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administrators were surveyed to compare SLC programs, their
administrators! personal and .professional charactéristics, and
subsStative respon51bilities with special education programs and
.xdministrators in general. The results of a previous study- (J. Kohl
and 'T. Marro) of special education administrators in general were
used as a baseljne from which ‘to make comparisons. Among the findings
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age, training, and age at first appointment to an administrative
position. Results suggested that within the’ parameters studied, the
SLC network is representative of special education programs in
general and that, in-areas where differences were not d, the SIC
administrators showed more active involvement in the konduct of their
programs than did special education administrators in general. (A
.copy of the questionnaire is appended). jDIS) .
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’ : -A SURVEY OF SPECIAL EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS .
. OF PROGRAMS FIELD TESTING THE SOCIAL LEARNING CURRICULUM

Intrdduction

\

L
N

5 ' .
The Curriculum Research and Development Center in Mental Retardation

has as its/mission the deveIopment,'fieId“testing; evaluation and revision
of an {nn ‘tive educational program in social learning for educationa'tlz~
& ‘ 3

handitapped students The Center began its operation in 1966. FieId

testiug of the SocIaI Learning Curricu]um was initiated in the faII of
, 1968.- focus of the curricu]um,~soc1a] adaptation, made it necessary
to tind
vaaIabI in which the curricu]um materials wouId be used and evaluated.
necessary since the rules for "appropriate behavior" that con-

{socia] adaptatIon differ from place to.pIace. wIth the substan;
umber’of sites to be involved in field testing, it was necessary to
a field test model (Goldstein, M., 1976) that included key special

educgtion bersonne] at regional, state and local levels.

- FieJd Test Network Structure A n ) -

In"field testing; the I0ca1 special education administrator plays a
P tjcuIarIy important role. It ié‘throggh'thts individual that fielq
tgsting was Injtiatedl, Contacts were made with seeciaI?education adminis-
ﬁrators in all regions of the'United States. The purposes of these con-
tacts were to make local special edutatioh administrators aware ot the

Social Learning Curriculum and to give them the option to involve their

programs in field testing the curr1eu]um Some chose to Involve

wide range of Iocations, encompassing many different demographic’
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system. He was*asked to desigriate a field test advisor (FTA), a special

) - .
.
. .
\
.

themse]ves and their professiona] staffs in the f1e1d ‘test; others did

not. The part1c?pants in f1e1d testing were, thus, a self- se]ecten group.

. To nitiate field tesging, the special education adm1n1strator s1gned.an
intent forﬁ tndicating his wi]lingﬁess to have his teachers pérticipate.
Sincé the’spec{a1 education administrator is traditioﬁa1]y involved with
po11c1es priorities, and bddgets, it was fe]t that requ1r1ng his direct
involvement in f1e]d test activities would be unrea]1st1c Thus, the ad;

ministrator is considered an impoxtant participant in field testing, but

within the constraints of his professional résponsibilitigs. in the school

education supervisor, to coordinaté field test activities at‘the Tocal
level and to act as liaison to the.Cufricu1um Center staff.

Consideration of different educational roles and responsibilities led ’

_to the selection of the special education supervisor as the person to co-

ordinate .field test efforts at the Tocal Tevel since ‘the sueprvisory-role
is most éongruent witﬁ the tasks that need to be accomp]ighed in field
testng. These.tasks include the provisien of (1).a variety,of support
activities for fgachens involved in field testing (classroom observation
and feedback, assistance with curricedum implementation and gva1uétion,
among others), and (2) in-service t?if%ing.

The communication channe1s used for f1e1d test1ng are shown in
Figure 1. A1though the special education supervisor (field test adv1sér)
and the §pec1a1 education teachers (field test\teachers) are the principal

personnel involved in field test efforts, their involvement would not be

!




possib¥e without the commitment and suppoﬁ% of the individual ;esponsib]e

for adminfstening the Tocal special education unit. The administrator is
) kepf informed of a1l activities concerned with field testing thréugh his

supervisor. and teachers.

P

"Figure 1
Field Teét Network Comfunication Channels.-

DEY.

EVAL. [ FiELD
RESEARCH| \COORDINATOR

MEDIA

CENTER
DIRECTOR

S

REGIONAL COLLEGE &
PERSONNEL | |CENTERS UNIVERSITY

. The special education administrator féci]ifﬁtes his program's in-
vo1vement in field testiﬁg by arranging for teachers to attend meetings

and workshops assocfated with the 1mp1ementat1on of the curriculum. He
also makes possible the recognition of fi 1d test teachers' special pro-
fessional contributions. either thraough fthe provision of in-service credit .
for‘their invalvement in field testing jor in other ways that are meaningful
to the.feashers. Thus,‘the/;pec1a1‘educa?ion administrator is, indeed, an

1Mportant {ndividué1 in the field test process and one who has a great

A ]
3
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deal,df-iqf]uence'on the quality of participation of his staff in field .

test acpivities.

A

AY

Objectives of the Study ) ‘.

=

- As discussed earlier, the nature of Social Learning Curriculum con-

tent required that diverse educational settings, encompassing a broad

" range of* demographic variables, be involved in field testing. Thus, oné

objective of this studylwas to determine how representative the SLC net-

work was'of special education programs in general, using general informa-

" tion abgut %he program and the community setting.

Further, since specié] education ;dministratgrs b]ayiéﬂéritica] role
in initiat¥ng f}e]d testing in their programs, and since SLC adminisfra-
tors ére a self-selected group, a second ijective of.thjg study was tq
examine if the factor of se]f;se1ection was in some way meaningful.
Specifically, were there personal and/br brofessional characteristics of

SLC administrators, or ways in which they perceive their administrative .

role, which distinguish them from special education administrators in -
general? - - (;
" The results of a study by Koh1‘and Marro (1971) .provided a means to

i »

, . N . . ~ a7 .
investigate these issues and to make comparisons between SLL administrators
i N : ’

and special education administrators in general, In that study, aﬁ‘exten-q
give questionnaire was formulated to yield specific information “about the

special education administrator, the setting~in which he works, and his

[ o

N




‘perceptions o$ his‘ro]e and nesponsibilities.: Kohl and Marro,rebdrted a‘
response -rate of 1066 which they estimated included approximately twos
' . thirds of all spec1a1 educat1on administrators at the t1me that the study
‘ was undertaken in 1969 (p 1-4). The data from their study served as a
baseline to compare the results of an adaptation of their questionnaire
completed by SLC administrators whese programs were involved in field . a a

testing the Social Learning Curriculum during thHe 1974-1975 academic year.

) ' ' B Method L ~

| 0f the 76 items in the Kohl -Marro questionnaire 52 we;e adjudged to be
irrelevant. to this study by independent reviewers Items retained re~
ferred to program characteristic;, experience and professional preparation, X
and programlsupervision. ‘ )
The 26-1tem adaptation of the Kohl-Marro quest10nna§re~Was sent,to 73
’ SLC network administrators whose teachers were participating in field
testing during the 1974 1975 academic year. The questionnaires were sent '
’by way of the Field Test Advisor, a policy consistent with the Centeris
procedune of senning all communication to field test sites through the FTA.
Usable questionnaires were’recefved from 48 administrators; a 66% response

rate. : ’ . \\b

| Responses to the survey¢were subjected to two types of analysis: (a)} ’

" the percentage of response for each question; and (b) a chi square test of

N association for 25 of the 26 questions to detenn1ne if differences between

the two groups of administrators were significant.




- 7 (z" X Results and piscussioﬁ . . | \\\
I ‘ . - . \

General Program Information and Demographic Characteristics - \ ¢

It was expected that there would be no significant differenceinbe-
tween the two groups of.reSpondent§ to hdé§t10ns‘regard1n§ gene§a1)prog¥am e
information or demographic characteristifé. In Tane 1 thé responses to
" questions in both catégories are shown. . ’
Responses to questions dealing with the special educati®n adminisffa-
tor{s employer, title, size and composition of community, and the average . ° v
‘ daily'membership in general eéucation show no Significant.differences be-

4

" tween the two groups of adminjsfrators.
- Vs ’ .
However, while the size of the total enrollment reported by both
groups o} administrators is similar, the size of reportéd special educa-

. r, . )
tion enrollment differed substantially; SLC programs served more excep- :

. \
tional students (p<06). This finding may be explained, in part, if one

closely examines the responses to the question concerning community size.
‘A1thougH %he chi square test shows no sign{ficént differenc?s, a sreater'
proportion of SLC respondents administered programs in large urban areas.
Typically, urban areas provide more, and more varied, types of services
for handicapped individuals than are provided in less populated areas.
’ " This 1s supported by information in Table 2 which shows the types of ex- .
ceptionality, by level, for which administrators haé responsibility. More ~"/)

SLC administrators were responsible for programs servin%/more exéeption-

alities, and at more levels, than were respondents to the Kohl-Marro study. -

. 3
A further explanation may be that conditions in special education changed
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y Table' 1 v

~

) |

-

'General, Program Information and' Demograph1t Character1st1cs*

I
By whom are you emp]oyed?

School Social Horker

~ “

Kohl-Marro

Percentage
SLC Network

4

Local Schobl District - ’ ~61 58
. County—W1de Schoot District 15 19
g Other L . . 24 23 - )
§~ What is. the official title used in your school - F
system to-designate your position?
Sh- ¥+ Director of Special Education 1 29 38
‘ Coordinator of Special Education . 14 15
. Supervisor of Special Education’ 13 4 .
Other- o R .o 44 43 i
How would you charaqter1ze the- comunity which your '
school district ser eF - A . ‘L
"Large Tit 500,000 + 7 13 ‘
Small cit § 10,000 - 499,999 ' 149 49 :
Small town ¢ 1,000 - 9,999 ' 29 23 T A& -
Other | . N\ * 15 15
. How would you characqu1ze your school district
population? - .
- Wide d1ver§1tv in cultural background 36 32
Some d1ver51ty in cultural background 24 36
Typical heterogeneous commun1ty 21 . 19
Other i. 19 137
Nhat is the total pupi] enrollment A D. M of the
, schoot district(s) yoﬁ Serve7 '
v 1- g 38 40
8,000 - 49 99 51 44
50,000 + ;- 11 16
What is the total pup1% enrollment A.D.M, of your
special education prognam?
‘ 1-199 3a 32
. 200 - 999 42 36
1,000 + , 19 32 p<.06
How many full-time equivialent special education posi- s
. tions are under your direétion, not counting your own?
1 0 - 24" ‘ . ] 29 ‘
25'- 49 . © 20 25
50 - 99 o 13 15
100 + { 8 30 . p<.05
. Which of the following personne] are availahle to |,
special education full time? Check all that apply. '
Pyogram D1rectors or Superv1sors 4n 60
. Psychologist 43 63
Curriculum Specialist 14 38 :
27 46 p<.05

% The number of respondents to the Kohl-Marro study was between 953 and 1060 for
Q@ ° Table 1; "the number of SLC respondents was between 46 and 48. . .,

* . SR
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. Table 2
TYPES OF EXCEPTIONALITY, BY PR

Type of Exceptionality

OGRAM' LEVEL* =+

\

| \
2 g % \
(]
e / 5, § AR >
o < [ 5 CD 5
g/ & E)8 ) %5 S
/ - ~ o> & o SN
< /] 2/ 8>/ g8/ I ) §8 [/ 2
§< [ &) S5 /&L ) 35 L 55/ 58
£5 )58 &5 )88 [ £5 ) &8 ) 88
z X SF S Q 5
Program Level ) s :C ©
H ’ > ' , '
3 48 50 50 42- 38 40 10 42
Pre-school Education 24 16 17 20 w6l /15, 4 13
- 73 A 69 A~ |50 46 . 15 56/
|Kindergarten 50, 43 137 -34 10 35
- . 75 90 77 56 50 69 23 77,
Elementary Education 71 87 66 “ 5 53 62 20 61
: : (
s , 75 90 75 56 48 67 23 77
Intermediate Education 66 84 / 59 48 s0l / 85 18 53
- 7 81 /63 /|48 / |aa 63 13 67-
‘Becondary Education 55 77 £2 43 461 ~ 44 16 39
Note. SLC respondents' data is nresented in the unshaded area. / ‘|
* An "other" category was included in the survey. However, the resnons¥s were so diverse that
N ' N
-g -

the category was omitted from this table.

\
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between the time of the Koh1- Marro study, ]969 and the present study,
1975. " In the per1od between ]969 and 1975, many hand1capped chh]dren

hjtherto exc]uded from school were g1ven acces$s to special education.
Responses to two questions -concerning the number of full-time equ1- )
‘valent personne] under the direction of the spec1a] educat1on adm1n1stra- Z
tor, and the types of profess1ona1 personne1 external to the c]assroom who
are ava11ab]e.to the spec1a1 educatipn-program, show s1gn1f1cant d1ffer-

ences (p<.05 for both questions). These results are cons1stent with find-

.ings that SLC a&ministrators had ]arger specia].education enro]]ments and

A\

f

adm1n1stered programs for more areas of exceptionality. Therefore, they
had greater numbers of 1nstrf€t1ona] staff and of.other full-time profes-
s1ona€ personnel avaa]a%}e to accommodate the larger number of except1ona1
students in their programs. ) *

wheh the SLC field tegt network was organized;ia wide range of loca-
tions incorporatin;'diverse demographic characteristics was sought.
Tab]es 1 and 2 show that.the SLC s1tes may be cons1dered to be reasonably
representat1ve of spec1a] educat1on programs in genera] AJtrend was noted,
however, toward involving more ]arge cities in f1e1d testing which may
account for the differences. < |

In Tab]e.3, the personal characteristics and educationa]:backgrounds

4

of the two broups of administrators are compared. While the proportion of

“female to male administrators is higher for SLC adm?histrator§;°the differ-

endes are not signficant. SLC administrators were significantly younger

(p<.06). In addition, significantly more SLC administrators pursﬁed their

P




o\ . \ 'S
W A ) ) . ‘e ;
A \ ’ ‘ '_-\. b a/ ¢ ’l ‘
: : Table P
& . :
" LN -, . };é';*s; 7 ) v
) Personal Characteristics*:
, ' and ‘
. Educdtional Background .
N «

‘
N .
' .
3
- - -, .
L4 . w N N .
‘. ‘. M * . . kﬂ;&. -
J . g "
L4 . ’
. *
- A - ~

.(' . > | I /
- " - . ' - R v
, _ o \ Percentage ' Sig.
: - L Kohl-Marro G
T e What is your sex? . . ’
Male . e 72
Female  ° _ 28 ‘
o What is your age?
e . - Less than 35 o 17 o
. "35 - 49 ' 54 : 48 |
50 + , 29 23" " p<,06
a ' . o
What is your, highest degree? ) »
Bachelor's Negree - . 5 ‘ 2
. oo Master's Degree -, 30 ' 15
. Master's Degree plus n 52 65 ~
. Doctor's Degree B , 13 - 19 .. p<.06
What was your graduate major? . )
Special Education & -. - 23 42
, Educational Administration "3 -, .22
. . Other . 54 ., 36 p<.05

" . . —

*

o ’ "y ,
* The number of resp®ndents to the'Kohl-Marro study was between -

y L 1041 and 1065 for Table 3; "the number of SLC respaondents was . ’ B
. - between 45 and 48. - ’
~ - , .
~ - - R - ‘6.” ® i y
" * '. . . -
. y . 9. . i
'. }\_, v . ¢ = -
. 4N .
. . [N -~
’ - - !
[ 1 N ° ) '

. L. . “
v ~ . . e
. . . . , -]0- "
- f
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v N
v education beyond master S ]eve] study (p <06) It was also found that
- more SLC administrators maJored in speciai‘gducation at the graduate level

.-ministrators who participated in the Kohl-Marro studé p<05).

t“ 4 dea]s with the- pro‘essionai background of thé administrators.

. \erences were found between the two groups in the position heTd
prio”to-bécoming a special egucatipn administrator. Significant differ-
ences were noted on questions related tc'age of first appointment as an
st administrator (p< 001), and the numbér of years of experience as 4 spe-
«¢ial educatior administratgr (p €.01) " SLC administrators were younger ~
s " at time of first appbintment, and reported more years of experience as
épeciaT education administrators. While these gita appear to be'incon-
"7g§ sistent»with the youth of the groups (see Table g) they, may be explained
.ji . ' | by the relatively ear]y age at which SLC administrators were appointed to
their first administrative positigns. . X
" Further, Tahie 4 shows significant differences between the two groups
of respondents with respect-téé;emberships in general education and spe-

cial education profesaiona] organizations (p < .001).. SLC administrators

more often beionged,to special education professional organizations.

-

Administrators' Perceptions of Their Substantive
Roles and Responsibilities

Eight questions dealing with "substantive Pole and'responsipiiities"
are included in Table 5. Four Of the questions relate to the administra-

tor's perceptions of his administrative behavior; four questions are

concerned with the administtator's opinions of factors influencing the

. , . -

A —~
Iy
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t> : , Table 4 - ‘l - '

r ; .
s . .
‘) Professional Characteristics* .
v B ' ‘ Percentage Sia. .
‘ : * Kohl-Marro ~ SLC Network
What position did you hold immediately prior:to‘ ' . ’ ‘ ; v
your first special education administration .
position? . . , .
- Teacher oP mentally retarded 15 19
School psychologist . 17 ) 15
Other ~ . o 68 " " 66
At what age were you appointed to your first . x
\ special educatior administration position? ‘ s, »
Less than 35 - . b 41 64
,i 35 - 49 \ . 50 : 28 _. ‘
50 <+ N\ 9 8 p<.001
Counting the presebt year, how many years have - .
you been a special education administrator? . ’ '
1 - 3 years ‘ .40 19
4 - 9 years ) 37 . 45 3
+ 10 - 19 years 20 30
20 +  years p 3 6 p<.01
Counting fhe'present school year, what is the ~ i
total number of years of experience you have had » .~ By )
in teaching, supervision, agd administration? )
. 10 - 19 years ° 46 44 .
20 - 29 years . ' 24 Y, .
Other . 30 19
In which professidna] assbciations'do you hold
memberships this year? Check all that apply. .
. National Education Association 63 29
.State Education Association 74- 21
Local Education Association =~ "~ 68 ' ‘ 21
.Council for Exceptional Children - " 69 81
Council of Administrators of Special 39 63 p<.001
N Education 2 o . “
».\ Q" B - .
) ' N

* The number of respondents to the Kohl-Marro study was/;Z?Ween 919 and 7
for Table 4; the number of SLC respondents was between 45 and 47.

&£ -




e

”?“

. Table 5
¢ , -’

_Perceptions of Substantive Rb]e and Résponsibi]ities* ) . o

t is younJunderstand1ng of the adm1n1strat10n s view
e., central off1ce) of the place of the,saec1a1 edu-

P¥rcentage Sig. »
Kohl-Marro  SLC Network .

cation administrato

r.in your school system?

The special educ \%on administrator is recognized
pub11c1y‘as the head of the special education pro-
gram with considerable authority to.plan, organize,
budget, and/otherwise control the program. :

The special education administrator is viewed as a

) staff officer, assigned primarily to carry out

He is-given some latitude

-

. established potlicies.
in planning for his proyram.area.
Other

What part-do you play, as a special education
admgp1strator, in developing educational policy?
. am*asked to ‘comment upen policies developed
' by thefcentral office and get some couragement-’
to propdse new policies. : 1? ‘
I am encouraged to suggest new po11c1es and
invited to present my views:directly to the
board of education or through the super1n-
- tendent of schools. ) .
ther -

~To what extent do you have responsibility for
supervision and instructiomal 1mprovement of your'
special pducation ‘program?
I have primary responsibildty.
I am partly respons1b1e.

Other. -
- N\
What part do you p]ay in shaping the curr1cu]um of
. the special education program?« .

tion, bu exert somg influence upon deve1op1ng
the edugatiénal program.

Teachers, administratars, and resource .persons
plan and develop cooperatively the content of
the special education program.

Other

b fo]]owuglose1y the program of special educa-

e

What part do you play in determifing pupil nlacement in
the special education program?
I work constantly with ¢he staff-to utilize a

flexible approach “to pupil placement. \ - R
Wé use a screening committee. .
Other: 3
S -
O] [] ‘lp

[

L S “ 0 -13-

58 68
35 .30
7 b
ko3 22
. 63 76
6 2 p<.05
70" 85
26 15
4 - p<.05
~
29 , 10
68 88
3 2 p<. 01
50 54
35 29
15 17
A !
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PerCeptions of Substantive Role and Responsihilities (Cont'd) \

-

. i .o T ‘ , “Percentage . Sig.
: . - , -, Kohl-Marro SEC Ne twork
What part do you play in determining the specific
teaching methods used by teachers?
While each staff member largely determinés the | - b4 38 ..
methods he.uses, I am consulted and offer
“shggestions as I-see fit. .
. Instruction supervisors and resource persons keep L ;.36
’ a.close watch on methods to assure that the .
better méthods are used. While ! assist in .
_this procedure, teachers look to them for direc~- . . ) . .
# tign and help in instructional methods. ' '
Dthery” -’ c ! , . ' 28 - 26
1

& hS - » . .

*

How do ygl approach trying out educational ideas? ,
' Since I 1ike to experiment, I constantly encourage - 30 .23
and help individuals. to try innovations. ° .
¢ 1 encourage our staff to look for new ideas; indivi- . 67 69
duals ‘réport them to our staff, we examine the . .- ‘ N
research, discuss our situation and agree on how )

-

we can try out the proposed idea. : :
Other - .o . . 3 8
In what way do yoy feel that you contribute most effectively
to improvément of the special education program? '
By helping to create a climate in which teachers, indi- 52 . 63~ , .
vidually or collectively, are encouraged to experiment .
and share ideas. " ’ . ‘ BN
ByQgorking with specialists and teachers in making the 25 17.
best use of available resources. _ .
By helping individual teachers and specialists take 16 8 v
action on problems in their part of the program. L
Other ‘ Yoo 7 . ’ 12

-

. ~ - ’ ’
* - The number of respondents to the KoHl Marro study was between 919 'and 1057 for
Tabte 5; the number of SLC respondents was between 46 and 48.
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special education program. LN .
. J .
. : SLC administrators responses to four questions were found to be \
’ N . ' ) .
stgnificant1y different from responses in the Koh]-Marro study. A]1 four v

K questions were in the sub-category perceptions of admini%trative behavior
' ‘and showed that SLC administrators saw themse]vee ds more actively 1n:~t;}: -
volved in the conduct of their spécial educatfon programs.
Responses to the quest1on concerning the dgvelopment ¢f educational
. policy sugqg;t that more SLC administrators played an 1nf]uent1a] role in
the formulation of educational po]icies and more often had q’tess to their
school boards (p <.05). Data concerning responsibi]ities for Supervlsion
and 1nstru9¢10na1 fmphovement further support the v1ew of ﬁhe SLC adm1n15-
trator _as an actiye leader of the special education pregram (p'< 05y,
Data from the question concerned with shaping the curripu?um suggest that
sign1f1cant1y more SLC adm1nistrators were cmnhitted to ;ooperative ap-
’proaches to curricu]um planning and sought the 1nvo]vemeqt of a wide range -~
r ’ of profess1ona1 personne1 within their ;rogram? for this activity (p<. 01),
Concerning teaching methods, the data 1ndicate that more SLC administrators.
. ' delegated responsibility for determining 'specific teaching methoe;\to thetr
supervisory and resource pérsonnel thdn did respondents to the ‘Kohl-Marro
study (p<.02). This is consistent with -the finding .that SLC administra-
! tors had more staff to whom they might delegate responsibi]ities A]théugh
- a sizeable proportion of the respondents to both surveys a]]owed teachers

to determine their own teaching methods, the'percentage was greater in the

Kohl-Marro study. A majority of respondents’ in both studieS‘indicated'that

1

. ', \. 4 ' '1;9 | )




" \
) ¥ ' they were considered by the central offick to be the head: of the special
education program. Howevér, a greater percentage of SLC administrators .

were viewed as head of the program rather than as a staff officer carryind

' out established policies. For the question concerned with pupil p]ace-

pent. po11c1es, both groups of .administrators reported ‘using co]]aborat1ve v

approaches to determine pupit placement. No d1t%erences were noted be-
tween the two groups of adm1nwstrag&ﬁ? relative to the administrator's
approach to 1nnovat1on An emphasis-on estab11sh1ng a c11mate conducive
to-participation ‘among members .of the professwona1 staff was noted for

both -groups, in response to the quest%&h of how adm1n1strators perceived
N
that they contr1buted to the 1mpr0vement ﬁf their spec1a1 educat1on programs.

- SLC adm1n1strators, however, showed a stronger trend toward mak1ng program

1mprovenent a ;o1h£ venture in which more spec1a1 educat1on personne] par--
[4

L] -
-

ticipate.

Summary and Conclusions
Y ’ . ‘ g

The purpose\S? this study was to compahe SLC probrams,'their adminis-
trators' hersona] and professiona] characteristics, and substantive re- .
ponsibilities w1th special education programs and administrators in general .
This was accomp]1shed by adapting the quest1onnahre used by Kohl and Marro

(1971) in their Normat1ve Study of the Administrative Position in Special

Edutation. The adapted questionnaire was sent to SLC administraéqfs; the
rate of response was 66° percent (N 48).y - , ,';' '

It wabJEnt1c1pated that there wou]d be no significapt d1fferences/
L » T -

* ’




" _significant differences between the two grqups.

-

L . ” L

" between the.two groups of administrators on factors reflected in gehéra]'

program information an* demographic characteristics. The questions dealing

" with the special education administrator's emp]oyer title, size of com- °

7

muﬁ1ty, and average daily membersh1p in general educat1on showed no

Thus, the SLC field test
netwd?h was considered to.be.cepresentative of special education p}%grams
in general on these dimensions. Howeter; the data ghowéa.significaht J
differences on questions related to the number of full-time special educa-

»tion positions, the number of fu]i-tihe support personpél, and the average

daily membership in the special education program.

“

It is possible that
sample bias, in favor of urban schoo] districts, may have accourited for
these differences. Urban school districts may have been slightly over-

represented in the SLC field test network because their larger personnel

' resources increase the probability that at least a portion of the indivi- ’

‘duals will be responsive to trying out a‘curriculum ininovation.
, S1gn1f1cant differences were noted between the two groups 1n the

areas of-age, tra$o1ng, and age at\f1rst appo1nm$:nt to an 9dm1n1strat1ve

position. In addition, it was found that SLC ad 'nistnatoré had signifi-
‘ ~
cant]y more years of experience as spec1a1 education adm1n1strators, and

-
that s1gn1f1cant1y more of them maJored in special educat1on

portion of SLC administra

It was anticipated'that there would be significant differences be-

rators in their perceptions of their sub-

tween- the two groups of admini
. -~

’ ‘ .
stantive roles and responsibilities. The areas where SLC administrators

" A larger pro-

rs also belonged to special educat1on Qrganization§.

o




'

AR 2.1

e

* . ' ] L3

€ » L . -, “
v N <@

d1ffered s1gn1f1cant]y from spec1a1 educat1on adm1n1strators “in general

were those wh1ch dealt d1rect]y with administrative leadership behavior.

- . -

SLC adm1n1strators indicated that fhey exert more influence over their

special education programs. \\

€
L}

In conc]uéioB the data from this study suggest that within the para-

meters}stud1ed the SLC netwg;k is, in 1mportant ways, representat1ve of
special education programs 1n-genena]. The data further suggest that, in

‘areas where differences were noted, the SLC adm1n1strators showed more active

.

. involvement in the conduct.of their programs than did administrators who

i

participated fn the Kohl and Marro study.
Further research should be ‘directed toward studies pf the spec}a] edu-

cation administ?ator, with particular attqntion to aspects of his role tﬁat

-~

are'affected'by the organizational structure within which he functions. o

Generally, a greater.understanding {s needed of the qua)}itative aspects of
x L L .
7 special educatian administration which make the special education adminis-

4

trator's vyole unique. v - ' i
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APPENDIX 1

Name:

Title:

Schopl District:

Address:

SECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION

whom are you emp]oyed7 (Check one.)
Local school district

County-wide school district
Educational Cooperative Unit
County-wide Intermediate Unit
Multi-county Intermediate Un1t -

By
|
]
] Other {specify):

’ . N

What is the official title used in your
school system to des1gnate your posi-
tion?

[]

/

Director of Special Education

Special Education Consultant .

Coordinator of Special Education
" Supervisor of, Special Education

[ DN TN} SN | V. )

Other (specify):

What is the total ﬁhpj] enroliment A.D.M.
gj,the school district(s) you serve?

i

i N
i

ofyour special education program?

o~

How many full-time equivalent special
education positions are under your
direction, not counting your own?

.
v

wﬁqt is the total pupil enrollment A.D.M:

ADMINISTRATORS' SURVEY

- Director of Pupil Personnel Services °

-

6. Check below the areas of exceptionaljty,
by level, for which yot have adm1n1stra-
t1ve respons1b111ty

/
- h}
“ L
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Pre- ' ; p

school N P

Kinder- :

garten t

Elemen- | , -

tary | .

Inter- ~

mediate

Secon-

dary

J. Mhich of %the following personnel are
available to spec¢ial education on a
fi11-time basis? Check-all that apply.
[] Program Directors or Supervisors
|| Psychometrist

] Psychologist |
] Physical Education Specialist
[] Media Specialist
[] Curriculum Specialist )
] School Social Wo
[] Psychiatrist (
[] Schoel Physician
L] School Nurse -
] Director of Research
[] Director of Transportat1on
Itinerant Teachers
" .
o/




8. How would you characterize the comunity 15. What position did you hold immediately
which your school district serves? . prior to your.first special education
" administration position?

(] Large city - 500,000+
[] Small city - 10,000 - 499,999 [] Classroom teacher §e]ementar )
s E} Smg1l town - 1,000 - 9,999 | - [] Classroom teacher secondary{
Village - 100 - 999 [] Speech therapist
[] Rural - mostly farm [] Guidance counselor
‘ iy Rura] - not farm [] Teacher of mentally retarded
( [] School psychologist
y > [] Teacher of emotionally disturbed
9. How would you character1ze your school [] OTHER (specify):

district population?

[]. Wide diversity in cultural background 16. Counting the present school year,

{] Some diversity in cultural background what is the total number of years of
. []J Homogeneous in cultural backgrounds; experience you have had in teaching,
‘predominantly ‘disadvantaged supervision and administration? '
[] Homogeneous in cultural backgrounds; .
few disadvantaged & ,
[] Typiecal heterogeneous commun1ty ! '

17. Counting the present year, how many
years have you been a special educa-

+ SECTION II: PERSONAL INFORMATION tion administrator?
v 10. What is your sex? . 4
, [] male []/ feméﬁe 18. In which professional .associations do
. - you hold membership this year? (Check
11.° What is your age? : ‘ all that apply.)
v 7 : . . .y
[] under, 35 [] 50 - 64 E] National Education Association
/ - . ] State Education Association
[] 35 - 49 [] 65 or older [] Local Education Association”
. . [l Council for Exceptional Children
12. What is your highest degree? [] PRhi Delta Kappa or Phi Lambda Theta
. [] Council of Administrators of
[] Bachelor's degree ' Special Education
[] Master's degree [] American Federation of Teachers
[] Master's degree plus , [] American Association on Mental
[] Education Specialist's'degree Deficiency
- [] Doctor's degree [] American Education Research
Association
13. What was your graduate major? ~ []1 American Association of Supervision
and Curriculum Development
I~ [] American Psychological Association
! [] Other (specify): -
14. At what age were you appointed to your . i
- first special education gdministration .
position?
, . * s
iy [
( 24
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S%CTION II1: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES jSZ. What part do you play in determining

R pupil placement in the special educa-
19. What is your.understanding of the adminis- tion program?

tration's, view (iJe. centrdl office) of

the place of the special education adminis- A [] Students are placed in accordance
" trator in your school system? ’ with required system-wide poli- «
- ' g cies. I exercise little influence.
] The special education admini§trator is : ‘
-recognized publicly as the head of the [] I work constantly with the staff .
+ special education program with consi- to utilize a flexible approach to
derable authority to plan, organize, student placement. N

budget, and otherwise control the program. .
' ’ g [] It is the responsibility of the

[] The spgzia1 education admintstrator is staff to develop and maintain
viewed as a staff officer, assigned pri- pupil placement policies. I exer-
marily to carry out established policies. cise little influence.

He is given some latitude in planning for
his program area. [] We use & screening committee.

[] The special education administrator i$ 23. What part do you play in shaping the
neither encouraged nor authorized to pro- curriculum of the special education
ceed independently to alter program in program?

\ any significant manner.
: [] I follow closely the program of
special education without specifi-

20. What part do you play, as a special education cally trying to influence its
administrator, in developing educational . development/ ]
policy? . ' ¢

L~ [J I follow closely the program of
[] I am not consulted. ‘ specidl education but exert some
. influence upon developing theé
[] Inam asked to comment upon policies devel- educational program. -
oped by the central office and get some
encouragement to propose new policies. [] Teachers, administrators, and
resource persons plan and develop
0] I am engouraged to suggest new policies cooperatively the content of the
invited to present my views directly to special education program.
the board of education or through the . )
superintendent of schools. 24. What part do you play in determining
- the specific teaching methods used by .
. R\ teachers?
21. To what extent do you have responsibility for .,
supervision and instructional impfovement of [] Each individual determines his own
, your special education program? methods; I have Tittle part in
making decisions.
[J I have primary responsibility. []J Although no one can make all deci-
sions alone, I try to keep watch
[] I am partly responsible. upon specific methods and to make _
‘ sure that the better methods are
[] I have little responsibility. . used.
[] While each staff member largely
v determines the methods he uses, I
am consulted and offer suggestions
as I see fit, °

(Question 24 continues on page 23)

- -
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25.

[] 26.
persons keep a close watch on methods - contribute most effectively to
to assure that the better methods are improvement of the special education
used. While I assist in this proce- program?
dure, teachers look to them for direc-
tion and help in instructional methods. .
[] Ultimately each individual makes his [] By working with specialists and
own decisions, but we depend a great. teachers in making the best
deal upon group decisions. of available resources.
How do you approach try1ng out new educa- [] By helping individual teachers
tional ideas? ~ and specialists take action on
problems in their part of -the
[] Since I like to experiment, I, program
constantly encourage and help )
; individuals to try innovations. ‘[J By. my own careful study and re- %
search of the program.
[]J I encourage our staff to look for - > ) ‘
new ideas; individuals report then [)* By demonstration teaching.
to our staff, we examine the research, ,
+ discuss our situation and agree on how v [] By helping to create a climate
we can try out the proposed idea. -~ - .1in which teachers, individually
or ‘collectively, are encouraged
[] I am inclined to think that®more to experiment and share ideas.
attention should be paid to the .
established special education pro- [] By helping the staff to discover
gram;_ too many new ideas tend to o and use better instructional
upset the program. materials. '
[] Other (specify): [] By continuous study of the factors
.. in our program which affect
learning or instructien and re-
lating my findﬁngﬁ/to the staff.
- , \d ‘
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION:
- )
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Instruction supervisors and resource
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In what way do you feel that you




