. Identification: A brief label-type statement will be used which
is sufficientTy descriptive to communicate the kinds of competencies the
module 1s designed to develop.

‘(a) Topic: A brief statement which identifies the major com-
petencies involved.
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Design Modules
Competency Study
5‘1
A
Cluster Process
5.2
J
Specification
Process 5.3
— %
Field Response
to Specification
5.4
Contract for Purchase Modules
Development 5 6
Resource Search
’ 5.8
Deve1<1)p1
Activities 5.9
A
Media
Development
5.10
R
Mock-Up
5.1
!
Fleld Test Y/
- 5.12
Place in
Program 5.15
Revision .
5.14 5.0

O Figure 10. Developmental procedures in the development of modules.
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(b) ldentification Number: A coding number which identifies
the module topic, cluster membership, and module type.

(c) Type: Designates whether the module is primarily field-
. Or campus~-based.

(d) Time Estimate: Initially an arbitrary indication of the
approximate time required to complete the module. However,
as data are collected on trainees' progress through the
module, it is anticipated that time expectancy levels can
be established with some precision. Time is not a crucial
factor in a performance-based program. Students will be
able to control the time variable according to their other
commitments and individual abilities.

2. Module Scope: This statement describes the intent of the module,
or the general competence to be developed. Emphasis will be given to il-
lustrating the relationship of the particular module to the overall pro-
gram.

3. Prerequisite Behavior: Skills and understandings which are as-
sumed to be requisites prior to entrance in the module should be specified.
As the program develops and a bank of modules is available, reference can
be made to specific competencies in other modules. It then becomes fea-
sibie to sequence modules.

4. Competency Components: There will be several comﬁetency compo-
nents within each modulfe. Components will represent somewhat independent

gnits og {nstruction which under certain circumstances serve as indepen-
ent modules.

5. Instructional Objectives: Specific instructional objectives in
behavioral terms for each competency to be developed through the module
will be listed. One or more instructional objectives will be developed
for each competency component,

6. Entry Assessment Criteria: This section specifies the procedures
to be used 1n evaluating the pre-entry capabilities of the trainee relative
to the competency components included in the module.

7. Instructional Unit(s): This section includes the series of ex-
eriences through which the trainee will progress. It represents the
eaching element of the module. The media utilized, as well as the man-

ner in which the content is organized, will be dependent on the nature
of the competencies being developed. When feasible, alternatives to

the prescribed instructional units should be desi?ned. Such options will
{ncrease as time permits the development of parallel modules. However,
within instructional modules, options in experience and presentation of
information can be provided.

(a) Objectives: The objectives specific to the instructional
unit being developed will be selected from the 1ist de-
lineated fn item 5. In modules where there will be only
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one instructional unit, all objectives will apply. Objec-
tives should be ordered according to the sequence in which
they wil) be encountered in the instructional unit.

(b) Criterion Measure: Evaluation criteria should be developed
for each objective. Emﬂhasis should be given to developing
criterion measures which can be self administered.

(c) Content Plan: This aspect of the module includes the acti-
vities, Information, and assignments to be carried out in
developing the competencies. All resources and their uses
should be clearly presented.

(d} Remediation Alternatives: The major focus of assessment
will be at the instructfonal unit level in reference to
behavioral objectives. Assessment procedures also will be
applied in terms of satisfying the requirements of the
module. However, if the trainee meets the requirements of
each instructional unit, he 1s reasonably assured of satis-~
faciorily completing the module. Remediation will be pro-
vides at the instructional-unit level rather than at_the
module level.

8. Exit Assessment Criteria: The procedures to be used in deter-
mining if the trainee has met the objectives of the module will be
specified. For the most part, this determination is cumulative and
inherent in the design of the module. If a trainee fatis to meet the
criterion measure for a particular objective, remediation should be
provided at that pcint. Consequently, as the trainee satisfies the re-
gu;rements of the last objectives, he simultaneousty completes the mo-

ule.




CHAPTER VI
PREL.IMINARY PROTOTYPE TRAINING MODEL

The competency study reported in this document and the module devel-
opment activities currently underway represent major sources of influence
regarding the final design of the training model. Although these phases
are focused on the determination of curricular input for the training mo-
del, it is difficult to separate the nature of the input from decisions on
the process of training. The project has progressed to the point that a
preliminary model has been constructed. This tentative mode? will be sub-
Jjected to considerable evaluation throughout the developmental and opera-
tional stages.

The conditions which must be accommodated by the model include the
following:

(1) It must employ a performance-based modular curriculum,
(2) It must 21low trainees to specify their own goals.

{3) It must be sufficiently flexible to meet in-service as
well as pre-service needs in the area of curriculum develop-
ment.

(4) It must allow for extensive involvement of field personnel
in the implementation of module instruction.

The schema presented in Figure 11 illustrates the relationship of
specific aspects of the model considered to be important at the present
time.

9.1 Trainee Decisions

9.1.1 Specify Competency Goals: Trainees will be oriented to
the competencies which have been identified as important
to the role of a curriculum consultant. They also will
be given data on varying perspectives of personnel from
different-sized settings. Through counseling the trainee
will identify his competency goals.

9.1.2 Competency Assessment: The trainee's level of competency
will be apprafsed relative to the competency areas he has
identified as a goal. He may be advised to reconsider
his setections depending on the time he wants to conmit t.o
the training program.

9.1.3 Program Determination: Decisions regarding the modules
most appropriate to the trainee's goals are evaluated at
this point.
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Degree Goal: In cooperation with a staff member the trainee
wilT decide 1f he wants to pursue an advanced degree as part
of his training program. If he elects a degree, then he
needs to satisfy the graduate college requirements for an
advanced degree, ‘

Module Entry Assessment: An attempt will be made to deter-
mine those skills possessed by the trainee which are relative
to the module. This information will be used in making deci-
sions on which module elements the trainee will be required
to complete.

Select Module Elements: Specific module elements will
be selected.

Sequence Module Elements: Some module elements will be
structured Into a hierarchy. There also will be situations
when a trainee will be pursuing module elements from differ-
ent modules. This step will be used to prepare a plan for
the trainee, ‘

Module Element

2.4.1 Enter Module Element: The trainee begins work on
a specitic module element of his program.

2.4.2 HModule Element Entry Assessment: The skills pos-
sessed by the trafnee relative to the module ele-
ment will be identified.

2.4.3 Complete Prerequisites: Some module elements require
prerequisite skills. If a trainee has not satisfied

%hese, he will be required to do so prior to proceed-

ng.

t

2.4.4 Repeat Module Element Entry Assessment: The entry
assessment will be repeated to check on completion
of prerequisite skills.

2.4.5 Instructional Unit

9.2.4.5.1 Read Directions: Specific directions will
be designed for each instructional unit.
The trainee will be responsible for checking
his understanding of the directions.

9.2.4.5.2 Instructional Objective(s): Objectives will
be designed which identify the terminal be-
havior, conditions under which the behavior
should be performed, and a criterion level
of successful performance.
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9.2.4.5.3 Activities: The trainee will be directed to
specific Instructional activities to assist-
him in reaching the objectives.

9.2.4.5.4 Criteria: This is a check point to deter-
mine 1f the trainee met the conditions of
the instructfonal objectives.

9.2.4,5.5 Staff Determines Remediation: If the trainee
failed this criteria, he will be counseled
regarding the most appronriate remediation
approach,

9.2.4.5.6 Remediation Activities: Activities will be
designed to assist the trainee in remediating
his difficulties.

9.2.4.5.7 cCompletion of All Instructional Units: This
fs a check point to determine 1f the trainee
has completed all the instructional units of
the particuiar moduie element. ’

9.2.4.5.8 Select Next Instructional Unit: Having com-
pTeted one instructionai unit, the trainee
will move to other instructional units of
the module element.

9.2.4.6 Completion of A1l Module Elements: This is a check
pofnt to determine if the trainee has completed all
the module elements of the particular module.

9.2.4.7 Select Next Module Element: Having completed one
module element, the trainee will move to other
module elements of the module.

9.2.5 Module Criterion: An evaluation experience which assesses
the trainee™s performance of the competencies of the module
will be designed.

9.2.6 Exit Module: Having completed the module, the trainee will
move to other modules in his program,

Degree Options

9.3.1 GEAB Evaluation: These are the entrance examinations for
admission to graduate school.

9.3.2 Research Tool Requirements: Specific research tools are
required depending on the degree selected.

9.3.3 Support Area Courses: Course work beyond the trainee program
wilT be required for advanced degrees.
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9,3.4 Comprehensive Examination: Tratnees pursuing degree options
w11§ be su53ecfeﬁ to the same departmental and college re-
quirements as will other students.

9.4 Completion of Program

9.4.1 Complete Module Series: The remaining modules in the trainee's
Erogram will be completed. For the most part, these will
e pursued while the student 1s also working on the degree
requirements. Because trainees will vary in their compe-
tency goals, their overall program will vary even though
ghetgegree requirements outside the training sequences may
e the same.

9.4.2 Exit Program: Although a trainee will exit his present prd-
gram, he may return for additional training at a later time,
It is also anticipated that trainees will be retained as re-
source personnel for assistance in improving the program.
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INTERVIEW STAGES

Stage I - Estabiishing Rapport ’

The purpose of this phase is to create an attitudinal set for the en-
tire interview. This phase should be conducted in a free and unguided
manner to "loosen up" the interviewee and reduce threat and defensiveness.
It could begin by interviewer and interviewee finding out about each
other. Communication should be two-way and the interviewer should re-
sist the tendency to Jump too quickly into business.

Stage Il - Preliminary Structuring

This phase is to clarify the purpose of the interview and to extend
rapport by emphasizing the point that the interview will be a mutual ex-
ploration of ideas. It should be conveyed that: (1) the interviewee is
bein? utilized as a resource person for the project, and (2) we are pri-
marily interested in the interviewee as a source of ideas rather than a
source of factual information.

Stage IIl - Introduction to Project

This phase is the beginning of the interview proper. This stage
can also be a question and answer session about the project, its goals,
and current stage of development. Assuming that the interviewee has read
the introductory letter, this'sta?e will deal primarily with the clarifi-
cation of the role of the curriculum consultant. Interviewer should
spend as much time as is necessary to ascertain that interviewee has an
unequivocal understanding of the kind of person/role we are talking about.

The interviewer should elicit feedback from the interviewee deter-
mining whether he has a clear and accurate conception of the curriculum
consultant's role. :

Stage IV - Selection of Competency Statements

The purpose of this phase is to explain the concept of "competency
items." Discuss such things as:

1. Performance objectives
a) What is a skill?
b) What is a knowledge?
2. Behavioral statements
3. Levels of specificity

Have examples prepared to facilitate understanding.
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From this point on, the direction of the interview will daﬁend pri-
marily on the extent to which the interviewee "catches on" to the task.

1. Draw out details regarding significant points that have been
touched upon.

During the interviewee's feedback portion,
1. Narrow down to specifics through the use of such phrases as:

"ﬁxagfly what should a curriculum consultant do to accomplish
that?" ' -

"with whom should he work?"
"what should a curriculum consultant know about?"

“could you give an example of an activity to accomplish that
906]?"

2. Re-phrase for respondent when he is getting too general.
3. Give examples of tasks when he.is too general.

4, Go from general to specific until he is in frame of reference,
1.e., the level of specificity that we want.

5. Re-phrase his words rather than feed him words.
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University of Missouri = Columbia

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Department of Special Education
516 South Sixth Street
Columbia, Missouri 65201

January 25, 1971

Dear Colleague:

The Department of Special Education at the University of Missouri in
-cooperation with the U.S. Office of Education is currently in the process
of designing a graduate level training program to prepare curriculum con-
sultants with generic skills applicable to the education of exceptional
children. This training program will be based on specific competencies
or skills that are identified as being essential to the performance of a
curriculum consultant,

We have selected a number of school districts to assist us in
determining the skills and competencies a person should possess to function
effectively as a curriculum consultant for exceptional children. We are
asking selected educators within these districts to complete the enclosed
questionnaire designed to elicit responses about the competencies such
a consultant should possess. The data acquired from the questionnaires
will be analyzed to determine a ranking of importance of the competencies.
These results will serve as a basis for structuring experiences to be
included in the training program.

The project staff is most eager to obtain your views in terms of how
such a curriculum consultant might function in your particular program.
Instructions for completing the questionnaire are printed on the first page
and should be read carefully before responding to the items.

We appreciate your willingness to complete the questionnaire and
hope it will be possible for you to return it to us within a week in the
envelope provided. Individual respondents will not be identified by name.
Thank you very much for your cooperation.

/

Edward l.. Meyen
Director Project Director

/.'
rojec

———
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INSTRUCTIONS

The purpose of this questionnaire {s to obtain your views on the role of a curriculum consultant
for exceptional children. Please use the following description of a curriculum consultant as your frame
of reference {n responding to the {tems on the questionnaire:

A curriculum consultant s a person capable of: ?rovlding direction in developing
curriculum for educationsl programs serving exceptional childreni participating at the
deciston-making level in curriculum development within general eiucation; providing
leadership through fn-service education; advising spacial education administrators on
curriculum needs; facilitating the teachers' use of dissemination vehicles for materials
and research applicable to the classroom. This person will alséfbe trained to assist

teachers with 1nstructional problems, thus providing an {ndirec ,seévice to children,
Doviten

IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION

Please complete all {tems on page 1. While you are asked to indicate your name, all responses will
be treated as confidential, Your name is needed in case it is necessary to obtain clarification on a
response and to facil{tate our sharing results with you,

EVALUATION OF COMPETENCY STATEMENTS

Pages 2 through 7 contain a Iistinq of statements describing competencies that might be related to t.e
ro;e of{a gg;:tculum consultant as previously descritad. You are to judge each item in terms of t{mportance
and traina ty.

Importance: Re.k each competency according to {ts importance in carrying out the role of a curriculum
consuitant as described above. Consider your program as the setting in which this person would be serving.
Us:cg ? soft-leaded pencil mark your ranking of the importance of each {tem according to the following
criteria:

Column 0 = Very important

Column 1 = Moderately important
Column 2 » S1{ghtly important
Column 3 = Somewhat unimportant
Column 4 = Definitely unimportant

Trainability: Trafnabflit{ refers to the manner in which a particular competency 1s developed. Certain
competencies are best developed within the framework of on-campus college curricula. Other competencies
are best developed through an apprenticeship or on-the-job trafning and experience. Sti11 other
competencies ma{ be looked upon as not susceptible to development through formal education or job 2xperience
but are primarily a matter of self-growth and personal maturity. Using a soft-leaded pencil mark your
ranking of the tratnability of each ftem according to the following criteria:

Column 7 = Best developed through on~campus curricula
Column 8 = Best developed through on-the-job tra1n1ng and experience
Cotumn 9 = Not amenable to training; a matter of self-growth and personal maturity
REMEMBER: EACH COMPETENCY ITEM IS TO BE RATED TWILE--ONCE ON THE IMPORTANCE DIMENSION AND ONCE ON THE
TRAINASILITY DIMENSION.
REACTION PAGE

Please answer the questions on the 1ast page, giving us your opinions.
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Name

*

(Pi¢ase print)

. Title

o

Description of dutfes _

-———

#leage obaerve the followtlng epeotfal handling procedurde:
1. Use only a number 2 penail for marking wour ocoded reeponaes on the
speatal fora,
2. Do not fold or tear the forma. ‘
3. frase compleealg any changed responses or stray marks.
4. Please anawer all questtone.

1. Sex: If you are a male, mark in {0); female, mark in {1). 1.
2. Age: (D}24 or less; (1)25-29; (2)30-39; (3)40-49; (4)50-59; ({5)60-65; (6)66 or older. 2
3. Highest tevel of grofessiona] ﬂreparat1on: (O)Less than B.A.; (1)B.A.y (2)8.A,%; 3.
{3)M.A.: {4]M.A.+; (5)6th year degree; (6)Doctorate.
4. For iteme u-h use thg following ooding aystem (inolude present year‘s work): {Q)none
or NA(not applicable); (1)1-2 years: {2)3-5; (3)6-10; (4??1-15; 5116-20; (6)21 or more.
a., Number of years as a ctassroom teacher - regular education class (Full-time teacher; 4a,
not counting student teachfng).
b. Number of years as a classroom teacher - special education class (Full-time teacher; 4b.
not counting student teaching).
¢. Number of years as a principal or assistant principal. 4c.
d. Number of years as a superintendent {assistant or associate}. 44.1° ;

e. Number of years as a consultant {including supervisor, specialist) - regular education. de,

f. Humber of years as a consultant (including supervisor, specialist) - special education. -4f,

g. Total number of years professionat education experience {can excead total of items a-f). 49.

h. Number of years employed {n present district. dh,

5. Do you hold full credentials for your present position for the state in which you 5
are now working: {O}yes; (V)no; {2INA(not appticable). .

6. Number of special classes in your building: (O)none; {1)1; (2)2 or more; (3)total 6

) school; (4)NA(not applicable). Please noter Everyoue vxeept teachers (regular and .

apvedal oduartion) and building peincipals ana aveistant principala should check WA.

Do not write in this apuce

Use Only a Number 2 Pencil —~ Do Not Fold 'P.‘\GET'
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Please make two marks for each ttem.

L
A CURRICULLM CONSULTANT AS DEFINED IN THIS STUDY SHOWD BE CAPABLE OF 1)

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

. .. predicting probable effects resulting from specific curriculum change in the
district.
2, ... cwieloping a systematic approach to fdentifying and resolving curriculum
problems,
3. ... communicating with administrators in an advisory capacity on matters of curriculum
priorities and needed changes,
4. ... determining the application of curriculum guides developed by other districts
to his own school district.
S, ... {dentifying elements of & curriculum guide which are bssed on a particular
curriculum theory.
6. ... supervising staff members engaged in the development of curriculum publications,
7. ... estimating costs of producing curriculum documents.
8. ... assessing present curriculum(s) to identify areas needing revisfon.
9. ... integrating information regarding community characteristics {e.g., various sub-
cultures, sotio-economic strata} into the development of curricu1um? s
10. ... translating the objectives and expectations of the schoal tnto curriculum
guidelines,
11, ... utilizing knowtedge of the development, maturation, and {ntellectual capacities
of exceptional children in the development of the curriculum.
12, ... formu\ating specific program objectives that will be compatible with the general
aims and objectives of the school districy.
13. ... applying basic principles of currfculum development and educatforal theory.
14, ... assessing the extent to which & curriculum project has been successful in trans-
lating general curriculum goals into actual ctassroom practices and procedures.
15, ... selecting fnnovative practices and research findings applicable to local curri-
culum improvement activities
16. ... adapting innovative elements of regular education practices {e.g., scheduling
or grouping techniques) to programs for exceptional children.
17. ... retrfeving and listenirng receptively to {ideas presented from all personnel
about curriculum content and needed revisions.
i8. ... comunicating established curriculum priorities to administrators, boards of
education and lay groups.
19, ... serving as an effective spokesman for teachers on currfculum ideas and instruc-
, tional reeds. i
20. ... formulating recommendations which convey the intent of concerns fdentified in
) the process of developing curriculum,
21. ... engaging personnel, who are administratively responsible to other persons in
mutualty henefiting curriculum development activitfes.
2?2, ... demonstrating the need for furding of curricuium- rélated projects.
23, ... coordinating funds allocated for curriculum development activities.
24. ... Initiating research activities on curriculum or instruction,
25. ... determining commitment of funds to currifculum development activities as com-
A pared to other aspects of school operation.
EKC Use Only a Number 2 Pencil ~ Do Not Fold

N
o
[}

Defimitely unimportant

Somewhat unimportant

{Slightly important

{
!

! Very important
[Moderately important

10.
11.
12.
13.
14,

15,

17.

18,
19,

20.

21,

22.
23,

4.

25.t~
PAGE [M-{“

‘On-campus curricula

10n-the-job training

_ - Self-growth ancd maturity
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Please make two marks for each ftenm,

N\ CURRICULUM CONSULTANT AS DEFINED IN TMIS STUDY SHOULD BE CAPABLE OF ..,

26,

22,

28.

29.

30,
31,
32

i3

5.

6.
.

0,

41,

a2,

43.
44,
45.

- 4.

a1, .

a8,

- 45,

50,

++. formulatirg curriculum-retated priorities §n harmony with the available financtal
resources,

«v. orfenting administrators on the need for district involvement in research
activities.

«vo stimulating participation of teachers fin research activities.

«v coordinating research activitfes on curriculum or fnstruction,

.. obtaining assistance from experts on résearch problems (e.g., advice on design
or instrumentation).

«v« designing evaluation procedures which identify the strengths and weaknesses of
a total instructional program,

e implanentinT varied evaluative techniques for assessing teacher effectiveness
{e.g., peer-evaluation, observ:tional techniques, self-appraisal scales),

.+ assisting teachers in stating and applying criterion measures in evaluating
instruction.

.v. developing instructional objectives in beéhavicral temms.

«++ 3pplying task analysis principles to instruction.

..» developing, implementing, and evaluating teacher tesson plans.

... alding teachers in using a prescriptive approach to a child's instructional
problem,

.+ training teachers to become capable of the independent resolution of their
instructionai problems.

«+. motivating teachers to conduct their own review of instructional resources and
research in their area.

... utilizing professional references and Journals to gain current informatfon about
instructional techniques and methods,

... training teachers in directing the work of classrcom aides or helpers,

... assisting teachers in the effective utilization of their classroom space {e.g.,
seating arvangements, interest centers, study carrels, etc.).

... assisting teachers in the effective use of visval aids.

... determining space needs, physical plant requirements and modifications,

... implementing instructional procedures which are specifically designed to enhance
teacher-pupil velationships.

.+, instructing teachers in the use of techniques to assess teacher-pupil and pupil-
pupfl interaction in their classrooms.

.. helping teachers establish classroom climate conducive to learning.

... assessing teacher performance fn classroom management.

... explaining theories and technfques of behavior management systems to educational
personnel.

... identifying the nature of teacher-pupit and pupit-pupil interaction in a class-
room.

Use Only a Number 2 Pencil ~ Do Not Fold

26.

27,

28,

29,

30.

1.

32,

33.

s,

35.

36.

37.

8.

9.

40,

4].

q2.

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48,

49.

50.
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A CORRTCOLUM CONSULTANT AS DEFINED IN THIS STUDY SHOULD BE CAPABLE OF .. > 5§§§
23¥538%
51, .., Interpreting results from standardized achievement and diagnostic measures. 514
52, ... finterpreting medical and psychological reparts on childrea. 52,
83, ... influencing teachers to be observant of pupil behavior (e.g., cognizant of ‘
increments of progress). 53,
54, ... aiding teachers in developing their own informal) pupil evaluative techniques. 54,
§5, - ... demonstrating to teachers the utilization of ?upil-performance {nformation (e.g.,
application of standardtzed test information in planning lessans), ssw
56. ... recommending tests appropriadte to assessment of pupil performance fn a given :
content area. st
57, ... demonstrating teaching activities which accomplish specific {nstructional goals .
. (e.9., reading readiness, auditory discrimination, etc.). 571
58, .. deve10p1n§ teaching activities which accomplish specific instructional goals 81
{e.q., reading readiness, auditory discrimination, etc.). 5 i
‘ |
53, ... 2ssisting teachers in applying remedial technigues for specific learning problems, 59,
€0, ... assisting teachers in adaptation of materials and methods according to specific 60
learning characteristics. o
€1, ... demonstrating the variety of situations in which a specific teaching technique ;
can be applied. 6l.,
62. .., discussing the advanta?es. disadvantages, and major aspects of comparable
tea:hing methods (e.g., Gillingham vs. Fernald). 62-3
63, ... training teachers to translate their observations of pupll behavior into meaning- 6
ful instruction, B
€4, ... encouraging teachers to experiment with different instructional approaches. 64.E
¢5. ... explaining advantages and disadvantages of various instructional approaches em- 655
. ployed in classrooms to meet curriculum objectives (e.g., unit approach, etc.). ¥
€6, ... assessing the ability of particular teachers to select and use instructionat ‘
materials. 66. -
]
67, ... identifying the problems that teachers encounter in the selection and acquisition
of materials. 67.
68, ... evaluating and setecting materfals in accordance with the financial resources '
of the school. . 68.
09, ... training teachers in the selection of materials to produce an integrated and i
, coordinated ciassroom progran, 69.-i
70, ... determining difficulty and interest levels of specific instructional materials, 70 i
71, ... conducting research nn the relative efficiency of comparable matertals and/or
k techniques. 71,
72, ... assisting teachers in the development of procedures for evaluating instructional 7 ;
- materials. Z.i
13. ... training teachers in the process of creating and developing new materials, 13,1
14, ... stimulating educatfonal personnel to consult sources to obtain current informa- 2 !
tfon on instructional materials, .%
75, ... providing the instructional staff with a continuing source of information
vegarding materials, : i 75.E
Q -
EMC Use 1y 3 Number 2 Paoenr 2o Not Fold raGt .
P o ——. e - -

Y

-
-

-On-campus cur~icula
Om-<he-iob training
Self-growtn and maturi



r ..... At 4 1 5 4 —— e ey

N Please make twe marke for each item,

A CURRICULUM CONSULTANT AS DEFINED IN THIS STUDY SHOULD BE CAPABLE OF ..

6,

7.

8.

79.

...teVAIuating the potential and actual services provided by resource materials
centers,

oo assisting in the establishment or revision of a local resource materisls center,

...tinstructing teachers in the use of the services offered by a resource materials
center,

vvo 1dentifying classroom situations where particular materials are creating class-
room problems,

oo assisting teachers in the application of a range of Instructional materials
to acconplish an fnstructional goal,

voo A8sisting teachers in the revisfon or adaptation of available materials.

.. developing a sequentia) and coordinated utflization of materials among the
instructfonal staff,

<o providing teachers with sources of information on instructtonal media,

...f$?a1?1n9 teachers in the use of sources of media software {e.g., depositories
of ms),

«o0 assisting teachers in the development and¢ utilization of teacher-made instruc-
tional devices.
vor A55isting teachers in evaluating their own self-made snstructional media.

.o recommending the instructional media needed for varied classroom groupings
{e.q., team teaching, etc.).

+oo 358isting teachers in selecting instructional media devices that best fit their
ctassroom needs and characteristics,

+v. selecting media applicable to individual instruction with exceptional children,
... demonstrating to administrators techniques of utilizing media in educational
diagnosis and instruction.

+.. providing administrators with a rationale for the purchase and implementation of
a particular type of media (e.g., merits of video tape).

... denonstrating to teachers how instructional medta can be used to teach specific
skills (e.g., vocational problem solving, self-monttoring) in children.

... demonstrating to teochers that instructional media can be used for a vartety
of performance outcomes.

... demonstrating to teachers the use of video taping as an evaluative technique,

... demonstrating to teachers the use of video taping as an instructifonal tool.
+o. demonstrating to teachers the correct use of instructional media.

... explaining the mechanical operation of selected commonty used educational hard-
ware,

... identifying the curriculum objectives which can be attained through the use of
fnstructional media.

... developing with teachers techniques to evaluate the effectiveness of instructional
media,

.+« assisting teachers concerning the integration of the newer developments (e.q.,
educational television) into the instructional program.

Use Only a Number 2 Pencil -~ Do Not Fold
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76,

17,

8.

79,

80.

81.

82.

83.].

84.

8%,

86,

87.

88,

89,

90,

91.

92,

93,

94,

95,

96,

9.

94

99.

100,
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A CURRICULLM CONSULTANT AS DEFINED IN THIS STUDY SHOULD BE CAPABLE OF 114 ggﬂ' ﬁ g T
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Wl .., disseminating information regarding the turriculum and innovative practices of
the school to professional and lay groups, 10,
102, ... cemnunicating with state department personnel (directors and consultants) regarding
the local program, 162,
103, ... utilizing pudblic relations approaches to facilitate school-community interaction. 103,
104, ... establishing a system df communication which provides feedback from the community. 104
106, - ... fdentifying the informal power structure of the community. 105.
106, ... advising teachers and adminfstrators regarding use of comnunity agencies and ‘]0
services. 6.
107, ... explaining to parents the strategies of goal-setting and behavior management 107
they could uSe in the home, . :
i 108, ... informing parents regarding the uses of instructional media fn the home (e.q.,
selected use of TV and radio, Selection of books and games). 108,
109, ... serving in an advisory capacity to special interest parent groups (e.g., to 109
local Associatiun for Retarded Children), :
110, ... identifying community agencies and services which assist with educational
problens, 110, ,
11, ... identifying the requisite skills for staff positions in the instructional pro- m
gram, 7 '
112, ... selecting personnel skilled to assume specific roles in the instructional pro- 12.
granm.
113, ... fdentifying persons with specific curriculum development skills (e.g., writing, 13
sequencing, selecting matertals}). ’
L14, ... assessing his own knowledge and sktlls, i.e., self-appraisal, 114,
115. ... evaluating the effectiveness of his communicatfon with teaching personnel. 115.
116, ... evaluating the effectivengzs of his communication with administrative personnel. 116.
oy &
117, ... enlisting professional fesources (e.g9., persons, instructional packages, etc.) 17
which can be utilized in local curriculum devetopment activities. !
118, ... interpreting the organizational structure of the school district {job responsi- 18
bilities, functions, lines of authority, etc.}.
{19; ... identifying the informal power structure of a school system. 119.
120, ... interpreting state laws and legal provisions relative to the education of 120
exceptional children, .
121, ... advising the polfcy makers of a district (superintendent and school board} regarding 121
the programning needs for exceptional children, :
2, ... advising administrators on acquisition of classroom equipuent, supplies, and 122
materials, .
25 .., identifying schoo) policies in need of revision o allow greater teacher 123
participation in decision-mking on curriculum practices. .
%4, ... developing procedures which allow for teacher participation in decisions regarding 124
materials and equipment acquisition, development of curriculum, and in-service, '
26, ... obtaining support services for teachers engaged in curriculum development activities 125
(e.g., released time, secretarial services, resource materials, etc.}. :
Q Use Only a Number 2 Pencil — Do Not Fold PAGE L ) _i
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A CURRICULLM CONSULYANT AS DEFINED IN THIS STUDY SHOULD BE CAPABLE OF .., ER % -
22524
106 ... sérving as 3 )wader (providing direction) ia curricuium development activities. 126.
127. ... drranging means {e.9., individual conferences, staff meetings, etc.) to aid 127
the overall system of communication in curriculum development activities. )
178, ... facititating teacher interaction and communication to aid sequencing of the
curricutun, 128.
129, ... identifying }ines of comiunication relative to the fmprovement of instruction 129
which exist within the organizational structure of the school. )
130, ... fdentifying communication breakdowns among personnel. 130.
1al, ... fdentifying nature and extent of interaction between administrators and teachers. 131
132, ... recommending relevant professional 1{terature regarding curriculum practices 132
applicable to exceptional children. '
133. ... disseminating teaching ideas and "tricks of the trade.” £33,
134, ... transmitting knowledge and classroon implications from professional literature
or conferences. 134,
135, ... instruc?ing teachers in the techniques of counseling parents and parent con- 135
fereuces. ‘ ‘ .
130, ... denoustrating yood teaching methodology to a teacher in her setting, 136,
1.7, ... cownunicating the rationale and structure of an in-service program to educa-
tional personnel. 137.
12, ... descnstrating to administrative personnel the need for and relevancy of specified )
{n-service training topics. i38.
139, ... evaluating in-service training programs. 139.
140. ... developing a system for in-service training that will insure continuous communi-
cation, 1aison, goal-setting, evaluation, and utilization of feedback. 140.
141. ... tdentifying the problems comnion to teachers of the district that will te 141
amenable to in-service training, .
142. ... developing identified protlem aress into a legical sequence of topics and .
content for in-service programs. ) _ 142,
143, ... organizin? and conducting meetings for express purposes (e.g., decision 4
making, relating information, soliciting opinfon). 143.
144, ... presenting information or material in an objective and efficient manner. 144
ti%. ... fnteracting with any educational personnel utilizing tact ahd diplomacy. 145.
tA. ... exlbiting leadership qualittes in in-service sitvations or presentatiors. 146.
147, ... varying the cxperiences provided through in-service training. 147,
148. ... managing the logistic details of presenting a workshop (e.g., obtaining 148
released time, materials needed). ,
149, ... identifying educational personnel with skills applicable to in-service training
programs (e.g., master teacher to demonstrate specific techniques). 149.
150. ... enlisting services of qualifted outside consuttants for in-service sessions. 150
Q ‘ e a O
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REACTION PAGE

 The questionnalre whioh you have Just oomplatsd {e in tentative form, Your response to seleoted
quasttons would be of help to us as we improve on the dcttin of the queetionnaire, Please record your
response in the epace provided. Use the reverse eide of this page if neceseary,

Jo How much time diﬁ 1t take you to compiete ths questionnaire? . Considering the
. need for appropriately-trained curricutum consultants, what 13 your reaction to the effort required
to complate this questionnafre?

2. List any competencies which you feel should be possessed by & curriculum consulitant but which
were not 1isted in the questionnaire.

3. Indicate the number(s) of any items which you feel are poorly worded, unclear, or ambiguous.
4, iHow might the questionraire be tmproved to ease the task of completing 1t?

5. Did you encounter amy problem {n marking your responses according to the coding system? Yes___ No__ .
. It yes, describe.

6. 00 you feel that the role of the consultant was clearly described in the instructions? Yes___ No_
1f no, comment,

A ruiToxt provided by ER
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University of Missouri ~ Columbia

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Department of Special Education
515 South Sixth Street
Columbia, Missouri 65201

April 2, 1971

Dear Colleague:

The Department of Special Education at the University of Missouri-
Columbia with the support of the U.S. Office of Education s currently
in the ?rocess of designing a graduate level training program to prepare
curriculum consultants with generic skills applicable to the education
of exceptional children. This training program will be based on sEec1fic
competencies or skills that are identified as being essential to the
performance of a curriculum consultant.

We have selected a number of school districts to assist us 1in
determining the skills and competencies a person should possess to function
effectively as a curriculum consultant for exceptional -children. We are
asking selected educators within these districts to ccmplete the enclosed
questionnaire designed to elicit responses about the competencies such
a consultant should possess. The data acquired from the questionnaires
will be analyzed to determine a ranking of importance of competencies.
These results will serve as a basis for structuring experiences to be
included in the training program. :

P

The project staff is most eager to obtain your views in terms of how
such a curriculum consultant might function in your particular program.
Instructions for completing the questionnaire are printed on the first
page and should be re arefully before responding to the items,

agness to complete the questionnaire and
hope it will be possible for o return it to us within a week in the
envelope provided. Individua gondents will not be identified by name.
Thank you very much for your coope

We appreciate your W

Project Director

R. el
Mar1lyf R. Chandler
- Project Coordinater
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INSTRUCTIONS

The purpose of this questionnaire fs to obtain your views on the role of a curriculum consultant
for exceptional children, Please use the foltowing description of a curriculum consultant as your frame
of reference in responding to the ftems on the questionnaire:

A curriculum consultant is a person capable of: serving as a leader in the
devetopment of curriculum for special education programs; advising and aiding in
decision-making about curriculum for the total educational progrem of the district;
providing leadership through in-service education; advising administrators on
curriculum needs; a1d!n? teachers' use of resources and research; assisting teachers
with instructional problems; providing an indirect service to children.

IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION

Please complete all items on page 1. While you are asked to indicate your name, al) responses
will be treated as confidential. Your name and school name and address are essentfal for us 1n case it
1s necessary to obtain further opinions from you.

EVALUATION OF COMPETENCY STATEMENTS

Pages 2 through 5 contain a 1isting of statements describing competencies that might be related
to the role of a curriculum consultant as previously described. The entire set of competencies might
not be reflected in any one actual person's position. You are to judge each statement in terms of its
fmportance and tminability,

Importance: Consider your program as the setting in which this person would be serving. Rank each
competency according to its importance in carrying out the role of a curriculum consultant as described

above. Using a soft-leaded pencil biacken 1n your ranking of the importance of each item according to
the following criterfa:

Column O = Very important

Column 1 = Moderately important
Column 2 = Slightly important
Column 3 = Somewhat unimportant
Column 4 = Definitely unimportant

Tratnability: Trainability refers to the manner in which a particular competency is developed. Certain
competencies might best be developed within the framework of on-campus curricula and training. Other
competencies might best be devetoped through an apprenticeship, internship, or off-campus training and
experience. S5till other competencies may be looked upon as not susceptible to development through formal
education or job experience but are primarily & matter of self-growth and personal maturity. Using a
soft-leaded pencil blacken in your ranking of the trainability of each item according to the following
criterfa:

Column 7 = Best developed through on-campus curricula i
Column 8 = Best developed through internship or on-the-job training
Column 9 = Not amenable to training; a matter of self-growth and personal maturity

REMEMBER: EACH COMPETENCY ITEM IS TO BE RATED TWICE--ONCE ON THE IMPORTANCE DIMENSIOM AND GNCE ON THE
TRAINABILITY DIMENSION. This means that you will make one mark on the importance side
(to the left of the black divider) and one mark on the trainability side {to the right
of Eﬁp black divider). As an exampTe:

A CURRICULUM CONSULTANT AS DEFINED ABOVE SHOULD BE CAPABLE OF ...
A. ... driving a car. A, 0123107 Y9

PLEASE OBSERVE THE FOLLOWING SPECIAL HANDLING PROCEDURES:

1, Use only a number 2 pencil for marking your coded reaionses on the spectal form:.
20 Wlacken in the numbered spuce; do not use cirelee or X's,

L Do not fold or tear the forms.

kiee completely any changed responses or atray marke.

Please ansuer all questions. ‘
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P . . . Please prine
P VNN Last name Flest A
A A n
. W v« uouw ouww w' School district
! ©oeemesemees 4 Buginess
Y a8 Mailing address —
.Ul--|.\<'JUUUU|
b e e e mvan
:h,- nnnnng@l —
PR e YR ity State 2ip
1, Sex: If you are a male, blacken in the space numbered (0); female, blacken fn (1}, le o uoson
2. Age: (0)24 or less; (1)25-29; (2)30-39; (3)40-49; (4)50-59; (5}60-65; (6)66 or older. N S
3. Highest level of professional preparation: (0)Less than B.A.; (1)B.A.; (2)B.A.+; pA e
(3)M.A.4 (JM.A.#; (S)Gtg year degree; {6) Doctorate. Jovvewoed
4. 0o you hold full credentials for your position for the state in which you are ncw working: oM aonoa
{0)yess (1)no; (2)not applicable, Adv v uuduy
5. Number of specfal classes in your building: (O)none; (1)1; (2)2 or more; {3)total school; g [7 7 2 7 n t »
{4)not applicable. Note: everyone but teachers and principals should check (4). PNy
€. MNumber of years employed in present district, including present year: (0)not applicable; " nrosoeor
(101225 (2)3-5; (36-10; (4)11-15; (5)16-20; (6)21 or more, S R AV
7. Total number of years of grofesﬂonat education experience, including present year: nowoa oo
(O)none; (1)1-25 (2)3-5; (3)6-10; (4)11-15; (5)16-20; (6)21 or more. Tolv wwd 0w
Yap {tems 8 through 16, any one year's work should not be vefileoted tm more than one ftem. S I R L |
nalude the preaent yeav, IV VR I VR WY
8. Number of years as a Superintendent {or Associate or Assistant Superintendent): gl oo -
(O)none; (1)1-2; {2)3-5; (3)6-10; (4)11-15; (5)16-20; (6)2) or more. L SV VR RV R
9. Nunber of years as a Curriculum Consultant, Specialist, Coordinator, or Supervisor: g.| " LI I N
(O)nones (1)1-2; (2)3-5; (3)6-10; (4)11-15; (5)16-20; {6)2} or more. o A R
1¢. Number of years as a Principal or Assistant Principal: AA A A oo
{O)none; (1)1-2; (2)3-5; (3)6-10; (4)11-15; (5)16-20; (6)2} or more. L
11. Number of years as a Psychologist or PSychohetrist: RN R R
(0)none; (1)1-2; (2)3-5; (3)6-105 (4)11-15; (5)16-20; (6)2) or more. S L
t2. HNumber of years as a Speech or Hearing Clinician: 124 e e
(O)none; (1)1-2; (2)3-5; (3)6-104 (4311-15; (5)16-20; (6)21 or more. v U T
13. Number of years as a Director of Special Education: T I Y "
(O)none; (1)1-2; {2)3-5; (3)6-10; (4)1118; (5)16-20; (6)21 or more. o TR VIV
14.  Number of years as a Special fducation Consultant: T R R
(O)none; (1)1-25 (2)3-5; (3)6-10; (4)11-15; (5)16-20; (6)21 or more. R
15. Number of years as a Classroom Teacher, Special Education(not counting student teaching): 18.! o A s
(O)none; (111-2; (2)3-6; {3)6-10; (4)11-15; {5}16-20; (6)21 or more. B S
16. Number of years as a Classroom Teacher, Regular Education(not counting student teaching): 16.0 o .
(Q)none; (1)1-2; (2)3-5; {3)6-10; (4?11-15‘. {5)16-20; (6)21 or more. T
17, Check the one below which is closest to your current job title: : rom .
__Superintendent _ Curriculum Consultant _Director of Specfal Education v vl “
_Psychologist  __Speech or Hearing Clinician __Classroom Teacher, Special Education
__Principal _ Special Educatfon Consultant _ Classroom Teacher, 7egular Education ‘: o
18. If you checkad Classroom Teacher, Regular Education in 417 above, indicate grade level 3 . i
now teaching: grade. . v . N
19. If you checked Classroom Teacher, Special Education tn #17 above, make one check 1n each ., "
af the two columns below: " .
Type ‘of Class Level of Class
__Educable mentally retarded —Preprimary
__Trairable mentally retarded _Primary
__Emotionally disturbed _ Intermediate !
__Socially meladfusted —_Junior High School ;
__Visually handicapped __Senior High School I
_Hearing handicapped ‘
_Orthopedically handicapped ;
_Specific learring disabilities ,
_Hospitalized or hcmebound L
y _Multiply handicapped [
E ‘[C«_Brain fnjured . L
- " Use Only a Number 2 Pencil ~ Do: Not Fold PAGE {

€ ™ *T 3



t

Pl

ot A curriculum consultant is & person capable of: serving

. L2 YR as a leader fn the development of curriculum for special educa-
- VA ATaTe . tion programsy advising and aiding in docision-making about
. - w e w o oul curriculum for the tota) sducational program of the district;
e e —={ providing Yeadership through fn-service education; advist

o v va o a o] adninistrators on curriculum needs; alding teachers' use o
Woov w kU u U b resources and research; assisting teachers with instructional
}-‘ e T problems providing an {ndirect service to children,
i&uuvui}“l“\ul“J

A CURRICULLM CONSULTANT AS DEF INED ABOVE SHOULD BE CAPABLE OF 11

1.

10.

1.

12.
13.

15,
16,

17,
18.

19,

20I
2.

22.
23,

4.

oo predicting effects which will prodadly result from specific curriculum changes.
..o developing & model or plan of actfon for resolving curriculum problems.

«or SErving a3 an advisor to administrators regarding curriculum needs and changes,

... assessing present curriculum(s) to {dentify areas needing revision.

oo Ccredting recommandations based on the problems {dentified in the process of
developing curriculum,

... determining the application of curriculum guides developed by other districts to
his own school dfstrict.

«o. coordinating the development and production of Yoca) curriculum documents,
ces 1nt0?rat1hg tnformation regarding community characteristics (e.g., socio-economic
faformation) fato the development of curriculum.

i translating the objectives and expectations of the school into curriculum guide-
nes. t

... incorporating into the development of curriculum the knowledge of how exceptional
children develop and mature,

+oo formulating specific program objectives that w111 be compatible with the general
aims and objectives of the scheol district.

... applying basfc principles of curriculum development and educational theory.

.o selecting {nnovative practices and resesrch findings applicable to local cirriculum
improvement activitfes.

«». comunicating effectively the need for funding of curriculum-related proje:ts.
«vo cOOrdinating the use of funds allocated for curriculum development activities,

«v. determining conmitment of funds for curriculum development activities as compared
to other aspscts of school operation.

... formulating curriculum priorities fn relation to available firancial resources.

v a858581ng the extent to which & curriculum project has been successful in trans-
lating genera) curriculum goals into actual classroom practices and procedures.

... 3d8pting {nnovative elcments of regular education practices {e.g., scheduling or
grouptng techniques) to programs for exceptional children.

.o, conducting research activities on curriculum and instruction,

... 8dvising administrators on the need for district involvement in resecrch activities,

stimulating participation of teschers in research activities,

e

... obtaining assistance from experts on research problems (e.g., advice on design
or measurement tools), .

.., {nterpreting state Yaws and legal provisions cencerning the educatfon of
exceptional children,

.+. vecommending relevant professional literature regarding curritulum practices
applicable to exceptional children.

Use Only-a Number 2 Pencil - Do Not Fold
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15.

17,
18,
19,
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n | A curriculum consultant 13 a person capable of: serving
g “ v vV YU gy g Teader in the development of curriculum for specia) educa-

T a AN A 1 tion programs; advising and aidfng {n decision-making about
et s e e v e uow curriculum for the total educationd] program of the districty
] e e ~i praviding leadership through tn.service education; ldvilin?,
70 m cmoaAnAnN admintstrators on curriculum needs; afding teachers' use o
| A L U resources and research) assisting teachers with fnstructional
Vo e T problems; providing an {ndirect service to children.
1.ouuu-u

A CURRICULLM CONSULTANT AS DEFINED ABOVE SHOULD BE CAPABLE OF 414

6.

27,

8.

29,

30,

.

32,

33,

i,

315,

36,
7.
38.
39.

40,

41.

42.
43.

a,

45,
46,

LY

48.

49,

sents and modifications. .

c- >

[ S

[ <

>
ca ?Very important

.. designing evaluation procedures which identify the sirengths and weaknesses of 2 2%
total instructional progrem. ’

... implementing varfed avaluative tachniques for assessing teacher effectiveness (e.g.. 7. ( [
pesr-evaluation, observational techniques, self-appraisal scales).

[ 4 a
.v. training teachers to independent)y resoive their own instructional problems. 8. v
..o stimudating educational personnel to conduct their own review of instructional 29 n
resources and research {n their area, e
... assisting teachers {n developing and using knowledge and skill fnventories in 20 n
evaluatirg instruction. v
... 35sisting teachers in developing finstructional objectives in behaviora) terms. n, :
... assisting teachers in applying task analysis principles to instruction. 32, :
... assisting teachers in planning specific lessons. 13. :
.+, assisting teachers in using a diagnostic and prescriptive approach to a child's . :

specific learning problem,

... training teachers in directing the work of classroom aides or helpers. 5.0

... instructing teachers in the techniques of counseling parents and parént conferences. .,

... assisting teachers in effective use of classroom space and enviroment, 7.

‘Moderately important
c > Slightly important

£ <

. serving as advisor to administrators regarding space needs, physical plant require- .|

. assisting teachers in adaptation of materfals and methods sccording to specific 9.0
learning characteristics. *

... encouraging teachers to experiment with different instructional approaches

{e.g., unit approach, etc.) to meet curriculum objectives. 40.
... disseminating teaching fdeas and "tricks of the trade." TR
... demonstrating good teaching methodology to a teacher in her setting. 42,
... helping teachers to assess and improve classroom social and emotional climetls 4.l "
to afd tearnirg and {nteraction. "
... tdentifying the nature of teacher-pupil and pupil-pupil {nteraction {n 2 classroom, 44, :
... assessing teacher performance in classroom management. 45, :
... explaining theorfes and techniques of behavior management systems to educational "
46.
personnel. .
ces 1nterpretin? reports and results from measurement on children (e.q., medical ‘75 o
reports, psychological studies, diagnostic tests). e
. aiding teachers in developing their own pupil evaluative techniques. 484 )
... recommending tests appropriate to assessment of pupi) performance in a given A f
content area, ‘QT
... training teachers to transiate their obscrvations of puptl behavior into meaningful 50 L
fnstruction. i

Use Only a Number 2 Pencil -- Do Not Fold PAGE i
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A curriculum consultant s a person capable of: serving

v 1o 4% 3 leader in the development of curriculum for special educa-
- tion programs;-advising and aiding in deciston-making about
C curriculum for the tota) educational program of the district;

Seu providing Veadership through in.service education; advising
Cm - administrators on currfculum needsi aiding teachers' use of
. . o u e resources and research; assisting teachers with fnstructional
; .. problems; providing an indirect service to children.
P - e » A BN AN
[ v W oW W

A CURRICULLM CONSULTANT AS DEFINED ABOVE SHOULD BE CAPABLE OF 444

51,
52.

53.

54,

5%.

56.

57.
58.

59,

60.

6t.

62,

63.

64.

65.

€6.

67.

68.

69.

10.

’h.

1.

13.

",

75,

... demonstrating tedching activities for specific fnstructional objectives.

... developing teaching activities which accomplish specific instructional goals
{e.g., reading readiness, auditory discrimination, etc.).

.. assessing the ability of teachers to select and use instructional materfals.

... identifying the problems that teachers encounter in the selection and acquisition
of matertals.

... evaluating and selecting materials in accordance with the financial resources
of the school.

... training teachers iIn the setection and use of materials to produce an integrated
and coordinated classroom program,

... advising administrators on acquisition of classroom equipment, supplies, and materials. 57,

... assisting teachers in the development of procedures for evaluating instructfonal
matertals and medfa.

..» providing the instructional staff with a continuing source of information regarding
miterials and media.

. evaluating the potentia) and actual services provided by resource materials centers,

o assisting in the establishment or revision of a local resource materials center.

. instructing teachers in the use of the services offered by a rescurce materials
center.

.. assisting teachers in the adaptation of available materfals to accomplish an
fnstructional goal.

... developing 3 sequentia) and coordinated utilization of materials among the instruc-
tional staff.

... 3ssisting teachers in the development and use of teacher-made instructional devices
and materials.

... assisting teachers in selecting instructional medfa devices that best fit thefr
classroom needs and characteristics.

«.. alding teachers in utilizing instructional media.1n their classrooms.

... tdentifying the curriculum objectives which can be attained through the use of
{nstructional media.

... assisting teachers with the integration of newer technologies (e.g., educatfonal
television) fnto the instructional program,

... providing administrators with a rationale for the imptementation of a particular
type of media or technotogy.

. comunicating the rationale and structure of an in-service program to educational
personnel.

... cvdaluating in-service training programs.

... developing a system for in-service training that will {nsure communication, coopera-
tion, evaluation, and use of feedback to modify goals,

... identifying the problems common to teachers of the district that can be approached
through in-service programs.

... developing fdentified problem areas into a logical sequence of topics and content

x for in-service programs.
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A curriculum consultant 1s 3 person capsbte of1 serving
’ C 0 as 8 leader in the development of curriculum for special educa-
A A tion programs; advising and aiding {n doecision-making about

v v curriculum for the total educational

program of the district)
1¢e education; advising
°

resources and research; sssisting teschers with instructional

ice to chiltdren,

= n T providing leadership through fnesery
n oA o e administrators on curriculum needs; aiding teachers' use
I’ [T B VI VN VN
P R T E problems; providing an {ndirect sery
e v o .. (TR N VR VI |
t |

A CURRICULLM CONSULTANT AS DEF INED ABOVE SHOULD BE CAPABLE OF 41

76.
7.
78,

19.
80.

81.
82.

83,

84,

85.
86.

87.
88,
89,
90,
91,
92.
9.
9.

95,

96.
97.
98,

99.

100,
)

IC

IToxt Provided by ERI

o organizing and conductin? meetings for express purposes (e.9., making decisions, 76.
relaying information, obtaining opinfons),

oo enlisting services of district personnel or outside consultants for {n-service 17,
sessfons,

oo transmitting Information regarding the currfculum priorities and tnnovative 78.
practices of the school to professional and Jay groups.

oo communicating with state department personnel (directors and consultants) regarding 79.
the local program. |
oo utilizing public relations approaches to facilitate school-comunity fnteraction. 80.
.o {dentifying the informal power structure of the community. 8.
... advising teachers and administrators regarding the use of agencies and services 2.
in the community which can assist with educational problems,

... explaining to parents the techniques of child management and instruction they 83.
could use fn the home.

vee SErving fn an advisor¥ capacity to special {nterest parent groups {e.g., to local 8,
Associatfon for Retarded Children).

oo selecting personnel skilled to assume specific roles in the instructional program, 85.
.. fdentifying persons with specific curriculum development skills {e.9., writing, 86.
sequencing, selecting materials).

... enlisting professional resources {e.g., persons, fnstructional packages, etc.) 87.
which can be util{zed 1n local curriculum development activities.

«oo eliciting and Vistening receptively to {deas presented from all personnel about 88,
curriculum content and needed revisions. )

... Serving as an effective spokesman for teachers on curriculum {deas and instructional 89.
needs,

«v. recruiting and coordinating the efforts of fastructional personnel in major 90.
curriculum development activities. )

... interpreting the structure of the schoo! district (Job responsibilities and 91,
functions, 1ines of authority, power structure, )ines of communication),

... tdentifying school polticies in need of reviston to allow grea
tion in decision-making on curriculum practices.

.. developing procedures which allow for teacher participation i

‘Very important

2

T I

ter teacher participa- 92{ '~

n decisions regarding 93,

materfals and equipment acquisition, development of curriculum, and in-service, o

{e.g., reteased time, secretarial services, resource materfals, etc.).

... obtaining support services far teachers engaged in curriculum development activities 94{ '
i

... developing situations (e.9., individual conferences, staff meetings, etc.} which 95
enhance communication in curriculum development activities.
«o {dent{fying nature and extent of {nteraction among educational personnel. 96
... assessing his own knowledge and skills, 1.e., self-appraisal. $7
.+. evaluating the effectiveness of his {nteraction with district personnel, 98y
. serving as a leader {providing direction) in curriculum development activities. 99g
.. converting fnformation obtained from professional l{terature and conferences into |00;
instructional practices. : i
Use Only a Number 2 Pencii — Do Not Fold - PAGE
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Name of School System

Address

21p Code

Name of person completing this inquiry

Position

PLEASE FILL IN THE FOLLOWING BLANKS. USE ESTIMATES WHERE NECESSARY, BUT
PLACE AN "E" BEFORE ESTIMATED FIGURES.

Number of counties included in this system:

Number of school districts included in this system:

Total number of children enrolled in the school districts in this system
{around October 1, 1970):

Elementary:

Secondary:

Numbers of staff of your system:
Director of Special Education:
Psychologists:

Speech and Hearing Clinicians:
Special Education Consultants:
Other (specify):

(Used for Intermediate Diatricts only.)
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Name ¢of School System

Address

21p’ Code

Name of person comp1et1ng‘this inquiry

Posttion -

PLEASE FILL IN THE FOLLOWING BLANKS. USE ESTIMATES WHERE NECESSARY, BUT
PLACE AN "E" BEFORE ESTIMATED FIGURES.

Organization of school district:
(Examples: K-6, 7-9, 10-123 or 1-8, 9-12; etc.)

Number of schools in your district:
Elementary schools:
Secondary schools:

Number of children enrolled around October 1, 1970:
(including special education programs)
Elementary:
Secondary:

Number of instructional staff:
(including special education programs)
Teachers:
Elementary:
Secondary:

Principals and Assistant Principals:
Elementary:
Secondary:

Other:

Superintendents:

Psychologists:

Speech and/or Hearing Clinicians:

Curriculum coordinators or consultants (regular):

Director of Special Education:

Special Education consultants: _

A1l others (such as 1ibrarians, guidance staff, music, etc.;
do not include clerical, custodial, transportation or
food service personnel):

(Used for local school districts only.)
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Information about special aducation program conducted by this school dis-
trict: (In this section, do not count teachers more than once. Approxi-
mate the teacher's time 1f she 1s not full-time equivalent. Do not count
pupils in more than one program.)

Type of Administrative
Organization (example:
Number |Range of Program|special classes, spe-
Number of (example: elem, [cial school, itinerant
of Childrenionly, elem. and |teacher, resource
Exceptionality|Teachers | Served jsecondary, etc.)|teacher, etc.)

tducable
Mentally
Retarded
Trainable
Mentally ,
Retarded _

Emotionally
Disturbed

Socially
Maladjusted

Visually
Handicapped

Hearing
Handicapped
Specific
Learning
Disabilities

Hospitalized
or Homebound

Multiply
Handicapped

Brain
Injured

Orthopedically
Handicapped

(Used for both Intermediate Districts and local school districts.)
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GUIDELINES FOR SELECTION Of RESPONDENTS

We request that you specifically follow the steps outlined in the
selection of respondents. This will enhance the possibility of obtaining
a random and representative sample from your district.

Step 1: Please read the description of positions on page 2. Con-
sider the number of persons in your district who would be con-
sidered as being included in that position. Since actual titles
used in your district may vary from those used in this study, con-
sider the person's major responsibility as it relates to the role
descriptions.

Step 2: Review the distribution we agreed to in our phone
conversation. This is specific to your district and can be found
on page 3 of these instructions.

Step 3: If the number of possible respondents exceeds the number
we are requesting in a category, please use a random selection
procedure. For example, using an alphabetical listing or roster
of elementary classroom teachers in your district, select every
twentieth name until you have the number of elementary classroom
teachers which we are requesting. =

Step 4: Please complete the form (page 4) with the names of those
you have selected. We are enclosing two copies so that you may
retain this information for your files if you choose. Would you
please send on¢ copy back to us in the attached envelope. This
information will aid us in our follow-up to the participants,

Step 5;: To aid your dissemination of the questionnaires, we
have prepared a cover letter from your office. A space is
provided for you to fill in the name of the recipient of the
questionnaire. These cover letters are attached to the top of
each envelope which contains one questionnaire. The use of the
cover letter we have prepared is optional.

~ Thank you very much for your cooperation.
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DESCRIPTION OF POSITIONS

Superintendent: The Superintendent, or an Associate or Assistant
Superintendent in charge of Instruction.

Curriculum Consultant or Coordinator: A central staff member, be-
Tow the Tevel of the superintendency, whose activities deal with curri-
culum iprovement and with improving the quality of instruction. A coordi-
nator or consultant serving the entire school system or a portion of the
school system larger than a single school. A specialist in a designated
instructional area, ¢.9., Reading Consultant.

Psychologist: Psychologist or psychometrist who is responsible for
providing psychological services to pupils, including the administration
and interpretation of psychological tests.

Speech and/or Hearing Clinician: Clinician, therapist, or pathologist
for speech and/or hearing problems who provides individual or small group
instruction to children on an itinerant basis, i.e., does not have full-
time responsibility for a classroom.

Principal: Building principal or assistant principal for an elementary
schooT { Eigher than grade 8). Do not include teaching principals un-
less they are in charge of schools of 4 or more classrooms. Presence or
absence of Special Education c1asses in their buildings is not a factor.

Director of Special Education: The staff member who has the major
respons{biTity in the district for coordinating and supervising the Spe-
cial Education program of the school system. ?The position titles of
this person may viry by districts.)

Special Education Consultant: A staff member who works under the
directifon of a Director of Special Education and who deals with the cur-
riculum and instructional aspects of one or more areas of exceptionality,
e, g.B ?gnsultant for Mental Retardation. Does not provide direct service
to children.

Elementary: Classroom Teacher. A full time teacher of a c¢lassroom

;‘f1~fffor elemegtar{ schoo] children (grades K through 8). May be ungraded or g e : ‘.f,Q

Must not bekconsideredpas a specia] education
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bound, socially maladjusted, brain injured, or specific learning disabilities.
Do not include teachers who are primarily resource room teachers or itin-
erant teachers. Certification statys should not be a limiting factor.

Please note: Factors of rears of experience, level of professional pre-
paration, or tenure ir the district should not affect selection.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR JUDGES

The enclosed packet consists of one hundred white 3x5 cards, five
blue 3x5 cards, and twenty-five green 3x5 cards. The blue and green cards
are to be used in the sorting procedure and will be discussed on page 2.

The one hundred white cards are referred to as competency statement
cards and represent a universe of competencies presumed to describe the
role of a curriculum consultant for exceptional children. Each state-
ment has two aspects 1mp11ed in {t--one focusing on the functions or
processes of the consultant's role (e.g., evaluating, advising, etc.) and
one focusing on the context within which the function is carried out (e.g.,
curriculum, materials and media, etc.}. We have described these two di-
mens1ons--funct1on and context--as each having five categories. The
categories for the two dimensions are as follows:

Function Dimension Context Dimension
Evaluating Curriculum

eveloping Instruction

Tratning Materials and Media
Advising * Communication Processes
Serving as Liaison Support Systems

For purposes of this study, these categories are defined in the fol-
lowing way:

Function Dimension Context Dimension
Ev_wﬂng - Those items which in- Curriculum - Those items which re-
volve exploring current conditions, Jate to the identification, eval-
identifying problems, analyzing uation, and sequencing of curri-
processes and programs. culum content, plus those which

pertain to the process of curri-
Developing - Those items which in- culum development.
volve gev eloping policies, products
or programs, organizing and di- Instruction ~ Those items which re-
recting prograns or processes, Tate to teaching methods, tech-
translating information into use- - niques, classroom interactions,

"";,:°gable form, adapting know]edges nto - pupi] performance. and cldssraon :

‘u‘ 57Mater1a1s and Media - Those 1tems~

_"ass st g’



Function Dimension (Continued)

information, demonstrating, and
sharing of ideas intended to help
in decision making, the solution
of a particular problem, or the
improvement of a particular prac-
tice.

Serving as Liaison - Those items
relating to assisting in communi-
cation between groups and securing

support and assistance from others.

Directions for Card Sorting
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Context Dimension (Continued)

groups, interpersonal and intra-
personal relations, communications
beyond the school district, struc-
tures of groups.

Support Systems- Those items which
are concerned with establishing re-
sources and policies relevant to
educational programs, €.9., research
support, in-service training, better
facilities, consultant services,
etc.

Our goal is to determine the relationship of each competency state-
ment to the two dimensions of function and context described on page 1.
For example, "Evaluating" represents one aspect of the function dimen-
sjon. There are several competency statements relating to "Evaluating.”
It is important for us to know which statements also relate to "Curricu-
Tum," or "Instruction," or "Materials and Media," etc., along the context

dimension.

Your task involves two procedures.

Please read all of the instruc~

tions prior to proceeding with the sorting.

Procedure 1

This procedure involves sorting the 100 white competency statement
cards according to the function dimension.. They are now in a random

order,

a. Place the blue function label cards horizontally as follows:

Evaluating Developing

Training

Liaison

Advising ;J Serving as

b. ,Proceed to sort the white cards according to the five functions.
There are no restrictions on the number of cards belonging to
J-eﬁch fUncﬁion.




a. You have 25 green cards.
five context areas.
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There are five cards for each of the
For example, the five context cards per-

taining to the "Evaluating" function appear as follows:

. o Evaluating/ Evaluating/ Evaluating/
E:il?gﬁ{ﬂg/ Eleuat:qg/ Materials Communicati Support
nsStruction | | 3nd Media Processes Sys tems

b. Place the five green context cards for "Evatuating" in front of

e.

you as illustrated above under 2a.

Take your "Evaluating" pile of white competency statement cards
which you previously sorted and sort them according to the con-
text areas identified by the five green context cards. You may
find thag you have not assigned cards to some of the green con-
text cards.

After sorting all of the cards from your "Evaluating” pile, place
the corresponding green context card on top and fasten each pile
with a rubber band. Now place these five sets of cards aside.

You have now sorted your white "Evaluating" cards according to

each context. Repeat the same sorting processes (steps b, ¢, and

d) for the remaining four piles of competency statement cards, i.e.,
the "Developing," "Training," "Advising," and "Serving as Liaison"
piles. For example, sort the cards from your "Developing" pile
under the following green context cards: -

Developing/
Curric&“ug

Developin
Developing/ Materiglsg/

Instruction and Media

Developin
Supporg ¢/

Systems

Developing/
Communigat?on
Processes

Be sure to fasten each pile with a rubber band.

You should end up with 25 separate piles, each identified by a green
context card.
statement cards to some green context cards.
return all 25 piles.

You may find that you have not assigned any white competency
This is all right, but please




