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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to identify possible differences 

in the role expectations held by selected referent groups of the 

Bilingual Education Administrator. 

The study employed a questionnaire as the principal data-

gathering instrument. The role expectations held by the selected 

referent groups were identified and compared. The "jury method" was 

used in the development of the initial data-gathering instrument, and 

a jury of experts identified a list of functions of the Bilingual 

Education Administrator. A selection panel of coders categorized the 

functions into five major administrative functions. The final ques

tionnaire was distributed to a sample of 500 subjects in the State of 

Arizona. 

The six referent groups studied were found to be in general 

agreement when the role of the Bilingual Education Administrator was 

treated generically. However, disagreement was disclosed in one out 

of five major administrative functions and in four out of 23 specific 

functions. When the role was analyzed according to the five major 

administrative functions, disagreement was encountered in the innova

tive and change agent functions as bilingual education program direc

tors and elementary teachers not in bilingual education programs were 

compared. 

x 
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It was also found that bilingual education program directors 

assigned a significantly higher priority to innovation and change 

agentry. When each of the 23 specific functions (listed under the 

major administrative functions) were analyzed, significant differences 

were noted in the functions dealing with (1) the integration of philos

ophy, goals, and objectives, (2) recruiting and hiring, (3) parent in

volvement, and (k) local financial support for bilingual education. 

In drawing general conclusions, it can be said that membership 

in a particular referent group can be considered a reasonable predictor 

of certain expectations of a role. 

Educational administration preparation programs should include, 

in their course requirements, sufficient content dealing with bilingual 

education theory, curriculum, program models, and research findings. 

In order to lessen the degree of conflict which now surrounds the role 

of the Bilingual Education Administrator, it may be advisable, in some 

cases, to change some of those functions which ordinarily cause dis

agreement and assign them to other superordinates. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

Bilingual education is not a new idea in the world or in the 

United States. During the Renaissance, the humanist philosophy of 

education held that students should be taught in a language they under

stood. It was during this time that the first bilingual schools were 

established in England where students were taught in English and Latin 

(Hardy 1977). 

When public schools were first being introduced in the United 

States, German, French, and Scandinavian settlers opposed the idea on 

the grounds that it was not in their best interests to pay taxes for 

schools in which instruction would not be conducted in their home lan

guage. As a result, some of the first public schools in the United 

States were bilingual and continued to flourish until the early 1900's 

when the xenophobic outburst of World War I dedicated the schools to 

the eradication of all languages other than English (NACBE 1979). With 

the enactment of The Bilingual Education Act of 1968, the Bilingual 

Education Administrator became a visible reality. While there has been 

considerable effort towards research conducted in program development 

and various aspects of the instructional process within bilingual edu

cation programs, very little research has been conducted specific to 

1 
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the organizational structure of bilingual programs (Sanchez and Cali 

1977)- Sanchez and Cali identified the roles and functions of bilin

gual administrators and principals and described the amount of time 

which ideally should be devoted to such functions. Lopez (1978), 

Contreras (1979) and Valverde (1978) found that Chicano and Spanish-

surnamed school administrators were confronted with role conflict 

consistent with role expectations quite unique from'those experienced 

by traditional educational administrators. 

The aforementioned researchers, listed conflict resolution 

skills as one of the competencies required of the administrator of 

bilingual schools- Barrett (1970) and Getzal , Lipham, and Campbell 

(1968) have described the role of the administrator as the process of 

simultaneously satisfying individual needs and achieving organization

al objectives. 
<* 

Katz (196*0 suggested "making the system work" by managing con

flict. In short, before conflict can be managed or ameliorated, it 

must first be identified and the sources must be found to control or 

limit it. This study explored possible types of conflict which the 

Bilingual Education Administrator must deal with and which may be 

associated with role expectations of incumbents in selected referent 

groups. 

Statement of the Problem 

The expectations of the Bilingual Education Administrator may 

be different as perceived by those groups who are sympathetic and 

knowledgeable about the goals of bilingual education, as opposed to 



those who are not sympathetic. One can also speculate from research 

conducted by Katz, Lopez, and others, that the role expectations of the 

Bilingual Education Administrator are viewed differently by special 

referent groups in education as well as other target populations. 

Purpose 

The purpose of the study was to identify possible differences 

in the role expectations held by selected referent groups of the 

Bilingual Education Administrator. Referent groups in this study in

cluded the following: 

1. Bilingual education program directors, 

2. Directors of instructional programs other than bilingual 

education, 

3. Elementary school principals of schools with bilingual 

education programs, 

k. Elementary school principals of schools without bilingual 

education programs, 

5. Elementary teachers in bilingual education programs, and 

6. Elementary teachers not in bilingual education programs. 

S i gn i fi cance 

The results of this study will provide a systematic information 

base for colleges, universities, and schools of administration as they 

consider effective strategies for preparing students in programs lead

ing to the administration of bilingual education. As a general rule, 

the administrator who knows the role expectations of the different 
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referent groups with whom he/she works is more likely to make decisions 

that are acceptable to such groups, and hence, deal more effectively 

with them. In this regard, the school could possibly concentrate its 

efforts on objectives and goals which are more receptive to diverse 

parties rather than dealing so much with conflict and misunderstandings. 

The administrator cannot function as effectively when there is a lack 

of consensus among cohorts about roles. It is for this reason that the 

study should have important significance to schools of preparation and 

local and state education agencies. 

Research Hypothesis 

It was hypothesized that selected referent groups have differ

ent role expectations of the Bilingual Education Administrator and that 

these expectations depended largely on membership in the different 

referent groups. 

Questions to Guide the Study 

The following questions guided the study: 

1. Are there differences among teachers, elementary school prin

cipals, and instructional program directors who are and are 

not in bilingual education, particularly as they view the role 

of the Bilingual Education Administrator? 

2. What are such differences, if any? 

3. Are there any differences in the priority that is placed on 

the various functions that make up the role of the Bilingual 

Education Administrator by members of the selected referent 

groups, and if so, what are they? 
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Limi tations 

This study was limited to elementary school districts in the 

State of Arizona. The sample consisted of 70 bilingual education pro

gram directors, 70 directors of instructional programs other than 

bilingual education, 70 elementary school principals of schools with 

bilingual programs, 70 elementary school principals of schools without 

bilingual programs, 120 elementary bilingual education teachers, and 

100 elementary teachers who are not and have not been part of a 

bi1ingual program. 

Assumptions 

1. Bilingual education teachers, principals, and program 

directors are truly sympathetic and knowledgeable about 

the goals of bilingual education and are significant 

referent groups that affect the performance of the 

Bilingual Education Administrator. 

2. Each respondent can objectively identify his/her expecta

tions for a given role and at a given time. 

3. The expectations that an individual holds for a role are 

dependent on: 

a. The amount of association and knowledge of the role, 

and 

b. The position held by the respondent. 
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Definition of Terms 

In this study the following terms will be used: 

Administrator — an individual holding a position of authority 

and/or influence who may be responsible for such duties as planning, 

organizing, implementing, staffing, supervising, coordinating, and 

evaluating an educational endeavor (Lopez 1978). 

Directing Function--the act of knowing how to accomplish goals 

by leading people; of deciding who must do what and when. This func

tion includes communicating ideas and motivating personnel. 

Expectation--an evaluative standard applied to an incumbent of 

a position (Gross, Mason, and McEachern 1958). 

Innovative and Change Agent Function — the act of recognizing 

when change is necessary and the skill and willingness to summon those 

resources that will satisfy unmet needs. 

Inter-role Conflict—when an individual perceives that others 

hold different expectations for him as the incumbent of two or more 

positions (Gross et al. 1958). 

Intra-role Conflict—when an individual perceives that others 

hold different expectations for him as the incumbent of a single posi

tion (Gross et al. 1958). 

Illegitimate Expectation—an expectation which the incumbent 

of a focal position does not feel others have the right to hold 

(Gross et al. 1958). 

Legitimate Expectation—an expectation which the incumbent of a 

focal position feels others have a right to hold (Gross et al. 1958). 



Managing Function--this function relates to knowledge and use 

of the technical tools of administration. This includes the understand 

ing of research and evaluation techniques which serve to improve perfor 

mance. 

Organizational Function--the act of arranging functions, activ

ities, and structuring roles of people to support plans of action in 

bilingual education. 

Perceived Obi igat ions—an expectation which is felt to be 

legitimate (Gross et al. 1958). 

Perceived Pressures—an expectation which is felt to be illegi

timate (Gross et al. 1958). 

Perception--an immediate or intuitive cognition or judgment of 

ideas, behavior, or social role. 

Planning Function--the act of predicting future events more 

aptly for purposes of better utilizing resources, allocations, facili

ties, and personnel. 

Position—the location of an actor or class of actors in a 

system of social relationships (Gross et al. 1958). 

Referent Group—one of those groups of "others" who are espe

cially significant to a particular role incumbent. 

Role—the various offices or positions in an organization carry 

with them certain expectations of behavior held by both onlookers and 

by the person occupying the role. These expectations generally define 

role, with some additional expectations that the individual will exhib

it some of his own idiosyncratic personality in his role behavior. 
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Role Conf1ict--any situation or state in which the role incum

bent perceives that he is confronted with incompatible role expectation. 

This includes self-expectations as well as perceptions of the expecta

tions of others. 

Role Congruency--a situation in which an incumbent of a focal 

position perceives that the same or highly similar expectations are 

held for him (Gross et al. 1958). 

Role Description — the actual behavior of an individual perform

ing a role, or more accurately, to a report stemming from one individu

al 's perception of that behavior (Owens 1970). 

Role Expectation — the expectations that one person has of the 

role behavior of another. 

Role Percept ion —th i s concept is used to describe the percep

tion that an individual has of the role expectation that others hold 

for him or that he holds for himself (Lopez 1978). 

Sanctions—a role behavior, the primary significance of which 

is gratificational-deprivational (Gross et al. 1958). 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

A review of the literature was conducted using the following 

data banks: Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), Psycho

logical Abstracts, and Dissertation Abstracts International. In an 

attempt to review all applicable studies that dealt specifically with 

role conflict, bilingual education, and administrator role, the re

searcher was unable to find a single study that cross referenced these 

three topics. 

From a preliminary review of the literature, it was disclosed 

that empirical research on role conflict, among specific referent 

groups identified in this study, had not been conducted at the time of 

the study. This provided the investigator the rationale for pursuing 

the study of interest. Considerable research, however, had been con

ducted on role theory, role conflict, policy formulation, and to a 

lesser degree, on the role of the Bilingual Education Administrator. 

Role Theory 

Newcomb (1951) defined a role in terms of a limited set of 

behaviors that are tied together by certain understandings of the 

functions of a position. This doesn't mean that every occupant of 

the position will perform every function nor that any two persons 

9 
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will perform in the same way as they fill the same role. Sargent (1951, 

p. 359) explained the concept of role by suggesting: 

Patterns of social behavior which may reasonably be called 

"roles" have ingredients of cultural, of personal, and of 

situational determination. Never is a role wholly cultural, 

wholly personal, or wholly situational. A given role, as 

conceptualized and as enacted, is affected by differing 

degrees of these three components. 

Sargent further expressed the significance of the role expecta

tions held by significant referent groups when he explained that a 

person's role is defined by what is expected of him by those in his 

group. 

Boles and Davenport (1975) explained this phenomenon by saying 

that each individual's behavior is conditioned by expectations held by 

others and that whether verbalized or not there are certain behaviors 

that are expected of leaders. Gross and Herriot (1965) concluded that 

the administrator must guard against overstressing any one role, while 

Gross et al. (1958) and Newcomb (1951) described a role by comparing it 

to a point in geometry. Gross explained that a role cannot be described 

without describing other roles related to the focal position. Although 

Newcomb explicates that every position is a part of an inclusive system 

of positions, no one position has any meaning apart from the other posi

tions to which it is related. 

Gross et al. went on to say that for a given research problem, 

it may be necessary to take into account only a limited set of referent 

groups. He analyzed that in studying a particular position, it may for 

some purposes be adequate to consider its relationship to only one other 

counter position. 
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Campbell and Gregg (1966) explained that, while most organiza

tions have a statement of the designated tasks or mission, seldom is the 

role of the leader or administrator described with any specificity or 

details on how the task is to be accomplished. The details, in other 

words, are determined by the role expectations often held by the incum

bents of the counter positions. Kahn and Wolfe (1964, p. 116) respond 

to this point as follows: 

Each position in an organization is directly connected with 

other positions and the nature of the connection consists 

in the expectations of work associates about the proper 

behavior for each occupant. Each job in an organization 

may be thought of as defined by the expectations, predic

tions, and behavior sent from people in related jobs. 

Role Conf1ict 

According to Baldridge (1971) and Merton (1957), role conflict 

introduces problems to persons who are oriented to several different 

roles at once. Every individual stands at the intersection of a whole 

set of roles that may have contradictory expectations. Baldridge uses 

the college dean and the department head as examples of persons having 

more than one role with contradictory expectations. 

Gross et al. (1958) and others, who have committed themselves 

to the study of role conflict, divide social scientists into three 

fundamental schools: 

1. The first group differentiates those who define role conflict 

according to incompatible expectations perceived by the ob

server from those who define role conflict according to 

incompatible expectations perceived by the actor. 
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2. The second group differentiates those, who in defining role 

conflict, specify that the actor must occupy two or more social 

positions simultaneously in order to be exposed to role con

flict from those who do not. 

3. The third group differentiates between those who specify that 

an expectation must be legitimate from those who fail to make 

this specification. In other words, an expectation is legiti

mate if the occupant of the position recognizes it. 

Kahn and Wolfe (1964) pointed out that ambiguity about role 

expectations is a source of conflict that can lead to dissatisfaction 

with the job in general and to a feeling of futility. 

Some other concepts that are part of the study of role conflict 

are: (1) role congruency, (2) perceived obligations, (3) perceived 

pressures, (4) intra-role conflict, (5) inter-role conflict, and (6) 

sanct i ons. 

Boulding (1964) more fully breaks down conflict into four basic 

concepts as follows: 

1. The parties, 

2. The field of conflict, 

3. Dynamics of conflict situation, and 

4. Conflict management. 

In delineating the above concepts, Boulding asserts that there 

must be at least two parties but there need not be two persons. The 

field of conflict can be said to be the whole set of relevant possible 



states of the social system. The dynamics of a conflict situation are 

the combination of adjustments taken by each party in reaction to what 

it believes the other party's position is. Conflict management is the 

control or resolution of conflict. Kahn and Boulding express that con

flict is not a phenomenon that occurs only in groups, organizations, 

and nations, but is a system itself. They also explain that conflict 

is not necessarily evil, and need not be abolished but managed. "Con

flict is a phenomenon so omnipresent in social life that we tend to 

take it for granted" (Boulding 196^, p. 75). Boulding continues to ex

plain that conflict is an essential, and for the most part, a useful 

element in social life. 

Different attempts have been made to get at the different kinds 

of role conflict that is specific to various positions. In a study 

conducted by Gross et al. (1958), it was found that the use of an open-

ended, relatively unstructured, question approach to get at the incom

patible expectations that superintendents were exposed to did not 

provide reliable information. Gross et al. also found that the number 

of counter positions and the number of incumbents of each counter posi

tion could complicate what at first appeared to be a simple situation. 

This study also suggested that in an analysis of how a position incum

bent resolves a role conflict it is necessary to determine which 

incumbent one perceives as relevant. Finally, the degree of consensus 

between the incumbent of two different positions and among incumbents 

of the same position is always empirically problematic. 



Policy Formulation 

A study conducted by Hardgrave (1973) sought to sharpen the 

understanding of the problems likely to be encountered by school admin

istrators as they attempted to formulate and implement a program of 

bilingual education. "It was found that the greatest threat to bilin

gual education was misunderstanding and fear on the part of both the 

Mexican American and Anglo community" (Hardgrave 1973, p. 86). 

Hardgrave went even further to predict that, for bilingual education to 

be successfully implemented, the community must be educated on what 

bilingual education is and what it can offer both the Mexican American 

and Anglo children. 

Board policy is at times determined not by those within the 

school district or educational system, but by situations completely 

outside of education or events peculiar to the local community. 

According to NACBE (1979, P- 4): "Bilingual schools formed part of 

the initial education movement in the United States and were instru

mental in formulating the early educational philosophy of the public 

school system." Toward the latter part of the nineteenth century, a 

combination of circumstances (none of which had anything specifically 

to do with educational needs) influenced education. These had to do 

with increasing immigration, religious and ethnic prejudice, and 

nationalism. Such circumstances generated a wave of laws prohibiting 

instruction in any language other than English in public and private 

schools (Schrader 1979). 



The United States and other parts of the world have seen a re

turn of bilingual education since the late 19601s. Ariano (1975), in 

his studies conducted in Canada, found school board policy to be the 

basis of variation of student enrollment in French language classes 

rather than the ethnic composition and attitudes of the community. 

The Role of the Bilingual 

Education Administrator 

Baca, McKean, and Taylor (1980), in a study conducted in the 

State of Colorado, were looking at whether the role of the Bilingual 

Education director was a line or staff position. The above writers 

(Baca et al. 1980, p. 7) defined a line position as "one which exer

cises authority over hiring and firing of personnel," and a staff posi

tion as one in which "the supervisor is charged with overseeing the 

work of individuals, but he (the supervisor) makes recommendations only 

to the line supervisor with respect to ratings and other personnel mat

ters." These writers also found that the line type of position is most 

common in Colorado. 

The bilingual education directors in the Colorado study inclu

ded the following list as specific activities in their job: 

1. Direct, monitor, evaluate program 

2. Serve as liaison between district and parents 

3. Serve as liaison between district and State Department 

of Education 

4. Write and submit required federal reports 

5. Prepare budget 

6. Meet with supervisors, teachers, principals, aides, and 

parents 

7. Conduct needs assessments 

8. Plan and develop inservice staff developments 
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9. Assist teachers in writing curriculum 

10. Interview prospective teachers and aides 

11. Evaluate, order, and distribute materials 

12. Evaluate teachers and aides 

13- Write state evaluation 

14. Test students 

15- Assist in staffing for special services for bilingual/ 

bicultural students 

16. Hire and supervise teachers and aides 

17. Assist in writing proposals 

18. Attend meetings at State Department of Education 

19. Conduct research and evaluation 

20. Hold staff meetings 

21. Edit newsletter along with other dissemination activities 

(Baca et al. 1980, p. A) 

These bilingual education administrators were also asked to 

develop a job description for the bi1ingual/bicultural director 

positions in Colorado. The following is a result of that effort: 

Job Description 

Program Development 

1. Curriculum development 

2. Curriculum evaluation 

3. Research 
4. Evaluation and ordering of instructional materials 

5. Organization of and meeting with parent advisory council 

6. Conduct needs assessment 

Personnel 

1. Hiring teachers and aides 

2. Conducting in-service for teachers and aides 

3. Supervision of teachers and aides 

A. Evaluation of teachers and aides 

5. Conduct staff meetings 

Management 

1. Conducting public relations activities 

2. Handling correspondence 

3. Writing reports — local, state, and national 

k. Writing proposals 

5. Attending meetings — local, state, and national 

6. Budget development 

7. Dissemination of information about program 

(Baca et al. 1980, p. 5) 



The Colorado study found that, In order to reduce the conflict 

potential and to make the curriculum worker's role less threatening and 

less controversial, the position of director of bi1ingual/bicultural 

education should be moved from a line to a staff position. 

Sanchez and Cali (1977, p. 6) conducted a study of 225 Title 

VII Program Directors in six states in an attempt to "provide a useful 

description of the administrative role of Bilingual Program Directors 

in terms of functions performed and relevant demographics." 

Program directors were asked to indicate the amount of time 

they actually spent performing major functions and the amount of time 

that should be ideally spent in the performance of those same functions 

Following is a list of the major functions of the role of the bilingual 

education directors, as identified by Sanchez and Cali : 

1. Curriculum and program development 

2. Instructional supervision 

3. Non-teaching staff supervision 

k. Professional staff recruitment =3nd training 

5. Discipline and building control 

6. Business and budget management 

7. Scheduling and coordinating facilities use 

8. Interaction with community groups 

9. Self-improvement and professional activities, and 

10. District-wide administrative duties 

The above list served the purpose of analyzing and comparing several 

functions which could possibly be used in the study. 
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In describing the role of the elementary principal in a bilin

gual education program, Aguilar (1979) emphasized that the major respon

sibilities have to do with the instructional portion of the program, 

although in the list of responsibilities, there are those skills neces

sary to relate to students, parents, and community members of different 

cultural and ethnic backgrounds. Contreras (1979) suggested that 

Spanish-surnamed administrators are expected to be role models, experts, 

linkages, and advocates for Hispanic community groups. He also ex

plained that Spanish-surnamed administrators experience role conflict 

as a normal work experience; however, it brings about no serious signs 

of di stress. 

Nieto and Valverde (1976) describe three types of administrators 

that can be found operating in bilingual education. Type I (or the 

maintenance administrator) has been designated as leader by virtue of 

entitlement by the school district. Lipham (1964) describes this type 

as utilizing the existing structure and procedures to achieve organiza

tional goals and objectives. The Type II administrator is known as the 

advocate. His leadership is based on proven performance as measured by 

different groups. Hemphill (1958) describes this administrator as 

initiating new structures or procedures to accomplish group goals and 

objectives. Nieto and Valverde propose a Type III administrator for 

the future which they refer to as "pro-active negotiator." This type 

of administrator would achieve some type of mutual compromise by 

balancing opposing issues as they relate to bilingual education. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

The study utilized the methodology of descriptive research, 

employing a questionnaire as the principle data-gathering instrument. 

The role expectations held by selected referent groups were identified 

and compared. 

Population 

The population for the study included all full-time elementary 

teachers, principals of elementary schools, and instructional program 

directors in selected school districts in Arizona. The selected school 

districts included all those local educational agencies participating 

in (1) Arizona ESEA Title VII Bilingual Education Projects, (2) Bilin

gual Instruction and Special English Training Projects, and (3) 

Indochinese Refugee Assistance Projects, during academic year 1980/81. 

Other school districts were selected from the 1980 Arizona Educational 

Di rectory. 

Sample 

From the above population, 500 subjects were selected via the 

stratified sampling technique. Table 1 represents the number of ques

tionnaires sent to each referent group in order to guarantee a minimum 

of 30 returns for each group. 
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Table 1. Questionnaire distribution and returns 

Referent Group 

Number 

Di stri buted 

Number 

Returned 

Percentage 

Returned 

Bilingual education program 

d i rectors 70 33 *»7 

Di rectors of programs other 

than bilingual education 70 32 46 

Elementary school principals 

of schools with bilingual 

programs 70 37 52 

Elementary school principals 

of schools without bilingual 

programs 70 30 42 

Elementary teachers in 

bilingual education programs 120 83 69 

Elementary teachers not in 

bilingual education programs 100 57 57 

Total 500 272 54 

Independent Variable 

In the study, the membership in each of the six selected 

referent groups was viewed as the predictor or independent variable. 

Membersh i p 

Membership in each different referent group was viewed as 

a determiner of the role expectations (independent variable). 



Dependent Variable 

Role expectations held by incumbents in the study were viewed 

as ti'ie dependent variable. Role expectations of selected personnel 

within the district were seen as being determined by membership in one 

o,f the selected referent groups. 

Statistical Hypothesis 

There are no significant differences in the role expectations 

for the Bilingual Education Administrator as perceived by: 

1. Bilingual education program directors 

2. Director of programs other than bilingual education 

3. Elementary school principals of schools with bilingual 

education programs 

4. Elementary school principals of schools without bilingual 

education programs 

5. Elementary teachers in bilingual education programs, and 

6. Elementary teachers not in bilingual education programs. 

Data-Gathering Instrument 

The "jury method" was used in the development of the initial 

data-gathering instrument (Budd, Thorp, and Donohew 1967). This 

approach was selected in order to draw on a broad expertise from 

several incumbents in the field of bilingual education, and to mini

mize biases and promote objectivity. In soliciting members for the 

Jury of Experts, 20 letters (see Appendix A) were submitted with 17 

jurors agreeing to participate. 
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Members of the Jury of Experts 

The following criteria served to describe the expertise base 

of each juror; 

- One elementary school principal of a school with a bilingual 

education program funded under Title VII of ESEA. 

- One elementary school principal of a school with a bilingual 

education program supplemented by Title I of ESEA. 

- One elementary school principal of a school with a bilingual 

education program completely supported with local district 

funds. 

- Two district directors of bilingual education programs funded 

by Title VII of ESEA and of the state supported bilingual edu

cation program (Bilingual Education and Special English 

Training BISET). 

- One director of a district's bilingual education program. 

- One district director of state and federal programs. 

- One district coordinating program assistant. 

- One director of a bilingual materials development center. 

- One director and professor of a bilingual education teacher 

training program. 

- One director and professor of a bilingual education adminis

trator training program, 

- One professor of educational administration and leadership 

in education, 

- One Mexican American studies and research center director 

and professor of bilingual education. 



Four doctoral students of bilingual education and educational 

admini strat ion. 

The jury was tasked with identifying the functions that make up 

the role of the Bilingual Education Administrator. An open ended ques

tionnaire (see Appendix B) was utilized to elicit, from the 17 jurors, 

a list of the five most important functions of the Bilingual Education 

Administrator. From this list a total of 51 different functions were 

identified by this jury method. 

The functional competencies as identified by Flores (1973) were 

applied for the purpose of codifying the list of 51 functions into the 

following main headings: organizing, directing, planning, innovative 

and change agent, and managing functions. A second questionnaire was 

developed (see Appendix C) and a selection panel of three coders cate

gorized the 51 functions into one of the above five major administra

tive functions. 

Members of the Selection Panel 

The members of the selection panel were: 

1. One elementary school principal of a school with a bilingual 

education program. 

2. One professor and director of a bilingual education adminis

trator training program, and 

3- A student of bilingual education and educational administra

tion. 



The investigator and one independent research assistant con

ducted a final screening of the listed functions and identified a total 

of 23 distinct functions which were then incorporated into the final 

questionnaire (see Appendix D). This questionnaire was distributed to 

the sample of 500 subjects in the State of Arizona. 

The Statistical Analysis 

Reliability 

The internal consistency of the data-gathering instrument was 

determined to be highly reliable (alpha = .9^524) using the Cronbach 

coefficient alpha procedure (Cronbach 1951). This provided for one 

aspect of instrument reliability. 

Statistical Analysis 

The one-way analysis of variance procedure (Glass and Stanley 

1970) was computed on the mean priority of each of the referent groups 

on the overall data-gathering instrument and the five major administra

tive functions. A .05 level of significance was set and appropriate 

post hoc procedures were applied whenever a significant difference was 

noted. In addition, homogeneity of variance was tested using the 

Bartlett-Box procedure (Box 1953). The chi square (Dinham 1976) was 

used to determine significant differences between the six referent 

groups within each of the 23 items of the data-gathering instrument. 



CHAPTER 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The purpose of the study was to identify possible differences 

in the role expectations held by selected referent groups of the 

Bilingual Education Administrator. To reiterate, referent groups in 

this study included the following: 

1. Bilingual education program directors 

2. Directors of programs other than bilingual education 

3- Elementary school principals of schools with bilingual 

programs 

k. Elementary school principals of schools without bilingual 

programs 

5. Elementary teachers in bilingual education programs 

6. Elementary teachers not in bilingual education programs. 

The results of the study are reported under the following head

ings: (1) reliability of the data-gathering instrument, and (2) the 

findings related to the questions that guided the study. These questions 

were (a) Are there differences among teachers, elementary school prin

cipals and instructional program directors, who are and are not in 

bilingual education, particularly as they view the overall role of the 

Bilingual Education Administrator? (b) What are the differences in 

expectations among the above referent groups, if any? and (c) Are 



26 

there any differences in the priority that is placed in the various 

functions that make up the role of the Bilingual Education Administra

tor by members of the selected groups, and if so, what are they? 

Reliability of the Instrument 

In order to interpret the findings related to the data-gathering 

instrument used in this study, it was necessary to determine its reli

ability. Cronbach's (1951) coefficient alpha procedure was selected to 

analyze the internal consistency of the instrument. Reliability coeffi

cients were calculated for the total 23 items of the data-gathering 

instrument and for each of the five major administrative functions. All 

of the calculations were computed across the six referent groups. 

Table 2 summarizes these data. 

Table 2. Reliability coefficients of the five major administrative 

functions and the aggregate data-gathering instrument 

Major Administrative 

Funct ion 

Number of 

1 terns 

Reliabili ty 

Coefficient 

Organizing functions k .7^338 

Directing functions 5 .79462 

Planning functions 5 .81931 

Innovative and change 

agent functions 5 .86163 

Managing functions k .84158 

Aggregate data-

gathering instrument 23 .3k52k 



The Instrument and each of the five major administrative func

tions, according to Cronbach's (1951) coefficient alpha procedure, 

were found to be adequately reliable. 

Findings Related to the Questions 

that Guided the Study 

The data-gathering instrument (questionnaire) was designed to 

measure the priority of each function within the role of the Bilingual 

Education Administrator. Subjects in the study were instructed to 

complete the questionnaire by designating a specific priority level 

(1 = low to 5 = high) to each of the functions in the role of the 

Bilingual Education Administrator. 

Table 3 presents information about the referent groups studied, 

the number of subjects in each referent group, mean priority, and 

standard deviations. 

Table k summarizes the results of the statistical analysis. 

The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated that no statisti

cally significant differences existed among the aggregate mean priori

ties of the six referent groups studied. 

One research question asked: Are there differences among 

teachers, elementary school principals, and instructional program 

directors who are and are not in bilingual education, particularly as 

they view the role of the Bilingual Education Administrator? Table k 

indicates that there were no significant differences among the six 

referent groups studied as these groups viewed the overall role of the 

Bilingual Education Administrator. 
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Table 3- Aggregate mean priority and standard deviations per referent 

group for all functions 

Referent Groups Studied 

Number of 

Subjects 

Aggregate 

Mean 

Priori ty 

Standard 

Deviat i ons 

Bilingual education program 

di rectors 33 4.0883 0.5808 

Directors of programs other 

than bilingual education 32 4.0584 0.5122 

Elementary school principals 

of schools with bilingual 

programs 37 3.9177 0.5921 

Elementary school principals 

of schools without bilingual 

programs 30 3.9406 0.6206 

Elementary teachers in 

bilingual education programs 83 3.9848 0.7274 

Elementary teachers not in 

bilingual education programs 57 3.7719 0.6309 

Table 4. Aggregate questionnaire--one-way analysis of variance by 

referent groups studied 

Source DF SS MS F Ratio 

S i gn i fi cance 

of F* 

Between groups 5 1562.9036 312.5807 1 .450 .2067 

Within groups 266 57340.1516 215.5645 

Total 271 58903.0551 

*p <.05 



These findings were not consistent with the research hypothesis, 

namely: that the selected referent groups had different role expecta

tions of the Bilingual Education Administrator and that those expec

tations had a high association with membership in the different referent 

groups. In order to determine that significant difference, in fact, did 

not exist between the referent groups, a one-way ANOVA for each major 

administrative function was conducted. 

Table 5 illustrates the organizing functions according to the 

referent groups studied, the number of subjects in each referent group, 

their mean priority, and standard deviation. 

Table 5. Organizing functions — referent groups studied, number of 

subjects, means, and standard deviations 

Referent Groups Studied 
Number of 
Subjects 

Mean 
Priori ty 

Standard 
Deviations 

Bilingual education program 
di rectors 33 it.2273 0.6828 

Directors of programs other 
than bilingual education 32 4.2656 0.4791 

Elementary school principals 
of schools with bilingual 
programs 37 4.1824 0.5730 

Elementary school principals 
of schools without bilingual 
programs 30 4.0917 0.6548 

Elementary teachers in 
bilingual education programs 83 4.1356 0.7918 

Elementary teachers not in 
bilingual education programs 57 3.9781 0.6465 
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Table 6 illustrates the results of the one-way analysis of 

variance which yielded no significant difference between referent groups 

within the organizing functions. 

Table 6. Organizing functions—one-way analysis of variance by 

referent groups studied 

Source DF SS MS F Ratio 

S i gn i fi cance 

of F" 

Between groups 5 37.8376 7.5675 1 .038 .3959 

Within groups 266 19^0.0300 7.2933 

Total 271 1977.8676 

*p <.05 
1 

fc 

Table 7 delineates the directing functions respective to the 

referent groups studied, the number of subjects in each referent 

group, the mean priorities, and standard deviations. 

Table 8 illustrates the results of the one-way analysis of 

variance of the directing functions which yielded no significant 

differences between the referent groups. 
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Table 7. Directing functions — referent groups studied, number of 

subjects, means, and standard deviations 

Referent Groups Studied 

Number of 

Subjects 

Mean 

Priori ty 

Standard 

Deviations 

Bilingual education program 

di rectors 33 4.2000 0.6245 

Directors of programs other 

than bilingual education 32 4.0188 0.5932 

Elementary school principals 

of schools with bilingual 

programs 37 4.0162 0.6918 

Elementary school principals 

of schools without bilingual 

programs 30 4.0533 0.5917 

Elementary teachers in 

bilingual education programs 83 3.9614 0.8585 

Elementary teachers not in 

bilingual education programs 57 3.8211 0.5936 

Table 8. Directing functions-one-way analysis of variance by 

referent groups studied 

Source DF SS MS F Ra t i 0 

S i gn i ficance 

of F* 

Between groups 5 82.9032 16.5806 1.347 .2448 

Within groups 266 3273.6263 12.3069 

Total 271 3356.5294 

*p <.05 
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Features of the planning functions, according to the referent 

group studied, the number of subjects in each referent group, the mean 

priority, and standard deviation are exhibited in Table 9. 

Table 9« Planning function — referent groups studied, number of 

subjects, means, and standard deviations 

Referent Groups Studied 

Number of 

Subjects 

Mean 

Priori ty 

Standard 

Deviations 

Bilingual education program 

d i rectors 33 3.9697 0.7518 

Directors of programs other 

than bilingual education 32 4.0000 0.6525 

Elementary school principals 

of schools with bilingual 

programs 37 3.7892 0.7302 

Elementary school principals 

of schools without bilingual 

programs 30 3-9467 0.6301 

Elementary teachers in 

bilingual education programs 83 3-9735 0.7732 

Elementary teachers not in 

bilingual education programs 57 3.8386 0.7648 
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Table 10 projects the results of the one-way analysis of 

variance where no significant differences between the referent groups 

were noted within the planning functions. 

Table 10. Planning functions-one-way analysis of variance by 

referent groups studied 

Source DF SS MS F Ratio 

S i gn i fi cance 

of F* 

Between groups 5 38.8995 7.7799 .571 .7186 

Within groups 266 359^.^203 13.5129 

Total 271 3633.3199 

*p <.05 

Table 11 empirically represents the innovative and change 

agent functions by specifically accenting on the referent groups 

studied, the number of subjects in each referent group, the mean 

priority, and standard deviations. 
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Table 11. Innovative and change agent functions — referent groups 

studied, number of subjects, means, and standard deviations 

Referent Groups Studied 

Number of 

Subjects 

Mean 

Priori ty 

Standard 

Devi at ions 

Bilingual education program 

di rectors 33 4.0485 0.6246 

Directors of programs other 

than bilingual education 32 3.9563 0.7374 

Elementary school principals 

of schools with bilingual 

programs 37 3.9027 0.7143 

Elementary school principals 

of schools without bilingual 

programs 30 3-7400 0.7951 

Elementary teachers in 

bilingual education programs 8 3  3-9542 0.8579 

Elementary teachers not in 

bilingual education programs 57 3-^737 0.8973 

Table 12 points out the results of the one-way analysis of 

variance and, in this case, significant differences between referent 

groups were, in fact, detected within the innovative and change 

agent functions. 
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Table 12. Innovative and change agent functions-one-way analysis 

of variance by referent groups studied 

Source DF SS MS 

Signi ficance 

F Ratio of F* 

Between groups 5 275.8923 55.1785 3.*t24 .0051 

Within groups 266 4286.986^ 16.1165 

Total 271 *•562.8787 

»p <.05 

The assumption of homogeneity of variance was met (using 

Cochran's C and Bartlett-Box F), and a conservative post hoc test 

(Tukey ASD) indicated that bilingual education program directors and 

elementary teachers, not in a bilingual education program, differ in 

the priority that they assigned to the innovative and change agent 

functions. The concept tested in the innovative and change agent 

function, in terms of the definitions used in the study, is: the 

act of recognizing when change is necessary and the skill and will

ingness to summon those resources that will satisfy unmet needs. 

Table 13 helps to explain the managing functions according to 

the referent groups studied, the number of subjects in each referent 

group, the mean priority, and standard deviation. 
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Table 13- Managing functions — referent groups studied, number of 
subjects, means, and standard deviations 

Referent Groups Studied 
Number of 
Subjects 

Mearf 
Priori ty 

Standard 
Deviat ions 

Bilingual education program 
d i rectors 33 4.0076 0.7768 

Di rectors of programs other 
than bilingual education 32 A.1016 0.6502 

Elementary school principals 
of schools with bilingual 
programs 37 3-7095 0.8630 

Elementary school principals 
of schools without bilingual 
programs 30 3.8917 0.8451 

Elementary teachers in 
bilingual education programs 83 3.9157 0.8888 

Elementary teachers not in 
bilingual education programs 57 3-7939 0.8891 

Table 14 illustrates the results of the one-way analysis of 

variance which revealed no significant differences between the referent 

groups within the managing functions. 
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Table 14. Managing functions--one-way analysis of variance by 

referent groups studied 

Source DF SS MS F Ratio 

S i gn i fi cance 

of FA 

Between groups 5 58.7908 11.7582 1.034 .3978 

Within groups 266 3023.8820 11.3680 

Total 271 3082.6728 

*p <.05 > 

A second research question asked: What are the differences 

in expectations among the selected referent groups, if any? Tables 6, 

8, 10, and 14 indicate that there were no statistically significant 

differences among the six selected referent groups as these groups 

viewed the role of the Bilingual Education Administrator within the 

context of organizing, directing, planning, and managing functions. 

In viewing the role of the Bilingual Education Administrator, 

a significant difference was found within the innovative and change 

agent functions. 

In order to interpret these data from a different statistical 

perspective, the chi square procedure was used to detect possible 

significant differences between the mean priority of the referent 

groups on each of the 23 specific functions. The following data are 

presented: 
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1. The major administrative functions and their subsets, 

2. Priority levels recorded by the different referent groups 

in terms of frequencies and percentages, and 

3. Raw chi square scores and levels of significance recorded 

for each subset of the specified function. 

Table 15 reflects a difference at the .05 level of significance 

between the three referent groups directly related to bilingual educa

tion (bilingual education directors, elementary school principals of 

schools with bilingual programs, and elementary teachers in bilingual 

education programs) and the three referent groups which are not associ

ated with bilingual education (directors of programs other than 

bilingual education, elementary school principals of schools without 

bilingual programs, and elementary teachers not in bilingual education 

programs). Those respondents in bilingual education placed a higher 

priority on the function of integrating the philosophy, goals, and 

objectives of bilingual education within the institutional curriculum 

so that it is not considered a separate entity. 

No significant differences were found to exist in Tables 16 

through 21. 



Table 15. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for organizing 

functions—1. To integrate the philosophy, goals and objectives of bilingual 

education within the institutional curriculum so that bilingual education is 

not considered a separate entity 

1 

Referent Group Lowest 

Priority Level 

2 3 

Low Some High 

5 
Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 0 1 2 5 25 33 

di rectors 0% 3.0% 6. 1% 15. 2% 75.8% 

Directors of programs other 0 0 4 8 20 32 

than bilingual education 0% 0% 12. 5% 25. 0% 62.5% 

Elementary school principals of 0 0 1 16 19 36 

schools with bilingual programs 0% 0% 2. 8% 44. 4% 52.8% 

Elementary school principals of 1 1 2 14 12 30 

schools without bilingual programs 3.3% 3-3% 6. 7% 46. 7% 40.0% 

Elementary teachers in 3 0 6 22 51 82 

bilingual education programs 3-7% 0% 7. 3% 26. 8% 62.2% 

Elementary teachers not in 1 2 8 25 20 56 

bilingual education programs 1.8% 3.6% 14. 3% 44. 6% 35.7% 

Total 5 4 23 90 147 269 

1.9% 1.5% 8. 6% 33. .5% 54.6% 100% 

Raw chi square 32.19791 with 20 degrees of freedom 

Significance = .0412 



Table 16. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for organizing 

functions—2. To coordinate existing services in bilingual education 

thus avoiding duplication of effort 

Referent Group 

1 

Lowest 

2 

Low 
3 
Some 

4 

High 
5 

Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 1 0 1 18 13 30 

di rectors 3.0% 0% 3.0% 5*1.5% 39.4% 

Di rectors of programs other 0 0 3 14 15 32 

than bilingual education 0% 0% 3.i*% 43.8% 46.9% 

Elementary school principals of 0 2 5 16 14 37 
schools with bilingual programs 0% 5-4% 13.5% 43.2% 37-8% 

Elementary school principals of 0 0 9 10 11 30 

schools without bilingual programs 0% 0% 30.0% 33-3% 36.7% 

Elementary teachers in 3 1 9 37 33 83 

bilingual education programs 3-6% 1 .2% 10.8% 44.6% 39.8% 

Elementary teachers not in 1 0 6 34 16 57 
bilingual education programs 1.8* 0% 10.5% 59.6% 28.1% 

Total 5 3 33 129 102 272 

1.8% i .1% 12.1% 47.4% 37.5% 100% 

Raw chi square 28.06409 with 20 deg 

Significance = .1079 

rees of freedom 



Table 17- Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for organizing 

functions—3- To develop and implement good time management practices, 

schedules, and activities 

Referent Group 

1 

Lowest 

Priority Level 

2 3 

Low Some 

4 

High 

5 
Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 

di rectors 

0 

0? 

3 

9.1? 

6 

18.2? 

14 

42.4? 

10 

30.3? 

33 

Directors of programs other 

than bilingual education 

0 

0? 

1 

3.1? 

3 

9-4? 

21 

65.6? 
7 

21 .9? 

32 

Elementary school principals of 

schools with bilingual programs 

0 

0? 

0 

0? 

10 

27.0? 

13 

35.1? UJ
 —
 

OO
 

(3*
9 37 

Elementary school principals of 

schools without bilingual programs 

0 

0? 

1 

3.A? 
7 
24.1? 

12 

41.4? 

9 

31.0? 

29 

Elementary teachers in 

bilingual education programs 

2 
2.4? 

5 
6.0? 

21 

25.3? 

25 

30.1? 

30 

36.1? 

83 

Elementary teachers not in 

bilingual education programs 

1 

1.8? 

5 

8.8? 

18 

31.6? 

20 

35.U 

13 

22.8? 
57 

Total 3 

1.1? 

15 

5.5? 

65 

24.0? 

105 

38.7? 

83 

30.6? 

271 

100? 

Raw chi square 23.74695 with 20 degrees of freedom 

Significance = .2536 



Table 18. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for organizing 

functions—4. To structure and arrange activities of people within the 

bilingual education program in order that personnel know their 

designated tasks 

Referent Group 

1 

Lowest 

Priority Level 

2 3 

Low Some 

4 

Hi gh 
5 

Hi ghest Total 

Bilingual education program 

di rectors 

1 

3.0% 
2 

6.1% 

4 

12.1% 

13 

39.4% 

13 

39.4% 

33 

Directors of programs other 

than bilingual education 

1 

3.1% 

1 

3.1% 

2 

6.3% 

17 

53.1% 

11 

34.4% 

32 

Elementary school principals of 

schools with bilingual programs 

0 

0% 

2 

5.4% 
7 
18.9% 

13 

35.1% 

15 

40.5% 

37 

Elementary school principals of 

schools without bilingual programs 

1 

3-3% 

0 

0% 

2 

6.7% 

14 

46.7% 

13 

43.3% 

30 

Elementary teachers in 

bilingual education programs 

4 

4.8% 
3 

3-6% 

12 

14.5% 

27 

32.5% 

37 
44.6% 

83 

Elementary teachers not in 

bilingual education programs 

1 

1.8% 

0 

0% 

10 

17.5% 

28 

49.1% 

18 

31.6% 
57 

Total 8 

2.9% 

8 

2.9% 

37 

13.6% 

112 

41 .2% 

107 

39.3% 

272 

100% 

Raw chi square 16.62422 with 20 degrees of freedom 

Significance = .6772 



Table 19. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for directing 

functions--l. To have a constant, on-going program of staff development 

for purposes of improving services, curriculum, and materials acquisition 

Priority Level 

1 2 3 4 5 
Referent Group Lowest Low Some High Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 1 0 3 12 17 33 
di rectors 3-0% Q% 9.1% 36.4% 51.5% 

Directors of programs other 0 1 1 18 12 32 

than bilingual education 0% 3-1% 3.1% 56.3% 37.5% 

Elementary school principals of 0 1 7 15 13 36 

schools with bilingual programs 0% 2.8% 19.4% 41.7% 36.1% 

Elementary school principals of 0 0 5 14 11 30 

schools without bilingual programs 0% 0% 16.7% 46.7% 36.7% 

Elementary teachers in 4 0 11 35 33 83 

bilingual education programs 4.8% 0% 13.3% 42.2% 39.8% 

Elementary teachers not in 1 1 7 29 19 57 
bilingual education programs 1.8% 1.8% 12.3% 50.9% 33.3% 

Total 6 3 34 123 105 271 

2.2% 1.1% 12.5% 45.4% 38.7% 100% 

Raw chi square 17-23551 with 20 degrees of freedom 

Significance = .6376 



Table 20. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for directing 

functions—2. To be an instructional leader in the area of bilingual education 

Priority Level 

1 2 3 A 5 

Referent Group Lowest Low Some High Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 0 3 1 9 lk 33 
di rectors 0% 9. n 21 . 2% 27. 3% k2. k% 

Directors of programs other 0 k 3 17 8 32 
than bilingual education 0% 12. 5% 9. k% 53-n 25. Q% 

Elementary school principals of 2 1 12 1A 8 37 
schools with bilingual programs 5.k% 2. i% 32. b% 37. 8% 21. 6% 

Elementary school principals of 1 1 6 11 11 30 

schools without bilingual programs 3.3% 3. 3% 20. 0% 36. 7% 36. 7% 

Elementary teachers in k 9 23 27 20 83 

bilingual education programs k.8% 10. 8% 27. 7% 32. 5% 2k. 1 % 

Elementary teachers not in 3 1 21 21 10 56 

bilingual education programs 5.k% 1. 8% 37. 5% 37. 5% 17. 3% 

Total 10 19 72 99 71 271 

3-7% 7. 0% 26. 6% 36. 5% 26. 2% 100& 

Raw chi square 28.00501 with 20 degrees of freedom 

Significance = .1093 



Table 21. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for directing 

functions—3- To encourage and motivate teachers to adhere to the 

objectives set forth by the school 

Referent Group 

1 

Lowest 

Priority Level 

2 3 

Low Some 

4 

High 
5 

Hi ghest Total 

Bilingual education program 1 0 2 15 15 33 
di rectors 3.03 03 6.13 45.53 45.53 

Directors of programs other 0 1 4 17 10 32 

than bilingual education 03 3.U 12.53 53.13 31-33 

Elementary school principals of 0 2 4 16 15 37 
schools with bilingual programs 0% 5.43 10.83 43.23 40.53 

Elementary school principals of 0 0 5 15 10 30 

schools without bilingual programs 0% 03 16.73 50.03 33.33 

Elementary teachers in 3 3 11 40 24 81 

bilingual education programs 3-73 3-73 13.63 49.43 29.63 

Elementary teachers not in 0 3 13 23 18 57 
bilingual education programs 0% 5.33 22.83 40.43 31.63 

Total 4 9 39 126 92 270 

1.5% 3.33 14.43 46.73 34.13 1003 

Raw chi square 17-16610 with 20 degrees of freedom 

Significance = .6422 



Table 22 Indicates a significant difference (at the .0118 

level) between the referent groups tested. Namely, that bilingual 

education program directors, elementary school principals of schools 

with bilingual education programs and elementary teachers in bilin

gual education programs placed a significantly higher priority on 

the function of recruiting and hiring personnel for the bilingual 

education program, than did directors of programs other than bilingual 

education, elementary school principals of schools without bilingual 

education programs, and elementary teachers not in bilingual education 

programs. 

Tables 23 through 29 indicated no significant differences. 



Table 22. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for directing 

functions—4. To be instrumental in recruiting and hiring qualified and 

committed personnel for the bilingual education program who can serve as 

strong bilingual models 

Referent Group 

1 

Lowest 

Priority Level 

2 3 

Low Some 

4 

High 
5 

Hi ghest Total 

Bilingual education program 

di rectors 

0 

0% 

2 

6.5% 
2 

6.5% 
9 

29.0% 

18 

58.1% 

31 

Directors of programs other 

than bilingual education 

0 

0% 
3 

10.3% 

1 

3.4% 

13 

44.8% 

12 

41.4% 

29 

Elementary school principals of 

schools with bilingual programs 

1 

2.7% 

0 

0% 
3  
8.1% 

12 

32.4% 

21 

56.8% 
37 

Elementary school principals of 

schools without bilingual programs 

1 

3-3% 

1 

3.3% 

4 

13.3% 

11 

36.7% 

13 

43.3% 

30 

Elementary teachers in 

bilingual education programs 

3 

3.8% 

5 
6 .3% 

6 

7.6% 

12 

15.2% 

53 

67.1% 

75 

Elementary teachers not in 

bilingual education programs 

2 

3.6% 

4 

7.3% 
10 

18.2% 
25 

45.5% 

14 

25.5% 

55 

Total 7 

1.1% 
15 

5.1% 
26 

10.0% 

82 

31.4% 

131 

50.2% 

261 

100% 

Raw chi square 36.95857 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Signi ficance = .0118 



Table 23- Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for directing 

functions—5. To answer to a variety of personal and community needs through 

sound leadership and communication skills in the language of the community 

Priority Level 

1 2 3 A 5 

Referent Group Lowest Low Some High Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 0 0 1 12 14 33 
di rectors 0% 0% 21. 2% 36. k% 42. k% 

Directors of programs other 0 3 4 15 10 32 

than bilingual education 0% 9. k% 12. 5% 46. 3% 31. 3% 

Elementary school principals of 1 5 5 15 11 37 
schools with bilingual programs 2.1% 1.3. 5% 13. 5% 40. 5% 29. 1% 

Elementary school principals of 2 1 4 18 £; • 30 

schools without bilingual programs 6.7% 3. 3% 13. 3% 60. 0% 16. 1% 

Elementary teachers in 3 2 11 38 29 83 

bilingual education programs 3.6% 2. k% 13. 3% 45. 8% 34. 3% 

Elementary teachers not in 0 4 15 23 14 56 

bilingual education programs 0% 7. n 26. 8% 41. ]% 25. 0% 

Total 6 15 46 121 83 271 

2.2% 5. 5% 17. 0% k k .  6% 30. 6% 100% 

Raw chi square 27.09462 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .1326 



Table 24. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for planning 

functions—1. To assess the available resources in school, district, and 

community, to respond to the needs in bilingual education 

Referent Group 
1 

Lowest 

Priority Level 

2 3 

Low Some 
4 

High 
5 

Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 
di rectors 

1 

3.0% 

1 

3.0% 

9 

27.3% 

10 

30.3% 

12 

36.4% 
33 

Directors of programs other 
than bilingual education 

0 

0% 

1 

3-1% 

5 

15.6% 

17 

53.1% 

9 
28.1% 

32 

Elementary school principals of 
schools with bilingual programs 

1 

2.7% 

2 

5.4% 

15 

40.5% 

10 

27.0% 

9 

24.3% 

37 

Elementary school principals of 
schools without bilingual programs 

0 

0% 

2 

6.7% 

6 

20.0% 

]6 

53.3% 

6 

20.0% 

30 

Elementary teachers in 
bilingual education programs 

3 

3.6% 

1 

1.2% 

18 

21.7% 

30 

36.1% 

31 

37.3% 

83 

Elementary teachers not in 
bilingual education programs 

1 

1.8% 

6 

10.5% 

12 

21.1% 

22 

38.6% 

16 

28.1% 
57 

Total 6 

2 . 2 %  
13 

4.8% 

65 

23.9% 

105 

38.6% 

83 

30.5% 

272 

100% 

Raw chi square 23-83339 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .2497 



Table 25. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for planning 

functions--2. To assess the needs of teachers for on-going program development 

f 5riori ty Level 

1 2 3 4 5 

Referent Group Lowest Low Some High Hi ghest Total 

Bilingual education program 1 3 4 13 12 33 
di rectors 3-0% 9.1% 12. 1% 39.4% 36. 4% 

Directors of programs other 0 2 4 16 10 32 

than bilingual education 0% 6.3% 12. 5% 50.0% 31. 3% 

Elementary school principals of 0 2 6 17 12 37 
schools with bilingual programs 0% 5.4% 16. 2% 45.9% 32. 4% 

Elementary school principals of 0 1 7 16 6 30 

schools without bilingual programs 0% 3.3% 23. 3% 53.3% 20. 0% 

Elementary teachers in 1 3 7 39 33 83 

bilingual education programs 1 .2% 3.6% 8. 4% 47.0% 39. 8% 

Elementary teachers not in 0 2 15 26 14 57 
bilingual education programs 0% 3.5% 26. 3% 45.6% 24. 6% 

Total 2 13 A3 127 87 272 

7.0% A.8% 15. 8% 46.7% 32. 0% 100% 

Raw chi square 19.05594 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .5182 



Table 26. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for planning 

functions—3. To develop and implement language proficiency assessment 

procedures for student placement 

Referent Group 

1 

Lowest 

Priority Level 

2 3 

Low Some 

k  
High 

5 
Hi ghest Total 

Bilingual education program 

di rectors 

0 

0% 

1 

3.0% 

10 

30.3% 

11 

33.3% 

11 

33.3% 

33 

Directors of programs other 

than bi1ingual education 

2 

6.3% 

5 

15.6% 

3 

9.4% 

12 

37.5% 

10 

31.3% 

32 

Elementary school principals of 

schools with bilingual programs 

1 

2.1% 
1 

2.7% 

16 

43.2% 

9 

2k .  3% 
10 

27.0% 

37 

Elementary school principals of 

schools without bilingual programs 

1 

3.3% 
1 

3.3% 

8 

26.7% 

10 

33.3% 

10 

33.3% 

30 

Elementary teachers in 

bilingual education programs 
5 
6.1% 

7 
8.5% 

15 

18.3% 

31 

37.8% 

2k  
29.3% 

82 

Elementary teachers not in 

bilingual education programs 

2 

3.5% 

5 
8.8% 

14 

2b.  6% 
22 

38.6% 

\ k  
24.6% 

57 

Total 11 

4.1% 

20 

7.4% 

66 

24.4% 

95 

35.1% 

79 

29.2% 

271 

100% 

Raw chi square 21.**1309 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .3732 



Table 27. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for planning 

functions—4. To develop and implement needs assessment strategies which 

involve parents, students, the community, and educational institutions to 

determine the needs in bilingual education 

Priority Level 

1 2 3 4 5 
Referent Group Lowest Low Some High Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 0 2 6 18 7 33 

di rectors 0% 6.IS 18.2% 5b.5% 21.2% 

Di rectors of programs other 0 1 5 15 11 32 

than bilingual education 0% 3.1% 15.6% 46.9% 34.4% 

Elementary school principals of 1 2 11 14 9 37 
schools with bilingual programs 2.7% 5.4% 29.7% 37.8% 24.3% 

Elementary school principals of 0 1 6 15 8 30 

schools without bilingual programs 0% 3-3% 20.0% 50.0% 26.7% 

Elementary teachers in 2 7 16 35 23 83 

bilingual education programs 2.4% 8.4% 19-3% 42.2% 27.7% 

Elementary teachers not in 2 3  11 25 16 57 
bilingual education programs 3.5% 5.3% 19-3% 43.9% 28.1% 

Total 5 16 55 122 74 272 

1.8% 5.9% 20.2% 44.9% 27.2% 100% 

Raw chi square 9-37334 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .9782 



Table 28. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for planning 

functions--5. To set standards and guidelines in bilingual education 

Referent Group 

1 

Lowest 

Priority Level 

2 3 

Low Some 

4 

High 
5 

Hi ghest Total 

Bilingual education program 

di rectors 

1 

3.0% 

1 

3-0% 
5 

15.2% 

14 

42.4% 

12 

36.4% 

33 

Directors of programs other 

than bilingual education 

1 

3.1% 

1 

3.1% 
5 

15.6% 

14 

43.8% 

11 

34.4% 

32 

Elementary school principals of 

schools with bilingual programs 

1 

2.7% 

3 
8 . ]% 

10 

27.0% 

12 

32.4% 

11 

29.7% 

37 

Elementary school principals of 

schools without bilingual programs 

1 

3.3% 
0  
0% 

4 

13-3% 

16 

53.3% 

9 

30.0% 

30 

Elementary teachers in 

bilingual education programs 

1 

1 .2% 
5 
6.0% 

11 

13.3% 

35 
42.2% 

31 

37.3% 

83 

Elementary teachers not in 

bilingual education programs 

4 

7.0% 
2 

3.5% 
9 
15.8% 

24 

42.1% 

18 

31.6% 

57 

Total 9 

3.3% 
12 

4.4% 

44 

16.2% 

115 

42.3% 

92 

33-8% 

272 

100% 

Raw chi square 12.67432 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .8909 



Table 29. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for innovative and change 

agent functions—1. To serve as an advocate for parents, students, teachers, 

and community 

Referent Group 

1 

Lowest 

Priority Level 

2 3 

Low Some 

4 

High 
-5 

Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 1 1 6 13 12 33 
di rectors 3.0% 3.0% 18.2% 39.4% 36.4% 

Directors of programs other 0 3 7 15 7 32 

than bilingual education 0% 9.4% 21.3% 46.9% 21.9% 

Elementary school principals of 2 1 3 12 13 37 
schools with bilingual programs 5.4% 2.7% 2k .  3% 32.4% 35.1% 

Elementary school principals of 1 0 1 13 9 30 

schools without bilingual programs 3-3% 0% 23 .3% 43.3% 30.0% 

Elementary teachers in 3 6 17 34 23 83 
bilingual education programs 3-6% 7.2% 20.5% 41.0% 27.7% 

Elementary teachers not in 2 5 18 17 14 56 

bilingual education programs '3.6% 8.9% 32.1% 30.4% 25.0% 

Total 9 16 64 104 78 271 

3-3% 5.3% 23.6% 38.4% 28.8% 100% 

Raw chi square 13.02384 with 20 deg 

Significance = .8764 

rees of freedom 



55 

Table 30 defines a significant difference, at the .05 level, 

between principals and teachers not in bilingual education and the 

other four referent groups. This means the non-bilingual principals 

and teachers assigned a lower priority to the function of parent 

involvement. 

Table 31 designates a significant difference at the .0001 

level between those groups directly involved in bilingual education 

(bilingual education program directors, elementary school principals 

of schools with bilingual programs, and elementary teachers in bilin

gual education programs) and those groups not associated with bilingual 

education (directors of programs other than bilingual education, 

elementary school principals of schools without bilingual programs, 

and elementary teachers not in bilingual education programs) in respect 

to the function of constant perseverance for local financial support 

for the needs of bilingual education. 

No significant difference was detected in Tables 32 through 

37. 



Table 30. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for innovative and change 

agent functions—2. To support parent involvement in decision making within the 

bilingual education school 

Priority Level 
1 2 3 4 5 

Referent Group Lowest Low Some High Hi ghest Total 

Bilingual education program 0 1 8 10 14 33 
di rectors 0% 3.0% 2k .  2% 30.3% k2 .k% 

Di rectors of programs other 0 2 • 4 13 13 32 

than bilingual education 0% 6.3% 12. 5% AO. 6% 40.6% 

Elementary school principals of 0 1 10 12 14 37 
schools with bilingual programs 0% 2.7% 27. 0% 32. 4% 37.8% 

Elementary school principals of 2 0 7 17 4 30 

schools without bilingual programs 6.7% 0% 23. 3% 56.7% 13-3% 

Elementary teachers in 3 3 28 28 21 83 

bilingual education programs 3.6% 3-6% 33-7% 33.7% 25.3% 

Elementary teachers not in 4 6 16 2k  6 56 

bilingual education programs l . \% 10.7% 28. 6% *>2.9% 10.7% 

Total 9 13 73 104 72 271 

3-3% it.8% 26. 9% 38. k% 26.6% 100% 

Raw chi square 36.44915 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .0136 



Table 31. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for innovative and change 

agent functions—3> To constantly persevere for local financial support for the 

needs of bilingual education, i.e., inservice training, resources, materials, 

equipment, etc. 

Priority Level 

1 2 3 A 5 

Referent Group Lowest Low Some High Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 0 1 7 10 12 30 

di rectors 0% 3. 3% 23. 3% 33. 3% ko .  0% 

Directors of programs other 0 3 8 13 7 31 

than bilingual education 0% 9. 7% 25. 8% k] . 3% 22. 

Elementary school principals of 1 0 12 7 15 35 
schools with bilingual programs 2. 3% 0% 3*t. 3% 20. 0% h i .  s% 

Elementary school principals of 1 1 10 7 6 25 

schools without bilingual programs k .  0% k .  0% ko .  0% 28. 0% 2h .  o% 

Elementary teachers in 3 3 11 30 3k  81 

bilingual education programs 3-n 3. 7% 13. 6% 37. 0% 42. 0% 

Elementary teachers not in 10 7 8 22 9 56 

bilingual education programs 17. 3% 12. 5% 14. 3% 39. 3% 16. n 

Total 15 15 56 89 83 258 

5. 8% 5. 8% 21. 7% 3b .  5% 32. 2% 100% 

Raw chi square 51-21082 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .0001 



Table 32. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for innovative and change 

agent functions—4. To promote, publicize, and be an advocate for bilingual 

education 

Priority Level 

1 2 3 4 5 

Referent Group Lowest Low Some High Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 

di rectors o
 o
 

<5
-?

 3 

9.1% 
1  

21 .2% 

13 

39.4% 

10 

30.3% 

33 

Directors of programs other 

than bilingual education 

0 

0% 
k  

12.5% 

8 

25.0% 

8 

25.0% 

12 

37.5% 

32 

Elementary school principals of 

schools with bilingual programs 

1 

2.7% 

0 

0% 

12 

32.4% 

14 

37.8% 

10 

27.0% 

37 

Elementary school principals of 

schools without bilingual programs 

2 

6.7% 

1 

3-3% 

6 

20.0% 

14 

46.7% 
7 

23-3% 

30 

Elementary teachers in 

bilingual education programs 

4 

4.8% 

4 

4.8% 

15 

18.1% 

27 

32.5% 

33 

39.8% 

83 

Elementary teachers not in 

bilingual education programs 
7 

12.3% 

8 

14.0% 

16 

28.1% 

15 

26.3% 

11 

19.3% 

57 

Total 14 

5.1% 

20 

7.4% 

64 

23.5% 

91 

33.5% 

83 

30.5% 

272 

100% 

Raw chi square 31-01689 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .0550 



Table 33- Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for 

innovative and change agent functions—5. To refine, change, 

or improve the program as needed 

Priority Level 

1 2 3 4 5 
Referent Group Lowest Low Some Hi gh Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 0 0 5 8 20 33 
di rectors 0% 0% 15.2% 24.2% 60.6% 

Directors of programs other 0 0 3 17 12 32 

than bilingual education 0% 0% 9.4% 53.1% 37.5% 

Elementary school principals of 0 1 7 18 10 36 

schools with bilingual programs 0% 2.8% 19.4% 50.0% 27.8% 

Elementary school principals of 0 0 6 11 13 30 

schools without bilingual programs 0% 0% 20.0% 36.7% A3.3% 

Elementary teachers in 2 2 10 29 4o 83 

bilingual education programs 2.4% 2.4% 12.0% 34.9% 48.2% 

Elementary teachers not in 3 0 it 31 18 56 

bilingual education programs 5 .4% 0% 7.1% 55.4% 32.1% 

Total 5 1 35 114 113 270 

1.9% 1.1% 13.0% 42.2% 41.9% 100% 

Raw chi square 28.57746 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .0964 



Table 34. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for managing 

functions — 1. To monitor and evaluate the bilingual education curriculum 

Priority Level 

12 3 4 5 

Referent Group Lowest Low Some High Highest Total 

Bilingual education program 0 2 4 3 18 33 
di rectors 0% 6. 1% 12. 1% 27. .1% 5*1. 5% 

Di rectors of programs other 0 1 4 12 15 32 

than bilingual education 0% 3- ]% 12. 5% 37. .5% 46. 3% 

Elementary school principals of 0 3 8 12 14 37 
schools with bilingual programs 0% 8. U 21. 6% 32. , k% 37. 8% 

Elementary school principals of 1 0 4 12 12 29 

schools without bilingual programs 1M 0% 13. 8% 41. ,h% 41. k% 

Elementary teachers in l 7 7 33 35 83 

bilingual education programs 1 .2% 8. k% 8. 39. 8% 42. 2% 

Elementary teachers not in 2 1 17 16 20 56 

bilingual education programs 3.6% 1. 8% 30. k% 28. ,6% 35. 7% 

Total 4 14 44 94 114 270 

3.6% 1. 8% 30. k% 28. ,6% 42. 2% 100% 

Raw chi square 24.97820 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .2023 



Table 35. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for managing 

functions—2. To develop and implement an assessment of materials and 

methods (especially testing instruments and evaluation methods) being 

used with the target population 

Priority Level 
1 2 3 4 5 

Referent Group Lowest Low Some High Hi ghest Total 

Bilingual education program 0 5 8 12 8 33 
di rectors 0% 15.2% 24.2% 36.4% 24.2% 

Directors of programs other 0 3 6 14 9 32 

than bilingual education 0% 9.4% 18.8% 43.8% 28.1% 

Elementary school principals of 2 4 11 10 10 37 
schools with bilingual programs 5.4% 10.8% 29.7% 27.0% 27.0% 

Elementary school principals of 1 0 9 13 7 30 

schools without bilingual programs 3-3% 0% 30.0% 43.3% 23.3% 

Elementary teachers in 3 10 14 25 30 82 

bilingual education programs 3.7% 12.2% 17.1% 30.5% 36.6% 

Elementary teachers not in 2 3 17 20 15 57 
bilingual education programs 3.5% 5.3% 29.8% 35.1% 26.3% 

Total 8 25 65 94 79 271 

3.0% 9.2% 24.0% 34.7% 29.2% 100% 

Raw chi square 17.41607 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .6258 



Table 36. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for managing 
functions—3. To develop and implement (both terminal and longitudinal) 

internal evaluation of the bilingual education program 

F 'riori ty Level 
1 2 3 b 5  

Referent Group Lowest Low Some High Hi ghest Total 

Bilingual education program 0 3 b 16 10 33 
di rectors 0% 9.1% 12. 1% b8 .5% 30.3% 

Directors of programs other 0 0 6 13 13 32 

than bilingual education 0% 0% 18. 8% kO.6% bO.  6% 

Elementary school principals of 3 1 10 16 1 37 
schools with bilingual programs 8.IS 2.7% 27. 0% k3 .2% 18.9% 

Elementary school principals of 1 0 7 16 6 30 

schools without bilingual programs 3.3% 0% 23. 3% 53 .3% 20.0% 

Elementary teachers in 2 b 16 35 2b  81 

bilingual education programs 2.5% b .3% 19. 8% b3 .2% 29.6% 

Elementary teachers not in 1 b 12 21 18 56 

bilingual education programs 1.8* 1.  \% 21. u 31.5% 32.1% 

Total 7 12 55 117 78 269 

2.6% b.5% 20. b% b3 .5% 29.0% 100% 

Raw chi square 19.10902 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .51^7 



Table 37. Frequencies and percentages of total per referent group for managing 

functions—4. To monitor, supervise, and evaluate the bilingual education 

program for compliance with local, state, and federal regulations and guidelines 

Referent Group 
1 

Lowest 

Priority Level 

2 3 

Low Some 
4 

Hi gh 
5 

Hi ghest Total 

Bilingual education program 0 2 9 8 14 33 

di rectors 0% 6.1% 27.3% 2*1.2% 42.4% 

Directors of programs other 0 1 6 17 8 32 

than bilingual education 0% 3-1% 18.8% 53.1% 25.0% 

Elementary school principals of 2 4 7 17 7 37 
schools with bilingual programs 5.4% 10.8% 18.9% 45.9% 18.9% 

Elementary school principals of 1 2 8 9 10 30 

schools without bilingual programs 3.3% 6.7% 26.7% 30.0% 33.3% 

Elementary teachers in 4 6 14 29 30 83 

bilingual education programs 4.8% 7.2% 16.9% 34.9% 36.1% 

Elementary teachers not in 3 4 15 18 17 57 
bilingual education programs 5.3% 7.0% 26.3% 31.6% 29.8% 

Total 10 19 59 98 86 272 

3.7% 7 .0% 21.7% 36.0% 31.6% 

Raw chi square 17-11703 with 20 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .6454 



The last of the research questions treated in this analysis 

states—Are there any differences in the priority that is placed in 

the various functions that make up the role of the Bilingual Education 

Administrator by members of the selected referent group, and if so, 

what are those differences? It is here where we find no significant 

differences between the six selected referent groups except in the 

four following functions: (See Appendix D for list of specific 

funct ions) 

Organizing function (item #1) 

Directing function (item #k) 

Innovative and change agent function (items #2 and #3) 

Summary 

In view of the data which have been analyzed, the six referent 

groups studied were found to be in general agreement when the role of 

the Bilingual Education Administrator was treated generically. How

ever, disagreement was disclosed in one out of five major administra

tive functions and in four out of 23 specific functions. In short, 

this can be translated to mean that bilingual education directors and 

teachers not in bilingual education significantly disagree in the 

priority given to the innovative and change agent functions (see 

Tables 11 and 12). 

This can further be interpreted to mean that, while bilingual 

education directors place a high priority on innovation and change 

agentry, teachers not in bilingual education assign this function a 

lower priority. 



The six referent groups studied distinctly fell into two differ

ent camps. One camp included directors, principals, and teachers in 

bilingual education who favored the function of integrating the philos

ophy, goals, and objectives of bilingual education within the institu

tional curriculum. The other camp, which included directors, principals, 

and teachers not in bilingual education, did not place as high a priority 

on this function (see Table 15). Similarly, the functions of recruiting 

and hiring personnel for bilingual education aligns the referent groups 

into the same clusters as above; namely, bilingual education referent 

groups favor the above function as opposed to non-bilingual education 

referent groups who do not (see Table 22). 

As we view the specific function—To support parent involvement 

in decision making within the bilingual school, we can point out the 

following: Principals and teachers not in bilingual education assigned 

a significantly lower priority to the above function as compared to the 

other four referent groups (see Table 30). 

The function of constant perseverance for local financial sup

port for bilingual education drew the strongest disagreement, (at the 

.0001 level), with those subjects working in bilingual education 

placing a significantly higher priority than subjects not in bilingual 

education (see Table 31). 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

Based on research studies conducted by Katz, Lopez, and others, 

it was determined that the role expectations of the Bilingual Education 

Administrator were viewed differently by special referent groups in 

education, as well as other target populations. This formed the nexus 

for the problem statement in the study. In line with the above find

ings, one of the principal foci of this study was to identify possible 

differences in the role expectations held by selected referent groups 

of Bilingual Education Administrators. At the outset it was perceived 

that the results of this study would provide a systematic information 

base for colleges, universities, and schools of administration as these 

institutions considered effective strategies for preparing students in 

programs leading to administration of bilingual education and this pro

vided a rationale for the significance of the study. It was generally 

conceded that the administrator who knows the role expectations of the 

different groups with whom he/she works is more likely to make decisions 

that are acceptable to such groups, and hence, deal more effectively 

with them. Monahan (1975) explained that teachers will not accept the 



leadership of a principal unless he fulfills, to a considerable extent, 

the expectations of the teacher group. 

A review of the literature gave support to the premise that a 

person's role is defined by what is expected of him by those in his 

group (Sargent 1951). Campbell and Gregg (1966) explained that the 

details of the role of the leader are determined by the role expecta

tions held by the incumbents of counter positions. It is for these 

reasons that an identification of the role expectations of the Bilin

gual Education Administrator, held by selected referent groups, could 

possibly contribute to that body of knowledge which could help reduce 

role conflict as it existed within the role of the Bilingual Education 

Administrator. In essence, it formed the foundation for the purpose of 

the study. 

From this premise it was hypothesized that selected referent 

groups had different role expectations of the Bilingual Education 

Administrator and that such expectations had some magnitude of associa

tion with membership in such referent groups. 

The "jury method" was initially used in the development of the 

data^-gathering instrument (Budd et al. 1967)- This approach for data 

gathering was conducted in three phases utilizing two preliminary ques

tionnaires. m 

1. The first phase, for eliciting baseline data for the question

naire, was the use of an open-ended questionnaire that was 

distributed to a "select jury of experts" whose purpose it was 

to identify possible functions that made up the role of the 



Bilingual Education Administrator (see Appendix B). The initial 

list of functions was codified into the five major administra

tive functions developed by Flores (1973). 

2. From this list of functions, a second questionnaire, edited by 

a committee of coders, helped to establish face validity on the 

instrument (see Appendix C). 

3. The final data-gathering instrument was distributed to a sample 

of 500 subjects in school districts in the State of Arizona 

(see Appendix D). 

Conclus ions 

Any study dealing with the role of a leader must consider the 

expectations held by those cohorts and groups that are directly affected 

by decisions made by the designated leader. It can be assumed that all 

personnel affected by leadership decisions will rarely, and perhaps 

never, agree on the importance or priority that is assigned to any 

particular function within a certain role. This study assessed the role 

of the Bilingual Education Administrator through the perceived expecta

tions held by six aforementioned selected referent groups. In the re

search hypothesis, it was stated that a significant difference existed 

in the expectations held by six referent groups about the Bilingual 

Education Administrator and these were tested by utilizing the statisti

cal null. Three general questions served as a foundation of the study 

(see page k). 

The findings generated from the questions were essentially that 

the six referent groups were found to be in general agreement when the 



role of the Bilingual Education Administrator was treated generically. 

When the role was analyzed according to the five major administrative 

functions, disagreement was encountered in the innovative and change 

agent functions as bilingual education program directors and elementary 

teachers not in bilingual education programs were compared. It was 

also found that bilingual education program directors assigned a sig

nificantly higher priority to innovation and change agentry. When each 

of the 23 specific functions (listed under the major administrative 

functions) were analyzed, significant differences were noted in the 

functions dealing with (1) the integration of philosophy, goals, and 

objectives; (2) recruiting and hiring; (3) parent involvement; and (A) 

local financial support (see Tables 15, 22, 30, and 31). 

In drawing general conclusions from all the findings, much of 

the previous research on role expectations and role conflict was sup

ported in the study; that is to say, that membership in a particular 

referent group can be considered a reasonable predictor of certain ex

pectations of a role. 

Implicat ions 

Some of the most obvious implications which can be made from 

the study are that: 

1. Membership in a referent group generally influences a 

member's perception of a role, and is aptly so in bilingual 

education. 



2. The more a program or activity appears to positively affect the 

lives of members or incumbents, the greater the probability of 

support for such programs. 

3. Little disagreement exists, between different groups, about the 

role of the Bilingual Education Administrator as long as it re

mains non-integral and as a temporary program. Disagreement 

seems to emerge once a suggestion is, made about making bilingual 

education an integral part of the institution and supported with 

local funds. Stemming from the findings, it can be implied that 

the less information, understanding, and knowledge workers have 

about a concept, program, or idea, the less likelihood there is 

of accepting such programs. 

Recommendations 

1. Educational administration preparation programs should include, 

in their course requirements, sufficient content dealing with 

bilingual education theory, curriculum, program models, and re

search findings. This broadening view of administration prepa

ration could possibly reduce the myths and taboos which often 

exist among school administrators who are largely prepared in 

traditional programs. 

2. Teachers should have, as a part of their certification require

ments, exposure to courses in bilingual education concepts, 

problems of culturally different students, and the knowledge of 

plural istic-multidiscipl inary curriculum approaches,. 



3. In order to lessen the degree of conflict which now surrounds 

the role of the Bilingual Education Administrator, it may be 

advisable, in some cases, to change some of those functions 

which ordinarily cause disagreement and assign them to other 

superordinates. 

k. From William Rounseville Alger it is said that, "We give advice 

by the bucket, but take it by the grain." For those few who 

are open to suggestions, in our institutions of higher learning, 

public schools and such other significant places, it is recom

mended that, preparation programs that continue to "diddle-

daddle" and merely toy with the idea of preparing administrators 

and teachers with a broader knowledge base than the traditional, 

can expect what we have now. It is recommended then, that 

schools of preparation explore new frontiers in preparing teach

ers and administrators through appropriate seminars, symposiums, 

on-site visitations, better organized internships, and community 

involved projects which will provide the necessary exposure to 

students who are not aware of programs such as bilingual educa

tion, special education, etc. In-service training, which is 

often necessary in the public schools, can be a vital part of 

this emphasis. 

5. From this and other studies, it was found that some improvement 

is necessary in the way by which school administrators continue 

to share information and communicate appropriate data to sub

ordinates. In several personal interviews where the researcher 



talked to respondents, these were some verbalized statements: 

"I don't know anything about bilingual education," "Does this 

study mean they're checking up on us?", "Why are you doing this 

research?", "Is the district conducting this research?". It 

would seem proper to recommend that, in order for bilingual 

education to be better understood and accepted, it needs clari

fication from administrators to teachers, parents, and students, 

and this cannot be done by routine communication methods, but 

rather through carefully conducted mechanisms for exchanging 

ideas and sharing points of view. 



APPENDIX A 

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

Dear Fellow Educator: 

I am requesting your voluntary participation in the completion 

of this questionnaire which is part of a doctoral study entitled "Role 

Expectations of Bilingual Education Administrators." The purpose and 

objectives of this study are to identify the role expectations held by 

selected referent groups of the Bilingual Education Administrator. If 

you decide to participate, please answer as many of the questions as 

you are able to answer with confidence. About 20 minutes of your time 

will be required for completion of this questionnaire and will indicate 

your consent as a willing participant in this study. All data re

ceived will be treated with anonymity and confidentiality. You are 

free to withdraw from the study at any time without incurring ill will. 

Leonard E. Basurto 

Principal Investigator 
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APPENDIX B 

QUESTIONNAIRE I 

*Name 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to identify role expectations of 

Bilingual Education Administrators held by selected referent groups. 

Please list one to five items, in order of priority, in response to 

the following question: 

What should be the role of the Bilingual Education Administrator? 

Simply stated, what are the functions that are unique to the role of 

the, Bi1ingual Education Administrator? 

1 . 

2 .  

3 .  

k .  

5 .  

*Name is optional and will not be used in any report of the data. 



APPENDIX C 

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

AND QUESTIONNAIRE I I 
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Transmittal Letter 

Dear 

I am presently in the second phase of the data collection on 

my dissertation which is entitled "Role Expectations of Bilingual 

Education Administrators. A 17 member jury of experts has assisted 

me in originally generating a list of role expectations of the Bilin

gual Education Administrator. The enclosed packet will serve to 

explain the purpose and the task of the Selection Panel of which you 

are a member. 

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you in advance 

for the time and effort expended in completing the task of the 

Selection Panel. 

I would greatly appreciate the return of this questionnaire 

by 

Leonard E. Basurto 

Doctoral Candidate 
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Quest ionna i re II 

The purpose of the selection panel on which you have amiably 

agreed to participate in is to objectively codify the role expectations 

generated by a jury of experts. The following five major functions 

underlying the role of the bilingual education administrator will be 

used as the basis for codifying the list of role expectations. 

1. Organizational Function--the act of arranging functions, 

activities, and structuring roles of people to support plans 

of action in bilingual education. 

2. Directing Funct?on--the act of knowing how to accomplish goals 

by leading people; of deciding who must do what and when. 

This function includes communicating ideas and motivating 

personnel. 

3. Planning Function — the act of predicting future events more 

aptly for purposes of better utilizing resources, allocations, 

facilities, and personnel. 

4 .  Innovative and Change Agent Function--the act of recognizing 

when change is necessary and the skill and willingness to 

summon those resources that will satisfy unmet needs. 

5. Managing Function—this function relates to knowledge and use 

of the technical tools of administration. This includes the 

understanding of research and evaluation techniques which 

serve to improve performance. 

Special Note 

The above functions are not to be considered in any order of 

importance, and in the interest of brevity will be referred to as: 

Organ i z i ng 

Di rect i ng 

Planning 

Change Agent 

Managing 
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Instructions for Completing the Task 

1. Carefully read each item on the list of role expectations of 

the Bilingual Education Administrator. Assess it in the light 

of your own experience both as an educator and as an adminis

trator. 

2. On the space provided, indicate the general function that is 

involved in each of the role expectations. 

3. Place each statement under only one category of function. 



The role of the Bilingual Education 

Administrator is: 

1. To develop, implement, and evaluate 

the bilingual education curriculum. 

2. To be a catalyst and innovator in 

bilingual education. 

3. To serve as the adoption agent for 

bilingual education within the 

educational institution. 

4. To assume the leadership in integrating 

the philosophy, goals, and objectives 

of bilingual education within the 

institutional curriculum so that 

bilingual education is not considered 

a separate compensatory treatment 

5. To coordinate existing services in 

bilingual education thus avoiding 

duplication of effort. 

6. To listen to and disseminate 

bilingual education issues. 

7. To work within the system to 

implement new programs and ideas 

that will improve the system. 

8. To develop and implement needs assess

ment involving parents, students, the 

community, educational institutions, 

and other interested parties to deter

mine the needs in bilingual education. 

9. To develop and implement language 

proficiency assessment. 

10. To develop and implement an assessment 

of materials and methods (especially 

testing instruments and evaluation 

methods) being used with the target 

populat ion. 
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11. To be a quality control coordinator 

(set standards and guidelines) in 

bilingual education. 

12. To be an instructional leader in the 

area of bilingual education. Know 

the needs and have a good understand

ing of bilingual education. Be fully 

aware of the benefits of bilingual 

education. 

13- To develop and implement (both 

terminal and longitudinal) internal 

evaluation of the bilingual education 

program. 

14. To seek to refine and improve the 

program as it benefits the students. 

15. To monitor, supervise, and evaluate 

the bilingual education program for 

compliance with local, state, and 

federal regulations and guidelines. 

16. To have a constant, on-going program 

of staff development in program plan

ning, curriculum development, and 

materials acquisition. 

17- To be a curriculum specialist and 

provide inservice training. 

18. To continually stress the importance 

and encourage teachers to adhere to 

scope and sequence objectives set 

forth by the school. 

19- To be perceptive to the needs of 

teachers for ongoing program improve

ment . 
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20. To develop needs assessment, 

coordinate training based on needs, 

and evaluate impact in the classroom. 

21. To be instrumental and highly selective 

in recruiting and hiring qualified and 

committed personnel for the bilingual 

education program, to include teachers 

who are strong bilingual models with 

excellent skills in both languages. 

22. To select the proper personnel (teach

ers and others) whose professional and 

personal characteristics are harmonious 

and congruous with the language and 

culture of the students with whom they 

work. 

23. To develop and implement an assessment 

of available resources, i.e., personnel 

and materials, in school, district, and 

community, to respond to the needs in 

bilingual education. 

2 k .  To constantly persevere for local 

financial support from the district 

for the needs of bilingual education, 

i.e., inservice training, resources, 

materials, equipment, etc. 

25. To develop and implement good time 

management practices. 

26. To involve and secure parental support 

for the educational program and to en

sure that parents understand the goals, 

the reasons, and the philosophy of a 

bilingual, bicultural education program. 

27- A facilitator function—to support 

parent involvement in decision making 

within the bilingual education school. 
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28. To answer or deal with negative input 

from or questions from the community, 

parents, administrators and defending 

an educationally sound program on a 

non-emotional basis. 

29. To prepare handouts for counter-

reacting the doubts that arise. 

30. To be a communications coordinator for 

bilingual education. To promote, pub

licize, and sell bilingual education. 

31. To be a public information specialist 

in order to have all segments of the 

population accept bilingual education 

as an educational program. 

32. To communicate effectively with parents 

and with others in the community in the 

language which they best understand. 

33. Trying to overcome the highly politi

cized nature of bilingual education. 

3*». Meeting people's expectations that 

bilingual education will have an impact 

on social and political needs (i.e., 

those that don't have much place heavy 

expectations on the schools to improve 

their situation, when employers and 

government have equally great respon-

sibi1i ti es). 

35. To articulate opinions and ideas in a 

manner that will facilitate understand

ing by all instead of antagonizing and 

therefore setting the progress of 

bilingual education back a few years. 
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36.  To be sensitive to the socio-political 

realities and implications of being 

identified as a bilingual education 

admin i strator. 

37. To communicate program's goals and 

enlist support from the entire school 

communi ty. 

38. To be the advocate of the total effort, 

for the parents and community, for the 

teachers in and out of the program, for 

the students and for funding. 

39. To take criticism and turn it into 

something positive. Realize that some

times administrators are put into un

pleasant positions and although one may 

not directly gain from it, keep in mind 

that a bilingual education administra

tor represents and therefore jeopardizes 

more than himself. 

40. To be sensitive to culture and know 

language of people he/she should be 

representing. 

41 . To be sensitive to the needs of all 

employees, the needs and desires of the 

community, and all ethnic groups of 

children and adults involved in his 

di stri ct. 

42. Human relations: parents, staff, 

central administration, community. 

A3. To be a knowledgeable resource, in 

bilingual education to teachers and the 

community. 



8 k  

k k .  Should have the respect from the school 

board as well as the community (a 

figure in good standing). 

k S • To expand knowledge in all issues re

lated to the education of the bilingual 

learners. 

k S .  To have an understanding of programs 

and funds which are available and be 

able to use them to benefit the majority 

of people for whom they are intended. 

47. To keep abreast and to be constantly 

aware of the latest literature, the 

current research, and of other bilingual 

programs; to be cognizant of legal in

terpretations, legislative mandates, 

and court rulings and decisions perti

nent to bilingual education. 

k 8 .  To keep local, regional, and national 

ties. Keep abreast of major local 

issues. Be a part of local and 

national support system. 

k S .  Language competence in two languages. 

50. To have expertise in the theory and 

philosophy of bilingual education. 

51. To articulate and be ready at all times 

for any emergency that should arise. 
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FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Part I 

Di rections: 

Please place a checkmark ( ) in the appropriate parenthesis 

which applies specifically to you. 

1. How do you describe yourself? 

A. American Indian or Native American 

B. Black, Afro-American, or Negro 

C. Mexican-American, Chicano, or Hispanic . . . 

D. Asian-American, Oriental 

E. Anglo or Caucasian 

F. Other 

2. Sex: 

A. Male 

B. Female 

3. Present position: 

A. Bilingual education program director . . . . 

B. Director of programs other than 

bilingual education 

C. Elementary school principal of a school 

with a bilingual program 

D. Elementary school principal of a school 

without a bilingual program 

E. Elementary teacher in a bilingual 

education program 

F. Elementary teacher not in a bilingual 

education program 

G. Other 

4. Years in present position: 

A. Less than one year 

B. Between one and five years 

C. Six years and over 

5. Type of program in which you are presently employed: 

A. Title VII 

B. Title I 

C. Title IV 

D. District supported 

E. ESL 

F. Other 



6. Time program has been in existence: 

A. Fi rst year 

B. Second year , . 

C. 3-5 years 

D. Six years or more .... 

7. Positions held in the past: 

A. Bilingual education program director . 

B. Director of programs other than 

bilingual education 

C. Elementary school principal of a school 

with a bilingual program 

D. Elementary school principal of a school 

without a bilingual program .... 

E. Elementary teacher in a bilingual 

education program 

F. Elementary teacher not in a bilingual 

education program 

G. Other 

8. Number of years in those positions: 

A. Less than one year .... 

B. Between one and three years 

C. 3-5 years 

D. Six years or more .... 

In order to identify programs by size, location, and population 

density, please provide the following information: 

(1) Location and/or address of school district: 

(2) Enrollment of school: 

(3) Description of community: 

Rural . . . . ( ) 

Suburb . . . ( ) 

Inner city. . ( ) 
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Part I I 

Please ci rcle the level of priority you would personally place on each 

of the following list of functions. 

Note: Please recall that these are functions that make up the 

role of the Bilingual Education Administrator. 

Priori ty 

Lowest Low Some High Highest 

1 2  3 ^ 5  

Organizing Functions 

1. To integrate the philosophy, 

goals, and objectives of 

bilingual education within the 12 3^5 

institutional curriculum so 

that bilingual education is not 

considered a separate entity. 

2. To coordinate existing services 

in bilingual education thus 12 3^5 

avoiding duplication of effort. 

3. To develop and implement good 

time management practices, 12 3^5 

schedules, and activities. 

k. To structure and arrange active 

ities of people within the 

bilingual education program in 1 2 3 ^ 5 

order that personnel know their 

designated tasks. 

Directing Functions 

1. To have a constant, on-going 

program, of staff development for 

purposes of improving services, 12 3^5 

curriculum, and materials 

acqui s i t ion. 

2. To be an instructional leader in 1 2 3^5 

the area of bilingual education. 

3. To encourage and motivate teach

e r s  t o  a d h e r e  t o  t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  1 2  3 ^ 5  

set forth by the school. 
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Directing Functions (continued) 

Priority 

Lowest Low Some High Highest 

1 2  3 ^ 5  

4. To be instrumental in recruiting 

and hiring qualified and committed 

personnel for the bilingual educa

tion program who can serve as 

strong bilingual models. 

5. To answer to a variety of per

sonal and community needs through 

sound leadership and communica

tion skills in the language of 

the commun i ty. 

Planning Functions 

1. To assess the available resources 

in school, district, and commu- 12 3 4 5 

nity, to respond to the needs in 

bilingual education. 

2. To assess the needs of teachers 12 3 4 5 

for on-going program development. 

3- To develop and implement language 

proficiency assessment procedures 12 3 4 5 

for student placement. 

4. To develop and implement needs 

assessment strategies which in

volve parents, students, the 

community, and educational 

institutions to determine the 

needs in bilingual education. 

5. To set standards and guidelines 

in bilingual education. 

12 3 4 5 

12 3 4 5 

Innovative and Change Agent 

1. To serve as an advocate for 

parents, students, teachers, 12 3 4 5 

and community. 

2. To support parent involvement 

in decision making within the 12 3 4 5 

bilingual education school. 



Innovative and Change Agent 

(cont i nued) 

3. To constantly persevere for 

local financial support for the 

needs of bilingual education, 

i.e., inservice training, re

sources, materials, equipment, 

etc. 

k. To promote, publicize, and be an 

advocate for bilingual education. 

5- To refine, change, or improve 

the program as needed. 

Managing Functions 

1. To monitor and evaluate the 

bilingual education curriculum. 

2. To develop and implement an 

assessment of materials and 

methods (especially testing 

instruments and evaluation 

methods) being used with the 

target population. 

3. To develop and implement (both 

terminal and longitudinal) 

internal evaluation of the 

bilingual education program. 

4. To monitor, supervise, and 

evaluate the bilingual educa

tion program for compliance 

with local, state, and federal 

regulations and guidelines. 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS 
MEXICAN AMERICAN STUDIES AND RESEARCH CENTER 

March 2, 1981 

Dear Fellow Educator: 

I am requesting your voluntary participation in the completion of 
this questionnaire which is part of a doctoral study entitled 
"Role Expectations of Bilingual Education Administrators." The 
purpose and objectives of this study are to identify the role 
expectations held by selected referent groups of the Bilingual 
Education Administrator. If you decide to participate, please 
answer as many of the questions as you are able to answer with 
confidence. About ten minutes of your time will be required for 
completion of this questionnaire and will indicate your consent 
as a willing participant in this study. All data received will 
be treated with anonymity and confidentiality. You are free to 
withdraw from the study at any time without incurring ill will. 

Your honest responses to these questions are very important, 
especially your perspectives about the role of the Bilingual 
Education Administrator. The information that you will provide 
will not be identified with you in any way since you are not re
quired to give your name or social security number. 

Thank you in advance for sharing your information and your time. 
Should you want the results of this study, please request such 
results from me after September, 1981. 

Sincerely yours, 

Leonard E. Basurto 
Principal Investigator 
College of Education 
University of Arizona 

Maca1 

Director, Mexican American 
Studies and Research 
Center 

College of Liberal Arts 
University of Arizona 

NOTE: Please return on or before March 13, 1981. 



T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS 
MEXICAN AMERICAN STUDIES AND RESEARCH CENTER 

March 2, 1981 

Mr. Miguel Afaro 
Flagstaff Unified District No. 1 
701 North Kendrick Street 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 

Dear Miguel: 

Thank you for agreeing to help me in my research study by distributing these 
questionnaires for me. Please distribute them to people in the following 
positions: 

1 - for yourself 

3 - to principals of elementary schools with a bilingual program 

6 - to principals of elementary schools without a bilingual program 

10 - to bilingual education teachers 

10 - to elementary teachers who are not part of the bilingual education 
program. 

Thank you for your help. 

Sinceraly, 

Leonard E. Basurto 

LEB/le 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

O F  A R I Z O N A  

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS 
MEXICAN AMERICAN STUDIES AND RESEARCH CENTER 

March 2, 1981 

Melvin C. Greer 
Peoria School 
11150 North 83rd Avenue 
Peoria, AZ 85345 

Dear Mr. Greer: 

Thank you for agreeing to help me in my research study by distributing these 
questionnaires for me. Please distribute them to five teachers who are not 
in the bilingual program. 

Thank you for your help. 

Leonard E. Basurto 

LEB/le 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 S 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS 
MEXICAN AMERICAN STUDIES AND RESEARCH CENTER 

March 2, 1981 

Ms. Myrtle Gutierrez 
Littleton School 
P.O. Box 280 
Cashlon, AZ 85329 

Dear Myrtle: 

Thank you for agreeing to help me in my research study by distributing these 
questionnaires for me. Please distribute them to people in the following 
positions: 

1 - for yourself 

4 - to elementary teachers in the bilingual program 

6 - to elementary teachers not in bilingual education. 

Thank you for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Leonard E. Basurto 

LEB/le 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS 
MEXICAN AMERICAN STUDIES AND RESEARCH CENTER 

Marc!' 2, 1981 

Mr. Febronio Hernandez 
Bilingual Department 
Nogales Public Schools 
402 Martinez Street 
Nogales, AZ 85621 

Dear Febronio: 

Thank you for agreeing to help me in my research study by distributing these 
questionnaires for me. Please distribute them to people in the following 
positions: 

1 - for yourself 

5 - to elementary principals 

10 - to elementary teachers. 

Thank you for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Leonard E. Basurto 

LEB/le 



T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS 
MEXICAN AMERICAN STUDIES AND RESEARCH CENTER 

March 2, 1981 

Mrs. Carrol Pando 
Murphy School District No. 21 
2625 West Buckeye Road 
Phoenix, AZ 85009 

Dear Mrs. Pando: 

Thank you for agreeing to help me in my research study by distributing these 
questionnaires for me. Please distribute them to people in the following 
positions: 

5 - to bilingual education teachers 

5 - to teachers not in the bilingual program. 

Thank you for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Leonard E. Basurto 

LEB/le 
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I )  T U C S O N ,  A R I Z O N A  8 5 7 2 1  

T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS 
MEXICAN AMERICAN STUDIES AND RESEARCH CENTER 

March 2, 1981 

Mr. Rojelio Sainz 
Roosevelt School District No. 66 
6000 South Seventh Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85040 

Dear Mr. Sainz: 

Thank you for agreeing to help me in my research study by distributing these 
questionnaires for me. Please distribute them to people in the following 
positions: 

1 - for yourself 

10 - to elementary teachers in the bilingual program 

10 - to elementary teachers not in the bilingual program 

14 - to the principals in the bilingual program. 

Thank you for your help. 

Sincerely 

Leonard E. Basurto 

LEB/le 
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Dear Fellow Educator: 

By this time it is hoped that you have received my question

naire on "The Role Expectations of the Bilingual Education Administra

tor." Inasmuch as a significant number of respondents have not returned 

the questionnaire, it makes it impossible to make any generalizations 

about the results. Realizing the possibi1ity that your response may 

have been delayed by virtue of other responsibilities (both work and 

personal), I encourage you to consider the importance of my study and 

please attempt to submit it to me at your earliest convenience. 

As you may recall, it is of special significance that Teachers 

and Administrators who participate and do not participate in Bi1ingual 

Education contribute to this study. Thank you in advance. 

S i ncerely, 

Leonard E. Basurto 

Principal Investigator 



Interviews 

Benton, Eugene 

Dominguez, Domingo 

Fimbres, Ernest 

Fisher, William James 

Paz, Estanislado Y. 

Senna, A1icia 

Valverde, Leonard 

Alfaro, Miguel 

Greer, Melvin C. 

Gutierrez, Myrtle 

Hernandez, Febronio 

Pando, Carrol Pando 

Sainz, Rojelio 

Personal interview 

March 2, 1981 

Personal interview 

June 20, 1980 

Personal interview 

December 3, 1980 

Personal interview 

December 20, 1980 

Personal interview 

February 11, 1980 

Personal interview 

December 3, 1980 

Personal interview 

June 10, 1980 
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Dated March 2, 1981 

Dated March 2, 1981 

Dated March 2, I98I 

Dated March 2, 1981 

Dated March 2, 1981 

Dated March 2, I98I 
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