
Elementary principals' involvement with
special education programs in their schools

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Sisson, Stephen Wesley

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 24/05/2023 21:23:32

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/284036

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/284036


INFORMATION TO USERS 

This manuscript has baan reproducad from tha microlilm mastar. UMi films 

the text directly from tha original or copy submittad. Thus, soma thesis arvJ 

dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may be from any type of 
computer printer. 

Ttie quality of this roproduction is dependent upon tha quality of the 

copy submittad. Broican or indotmct print, cotored or poor qualify Dlustrations 

and photographs, print bleedlhrough, sut>standard margins, arxj improper 

alignment can adversely affiBCt reproduction. 

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete manuscript 
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized 

copyright material had to t>e removed, a note will indicate the deletion. 

Oversize materials (e.g.. maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 

sectioning the original. t)eginning at the upper left-hand comer and continuing 

from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. 

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6' x 9" blade and white 

photographic prints are availat>la for any photographs or illustrations appearing 

in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to order. 

Bell & Howell Information and Learning 
300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Art)or, Ml 48106-1346 USA 

800-521-0600 





1 

ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' INVOLVEMENT WITH 

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN THEIR SCHOOLS 

by 

Stephen Wesley Sisson 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATION 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

2000 



UMI Number 9960225 

UMI' 
UMI Microfomi9960225 

Copyright 2000 by Bell & Howell Infomnation and Learning Company. 
All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against 

unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code. 

Bell & Howell Information and Learning Company 
300 North Zeeb Road 

P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Art)or, Ml 48106-1346 



2 

THE ClflVERSITY OF AREZOXA » 
GRADOATE COLLEGE 

As members o£ che Pinal Exaalnacion. Coaaitcee, ve certify chac we have 

read Che diaaertatlon prepared bv Stephen Wesley Sisson 

entitled Elementary Principals' Involvement 

With Sppnial FHiiraHrtn Prrtgrtimo 

In Their Schools 

and recoounend thae It be accepted as fulfilling the dlseertatloR 

requirement for the Degree of Hnrtor nf Philnsoph)^ 

r. Chalfant —^ 

Dr. Lawrence Aieamoni i y 

Date 

)ni I . 

I 7/ IV) r/ /j ^ 
~ ite / 

nald Clark 

Lobert Hendricks 
Date 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation 1B continsent upon 
the candidace's submlaalon of the final copy of the dissertation to the 
Graduate College. 

I hereby certify that I have read thXs dissertation prepared under ny 
direction and recoonend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 
requirement. 

/ /  
Date Dissertation Director Dr. Jame halfant 



3 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of requirements for an 
advanced degree at The University of Arizona and is deposited in the University Library 
to be made available to borrowers under rules of the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without special permission, 
provided that accurate acknowledgment of source is made. Requests for permission for 
extended quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be 
granted by the head of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College when in 
his or her judgment the proposed use of the material is in the interests of scholarship. In 
all other instances, however, permission must be obtained from the author. 

SIGNED: 



4 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

My deepest gratitude is extended to Dr. James Chalfant for serving as my 

dissertation director. Dr. Chalfant's support, investment of time and energy, as well as 

his thoughtful mentoring have been invaluable throughout my doctoral study. It is with 

great appreciation, that I recognize Dr. Margaret Pysh for all of the guidance and 

assistance that she has so willingly extended to me. Both Drs. Chalfant and Pysh are truly 

caring individuals who are intensely devoted to the well-being of their students. For their 

support and feedback throughout the dissertation process, I also offer my thanks to Drs. 

Donald Clark, Robert Hendricks and Lawerence Aleamoni. 

Finally, a special thanks to my wife, Maq, for all of her help, understanding, and 

the occasional "kicks-in-the-behind" throughout this vigorous process. Without you 

Maij. I may never have achieved this accomplishment. 



5 

DEDICATION 

To my father Joseph J. Sisson who never stopped thirsting for knowledge, who 

read prolifically and who understood so much. I love you dad. 

To my wife, Maij, who loves me, believes in me and stands by me. I love and 

cherish you, Maij. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

INTRODUCTION 15 

The Emerging Role of Principals in Administering 
Special Education Services 16 

Principals' Responsibilities in Special Education 18 
Knowledge Needed by Principals to Manage 

Special Education Programs 20 
Statement of the Problem 21 
Purpose of the Study 22 
Hypotheses Tested 22 
Possible Implications of the Study 23 

LITERATURE REVIEW 25 

Principals' Role in Special Education 25 
Principals' Roles and Public Law 94-142 26 
Qualitative Research Studies of Principals' Roles... 29 
Perspectives on Principals' Roles 32 
Actual and Ideal Roles 35 
Comparisons of Roles: Principal and 

Special Education Director 38 
Time and Cost Factors 42 

Principals' Training in Special Education 43 
Pre-service Training in Special Education 43 
Staff Development/Inservice Training of 

Principals in Special Education 51 
Certification Requirements 53 
Principals' Legal Training in Special Education 54 
The Importance of Special Education in 

Programs that Prepare Principals 58 
Role Theory 60 

Studying the Aspects of "Role" 60 
The Principal in an Organizational Setting 61 
Application of the Getzel/Guba Model 65 

Summary 67 



TABLE OF CONTENTS-Continued 

Page 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 70 

Description of the Population 70 
County 71 
Subjects 71 

Instrument Development 72 
Survey Composition 73 
Pilot Study 74 

Collection of the Data 76 
Analysis and Treatment of the Data 78 

Descriptive Analysis 78 
Inferential Analysis 84 
Analysis for Hypothesis One 84 
Analysis for Hypothesis Two 86 
Analysis for Hypothesis Three 86 
Analysis for Hypothesis Four 87 
Analysis for Hypothesis Five 88 

Factor Analysis 89 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 91 

Descriptive Analyses 91 
Description of the Participants 91 
Perceptions of Principals' Level of Involvement 

in Special Education 97 
To What Extent Have Principals' Received 

Training in Special Education? 103 
Desired Types of Information and Skills 

for Principals in Special Education 113 
Perceptions of Needed Training for 

Principals 116 
Inferential Analyses 123 

Relationship Between the Three Groups 
and Three Areas 124 

A Second Analysis of Principals' Level 
of Involvement 127 

Factor Analysis Results 139 



TABLE OF CONTENTS-Continued 

Page 

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.. 144 

Principals' Level of Involvement in 36 Special 
Education Activities 146 
Differences Between Principals and 

University Faculty 146 
Differences Between Principals and Special 

Education Directors 149 
Differences Between Male and Female Principals.... 153 

Conceptualizations of the Principal's Current and 
Ideal Overall Special Education 

Involvement 154 
Differences Between Principals and Directors 

of Special Education 154 
Differences Between Principals and 

University Faculty 155 
Special Education Preparation of Principals 157 

Perceptions About Previous 
Pre-Service Training 157 

Perceptions about Previous 
In-Service T raining 158 

Perceptions About Previous "Other Types" of 
Special Education Training 159 

Perceptions of Needed Training 160 
Factor Analysis 166 
Implications 166 
Recommendations 172 

APPENDIX A: THE THREE SURVEYS 179 

APPENDIX B: LETTER OF INTRODUCTION 198 

REFERENCES 200 



9 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1 Age Ranges 93 

2 Gender of Participants 94 

3 Work History 95 

4 Principals' Work Experience as Special Education 
Professionals 96 

5 Means and Standard Deviations for Perceptions of 
Principals' Levels of Involvement in Special Education Areas 98 

6 Principals' General Comments About Involvement and 
the Types of Support or Changes That Would Assist 
Principals With Special Education Programs 103 

7 In-service Training of Principals: Principals' 
and Directors' Perceptions 108 

8 Pre-service Training of Principals: Principal 
and Faculty Perceptions 110 

9 In-Service Training Sessions Offered to Principals 
in the Previous Two Years 111 

10 Principal's Course-work in Special Education 112 

11 University Credit Hours Earned in Special Education 
Course Work 113 



10 

LIST OF TABLES—Continued 

Table Page 

12 Principals' Information and Training Needs 115 

13 Amount of Course Work/Training in Special Education 
University Faculty Believe Principals Should Receive 
Prior to Obtaining Their Administrative Certification 118 

14 Additional Training: (Top Five Special Education Areas 
of Most Benefit for Principals) 119 

15 Classification Areas for Additional Training 121 

16 Principals'Comments: Training Issues 122 

1 7  3 X 3  M i x e d  M o d e l  M A N O V A  1 2 6  

1 8  2 X 3  M i x e d - M o d e l  M A N O V A - I n v o l v e m e n t  
(Current/Ideal) by Group 128 

19 Current and Ideal Levels of Involvement by Groups 129 

20 General Linear Model (GLM) For Those Principals 
With No Experience 133 

2 1  3 X 8  M i x e d - M o d e l  A N O V A  1 3 6  

22 Degree of Challenge: Means for Each Group Across 
the Eight Areas 137 

23 Rank Ordering of Areas Found to be Most Challenging 138 

24 Factor 1: Special Education Decision Making 140 



11 

LIST OF TABLES—Continued 

Table Page 

25 Factor 2: Oversight of Special Education Personnel 141 

26 Factor 3: Proactive Management of Special Education Services 142 

27 Factor 4: Administering Special Education Services 143 



12 

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 

Figure Page 

1 Nomothetic Dimension and Idiographic Dimension 63 

2 Current and Ideal Levels of Involvement 99 

3 Principal's Attendance at MDS and IE? Meetings 102 

4 Principals' Sources of Training in Special Education 107 



13 

ABSTRACT 

This study was designed to investigate perceived levels of involvement and 

training needs of elementary principals in special education. Perceptions of 133 

elementary principals, 13 special education directors and 33 university faculty members 

were examined and compared regarding principals' role in special education. 

Participant responded to a survey developed and pilot-tested for this study that 

examined principals' involvement in thirty-six special education activities; ideal level of 

involvement; and types of training needed to best support principals in managing special 

education programs in their schools. 

Inferential analyses included Mixed Model MANOVAs to determine: the 

relationship between the three groups and three areas of activities; the ideal levels of 

involvement; and differences in gender. General Linear Models were utilized to 

determine the effects of principals' training in special education. Mixed-Model and One-

Way ANOVAs determined desired areas of training for principals. 

Results suggest that the more course work that principals take in special 

education, the greater is their involvement in special education. Principals perceived that 

they are more involved in special education programs than was perceived by both 

directors and university faculty. Twice the number of significant differences were seen 
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between principals and faculty than between principals and directors. There were no 

significant differences between male and female principals. 

Principals believed that they were currently functioning at their ideal level. 

Conversely, directors believed that principals need to increase their involvement to reach 

an ideal level. No significant differences were found between principals and directors as 

to an ideal level of involvement- Faculty perceived that principals need to significantly 

expand their involvement to attain an ideal level. 

Principals selected Emerging Legal Issues in Special Education, Procedures for 

Special Education Discipline, and Proper Special Education Documentation as 

administrative areas for additional training. Principals indicated that they favored 

supplementary training in managing Behaviorally Disordered, Chronically Disciplined 

and Emotionally Disabled students. 

Results have implications for the need to more clearly define the role of principals 

in special education activities and to develop a standard for principals' involvement. In 

addition, results indicate a need for more adequate pre-service/in-service preparation of 

principals in the areas of special education. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The enactment of Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act in 1975 and its subsequent re-authorizations, has impacted the lives of many 

individuals who are disabled. Millions of students with disabilities now benefit fi-om 

special education services which were generally not provided before the passage of this 

law (Winkle, 1994). Furthermore, an increasing number of students with special needs are 

enjoying an education in a regular classroom setting with their non-handicapped peers. 

However, numerous judicial and legislative interpretations of this law have contributed 

confusion and complexity to the administration of special education for the past 20 years 

(Benson, 1990). 

Special education legislation and federal rules and regulations have increased the 

level of responsibility of principals toward special education (Davis, 1988). Within the 

framework of P.L. 94-142, principals are expected to perform additional roles and 

responsibilities related to special education. Essentially, the expectation derived from this 

law is that principals must fimction as the instructional leaders and managers for all 

students and programs in their schools (Burrello, Schrup, & Bamett, 1988; Osborne, 

Dimattia, & Curran, 1993; Sage & Burrello, 1994). Principals have a key role in assuring 

that students with disabilities in their schools are educated with their non-handicapped 

peers in the "least restrictive environment" (Marino, 1984). The principal's ability to 
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implement this law determines the day-to-day effect that P.L. 94-142 has on both the 

special and general education programs (Lietz & Towle, 1978; Payne & Murry, 1984). 

The Emerging Role of Principals in Administering 

Special Education Services 

Legal mandates have redefined the role of the principal and have added numerous 

duties and responsibilities. Principals are charged with ensuring the most appropriate 

education for all students in their schools and compliance with and implementation of all 

legal mandates. Basically, the principal is the key individual who actualizes this law at the 

local level in K-6 programs. As instructional leaders of their schools, building principals 

are responsible for special education programs and must be prepared to meet the demands 

of a changing educational system. Principals need to have an adequate knowledge-base in 

order to satisfactorily meet the special education obligations imposed by legislation 

(Minor, 1992). 

Many principals have acknowledged their additional responsibilities and 

understand that they are accountable for all the programs within their buildings. Other 

principals, however, believe that the needs of special education students and their 

programs are not the responsibility of the building principal. These variations in 

principals' beliefs play an important role in the integration of students with disabilities 

into regular school sites (DeClue, 1990). 
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The role of the principal is complicated further because federal and state mandates 

have disseminated information to the families of special education students providing 

them with a clear understanding of their right to a "free and appropriate public education 

in their local school, with non-handicapped peers, to the greatest extent possible" (Public 

Law 94-142, 1975). These mandates were developed to counteract past practices when 

special education students were not admitted to public schools and often relegated to 

separate schools and institutions. 

Now that parents of students with disabilities are informed of their rights, many 

parents hold the schools and staff accountable for the kind of education they believe is 

most appropriate for their child. In some cases, schools are brought to task because they 

are not in compliance with some aspect of the law (Winkle, 1994). Failure to comply with 

these legal mandates may result in a principal or school district being held liable for 

violations of this law (Rosenblum, 1983). Our modem society is highly litigious. The 

advent of P.L. 94-142 stimulated a higher incidence of lawsuits and due process hearing 

procedures (a legal process within the State educational organization mandated by P.L. 

94-142) against school districts and principals (O'Reilly & Squires, 1985). Principals 

must be prepared to interact with parents who know their rights and are knowledgeable 

about special education practices. 

Many principals participating in previously documented studies (Barlow, 1987; 

Minor, 1992; Spence, 1985) expressed concerns related to inadequate preparation to 
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assist them in fulfilling their special education responsibilities. Recommendations offered 

from these studies suggested that principals would benefit from additional training in 

special education. However, very few studies have provided recommendations as to the 

type of training principals desired in the area of special education. 

Principals' Responsibilities in Special Education 

The involvement of school administrators with special education programs is 

often specified by state regulations and local policies (Lietz & Towle, 1982). Thus, the 

following descriptions of principals' responsibilities may vary from state to state and from 

district to district. 

The National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE, 

1976) recognized numerous tasks of the principals in their management of special 

education programs. Primarily, principals are responsible for the coordination and 

administration of all special education services in the school. Administratively, principals 

provide overall supervision of educational personnel serving children with disabilities in 

the school along with general management of the building and school. Principals also are 

charged with designation and implementation of educational programs for children with 

disabilities. The promotion of positive attitudes of school personnel and parents that 

encourage the acceptance and inclusion of children with disabilities in regular classes and 

interaction with regular students is fundamental to the principal's role in special 

education. 
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In many school settings, principals are involved with the interview and 

employment processes for hiring special education personnel in their schools. In addition, 

principals are frequently responsible for the observations and evaluations of special 

education staff as well. Depending on the principal's knowledge about and experience 

with special education, he/she may play a role in staff development programs and training 

for both special and regular education personnel regarding special education issues. 

In most schools, there is some type of formal screening program that identifies 

students who may need special education services. The principal is usually responsible 

for the oversight of these programs. When a student is referred to special education for 

evaluation and possible placement, the principal is usually the conduit through which this 

referral is made and often attends and participates in pre-referral meetings. Principals play 

a key role in the process of identification, referral and placement of students into special 

education programs. 

Many principals are active participants in Multidisciplinary Staffings (MDS) and 

Individualized Educational Program (lEP) meetings. A principal's attendance and 

participation in these meetings creates a better understanding of a school's special 

education population and programs as well as assisting the principal with the 

management of special education resources. 
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Knowledge Needed by Principals to Manage 

Special Education Programs 

Ireland (1985) stated that principals are responsible for a multitude of duties 

related to special education. "Even though the principals may delegate many of his/her 

duties, the administrator should have a working knowledge of each duty in order to 

supervise properly" (Ireland, 1985, p. 15). Lietz and Towle (1982) emphasized that 

building principals must have certain competencies in order to effectively implement P.L. 

94-142. In their review of literature, Lietz and Towle (1982) suggested that principals 

should have a basic understanding of the various areas of disabilities such as, visually-

impaired, learning-disabled, hearing-impaired, emotionally-disabled, physically-

handicapped, and speech-language impaired. Principals also should have a sound 

knowledge of the rules and regulation of P.L. 94-142 including the function and 

development of lEPs, time tables for referrals, testing, placement, and re-evaluations. In 

addition, principals should fully understand the concepts behind least restrictive 

placement, mainstreaming and inclusion. 

Principals should have knowledge of: the available and specialized educational 

programs and services for special education students; and the skills to supervise in the 

areas of screening, evaluation, placement and program development (Sage & Burrello, 

1994). In addition, principals would benefit firom a knowledge of and skills in the 
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coordination and performance of related staff development activities. Principals need to 

know how to build collaboration between regular and special educators within their 

school, as well as how to motivate staff towards more acceptance and inclusiveness of 

special needs students (Lietz & Towle, 1982). In addition to these areas of necessary 

knowledge, Zeller (1982) emphasized that principals should: (1) understand assessment 

methodologies, (2) know how to communicate with medical and educational specialists, 

and (3) work with parents of disabled students with a sensitivity for their needs. 

Statement of the Problem 

As a result of legislation, rules and regulations enacted by federal, state and local 

educational agencies, the responsibilities of principals toward administering special 

education in their schools have greatly expanded. Consequently, the role of the principal 

has undergone a paradigm shift. Many principals in the field do not acknowledge their 

new responsibilities and are not sufficiently prepared during their pre-service training to 

effectively carry out their new responsibilities. In addition, institutions of higher 

education preparing principals mandate minimal, if any, special education preparation. 

There is a need to arrive at a consensus about the: (a) administrative activities in 

special education for which principals are responsible, (b) kinds and amount of pre-

ser\'ice training which should be required by institutions of higher education, and (c) 

kinds and amount of in-service training needed by principals currently in the field. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to compare the perceptions of three groups: 

principals, directors of special education and university faculty regarding the principal's 

role in delivering special education services in their schools. This purpose will be 

accomplished by: 

a) describing the activities in which principals become engaged while 

administering special education services in their schools; 

b) comparing the perceptions of principals, directors of special education, 

and university faculty concerning the level of principal involvement in 

special education activities; and 

c) identifying the types of training in special education which should be 

incorporated into the principals' curriculum for both pre-service and in-

service training. 

Hypotheses Tested 

Five different hypotheses, written in the null form, were advanced in this study. 

Hypothesis 1: There are no differences in the perceptions of special education 

directors, principals, and university leadership faculty as to the elementary principals' 

level of involvement in special education programs in the areas of: 

A. Curriculum 
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B. Personnel 

C. Program/Administration 

Hypothesis 2: In the areas of responsibility that principals assume for special 

education in their school, there are no differences between male principals and female 

principals in regard to their level of involvement with special education. 

Hypothesis 3: In the areas of responsibility that principals assume for special 

education in their schools, there is no relationship between the number of hours of earned 

college credit in special education course-work and the principals' level of involvement in 

this area. 

Hypothesis 4: In the areas of responsibility that principals assume for special 

education in their schools, there is no relationship between the university where they 

received their administrative training and their level of involvement with these programs. 

Hypothesis 5: There are no differences between the principals, special education 

directors, and university faculty in regard to their perceptions of the training required to 

prepare principals to carry out their special education roles. 

Possible Implications of the Study 

The analysis of data and information about the perceptions of these three groups 

regarding the principal's role in special education have major implications. These include 

implications for developing recommendations for: 
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principals, directors, and university faculty regarding coming to a 

consensus about the appropriate role of principals in administering special 

education programs in their schools; 

pre-service training needed by principals in institutions of higher learning; 

and 

in-service training for principals in local educational agencies. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

A review of the literature was conducted concerning principals' roles in the area of 

special education, principals' training in the area of special education, and role theory. 

This chapter will summarize the literature relevant to principals and their relationship to 

special education programs in their building. 

Principals' Role in Special Education 

Twenty-one studies were found that examined principals' roles concerning special 

education programs in their schools. Principals' roles were described with terms such as 

tasks, duties, legal responsibilities and expectations, as well as time parameters involved 

in the management of special education programs within a school setting. Examination of 

the principals' roles will provide part of the structural framework for understanding and 

measuring principals' level of involvement with special education programs in their 

schools. 

Seventeen studies were examined that utilized surveys or questionnaires as the 

primary instrument for gathering data. Four of the studies utilized qualitative or 

naturalistic approaches (interviews, observations, document review, etc.) to gather data. 

Of the 21 studies, eight were focused on the perceptions of principals only, while thirteen 

studies evaluated principals' roles by comparing the perspectives of principals 
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and other groups with regard to the principals' special education roles. The results of the 

major studies will be discussed in the remainder of this chapter. 

Principals' Roles and Public Law 94-142 

Studies by Vergason, Smith, & Wyatt, (1974); Giangreco, (1981); Hanson, 

(1986); and Hughes, (1984) focused on the impact of P.L.-94-142 on the roles of the 

principal. An early study by Vergason, Smith, and Wyatt (1974) sought to understand 

principals' involvement in special education programs in light of the then recent mandate 

for the education of all handicapped students. Vergason et al.(1974), found that principals 

often did not accept as much responsibility as they believed they should for the special 

education program in their building and that many administrators assumed this position 

due to feelings of lack of sufficient background in special education. These authors 

concluded that building principals should assume the instructional leadership of special 

education programs in their building. 

Giangreco (1981) investigated and assessed the role of Iowa elementary principals 

concerning the impact of the new responsibilities thrust upon them by P.L. 94-142. These 

findings indicated that although the principal was named through this law as the person 

responsible for Individual Education Plan (lEP) activities, elementary principals and 

teachers perceived the role of the elementary principal in regard to lEPs differently. 

Principals perceived six lEP-type activities for which they had a large measure of 

responsibility including; (a) providing building space for special education, (b) arranging 
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for lEP meetings, (c) arranging for parent involvement in special education meetings 

about lEPs, (d) arranging a place for lEP meetings, (e) publicizing and insuring due 

process procedures, and (f) providing input into IE? meetings on the capabilities of the 

school system. 

In contrast, elementary teachers who were surveyed by Giangreco (1981) 

perceived the principals as spending more time on two primary activities: first, arranging 

for an interpreter, when necessary, and, second, composing and completing lEP-related 

forms. Male elementary principals were more likely to delegate other personnel to be 

involved in lEP implementation and male principals with little training in special 

education were less likely to arrange for student involvement in lEP meetings. 

Conversely, general perceptions gathered from the survey indicated that previous 

association with persons with disabilities seemed to positively affect principals' 

perception of some of the lEP activities. Perceptions from both groups attested to the fact 

that the lEP process greatly impacts the role of the elementary principal. Giangreco 

(1981) concluded that principals should receive more training in the area of special 

education. 

Hughes (1984) surveyed principals regarding the duties they performed as a result 

of Public Law 94-142. Principals in this study supervised special education teachers who 

used special education methods and reported a level of comfort with this role. In addition, 

these principals utilized post-observation conferences and provided suggestions for 
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improving instruction in the classroom. Hughes (1984) made four suggestions. First, a 

minimum of one special education class should be required for administrative 

certification. Second, practicing administrators should be mandated to complete a special 

education class to increase awareness and skill in addressing the new law. Third, school 

districts should clarify the role of the principal in special education administrative duties 

and staff development programs centering on learning theories relevant to children with 

disabilities. Fourth, more research should be conducted in the area of the role of the 

regular education principal in special education administrative duties. 

In 1986, Hanson conducted a survey of principals to determine the impact of P.L. 

94-142 on their job. Most principals in this smdy felt that this law had been beneficial for 

children with disabilities. Principals also indicated that P.L. 94-142 represents necessary 

legislation that secures appropriate education for children with disabilities. Furthermore, 

the results of the Hanson (1986) survey concluded that elementary school principals 

believe that general education programs have not been neglected due to the mandates of 

P.L. 94-142 and principal time expended on the special education program was time 

wisely invested. However, principals responded that there was insufficient time to 

complete their duties and responsibilities for the whole school program. 

Principals in the Hanson study (1986) reported that several of the specific 

mandates of P.L. 94-142 were problematic. Specifically, these principals reported the 

areas of discipline guidelines, local control issues, funding, due process procedures, and 
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private placement requirements as being the most challenging in implementation. Hanson 

(1986) recommended that future studies explore methods to incorporate principal input 

into the development of related legislation. "It is necessary for the principal's views and 

ideas to be represented within legislative committees that study education issues and 

make laws that impact the principals and the jobs they must perform" (Hanson, 1989, p. 

122). 

Qualitative Research Studies of Principal's Roles 

Four qualitative studies focused on (a) descriptions of the special education role 

responsibilities of the principal and the manner in which each principal learned the 

necessary information to execute these roles (Brown, 1981), (b) the perceptions of 

principals and their school staff as to the behavior and beliefs of principals in the 

execution of special education roles and responsibilities (Van Horn, 1989; DeClue, 

1990), and (c) principal's time applied to special education (Hill, 1993). 

Brown (1981) interviewed five principals and requested that they identify and 

describe their role responsibilities in special education. Seventeen analj^ic categories 

emerged fi-om the data collected. These categories were: pre-referral, referral, case 

conferences, lEP and annual case review, mainstreaming, teacher relationships, teacher 

evaluation, teacher training, student activities, special education parents, materials and 

supplies, transportation, community involvement, physical needs of handicapped 

students, time, information sources and attitude. This study revealed that principals 
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reported active involvement in most of the 17 identified categories. In describing their 

role responsibilities, principals cited diverse activities for each of the categories. 

A similar study conducted by Van Horn (1989) utilized case studies to analyze the 

behaviors and beliefs of two high school principals. Perceptions of principals and their 

abilit\' to influence staff attitudes toward special education were assessed. Principals, 

special education teachers, special education department heads, and parents of students 

with disabilities were interviewed using a semi-structured interview format. In addition, 

limited observations were conducted and a review of submitted documents completed. 

Van Horn (1989) found, within the high school contexts studied, principals were 

not directly involved with the daily functioning of the special education program. The 

special education department head was the key building level leader on a day-to-day 

basis. The principal served more in the capacity of a support person through symbolic and 

modeling behaviors. The principals established the climate of acceptance to encourage 

the inclusion of the students with disabilities into the general student population. In this 

study, it was evident that the attitude of principals toward special education was the key 

factor influencing the principals' behavior toward students with disabilities. Van Horn 

describes the principals in this study as being much more reactive than proactive in regard 

to their special education duties. 

DeClue (1990) attempted to replicate the Van Horn study focusing on the 

elementary level. Similar naturalistic techniques were utilized in the three case studies of 
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elementary principals. "The elementary school principals who are perceived as being 

effective in the management of special education programs are actively involved on a 

daily basis with special education students and programs" (DeCIue, 1990. p. 87). The 

beliefs and attitudes of the principal toward special education were the key factors 

influencing their behavior toward students with disabilities and in many ways affected the 

actual roles that they elected to perform (DeClue, 1990). The most important role of the 

principal, as it pertains to inclusion of the special education student in the school, was 

that of a symbolic leader (DeClue, 1990). 

Within the three school settings studied, DeClue (1990) found that these 

elementary principals also appeared more reactive than proactive in the delivery of 

special education services. These principals relied on the central office special education 

staff for support and consultation rather than direct involvement with the building level 

program. Situational or contextual factors inherent within a school setting were found to 

create differences in the work of the principal in the area of special education. On the 

other hand, these factors did not appear to have a significant impact on the acceptance of 

the special education students and programs in their schools. 

Hill (1993) examined the time spent by a rural high school principal in five 

categories of roles, including conflict and special education. The purpose of this study 

was to determine the amount of time the principal spent in these two areas. Of the total 

529 work hours spent by principals over the course of a three month period, business 



32 

matters consumed the greatest portion of time (58%), followed by conflict issues (16%), 

special education {12%), public relations (8%) and supervision (6%). Hill concluded that 

changes in society have increased conflict and special education issues within schools and 

the role and training of administrators should be re-evaluated with consideration for 

increased instruction in the areas of conflict resolution and special education. 

Perspectives on Principals' Roles 

Five studies looked at the similarities and differences of perceptions between 

elementary principals and other school staff regarding the principal's role in the special 

education program. The goal was to determine the principal's level and type of 

involvement with special education programs in each school. This was accomplished by 

comparing the perceptions of regular education teachers and principals (Hines, 1982; 

Bonds «& Lindsey, 1982; Miller, 1982) as well as the perceptions of principals, regular 

and special education teachers (Spence, 1985). 

Hines (1982) compared the perceptions of elementary principals and those of 

selected elementary classroom teachers in the areas of administrative planning, 

organizing, directing and coordinating regular educational activities for exceptional 

students. Significant differences were found between the perceptions of the principal and 

teachers concerning organizing and directing, with no differences found in the areas of 

plarming and coordinating. Hines concluded that the differences between the perceptions 

of the principals and the teachers needed to be examined further. "Pre-service and in-
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service programs need to be developed to better prepare principals and regular classroom 

teachers for their responsibilities in providing regular educational activities for 

exceptional students" (Hines, 1982, p. 154). 

Bonds and Lindsey (1982) studied elementary and secondary teachers to 

determine what they believed the principal's role in special education should be. These 

researchers found that teachers expressed a belief that principals have major roles to play 

in the area of special education and that many perform these duties quite well. Among 

these major roles, teachers described the principal as aiding with test interpretation, 

seeking outside funds, reading professional journals, acquainting parents with the 

provisions of pertinent laws and offering suggestions for classroom arrangements. Areas 

in which teachers believed principals needed to focus additional attention included 

acquainting teachers with provisions of pertinent laws, conducting more classroom 

observations, examining scheduling practices, and serving on the placement or advisory 

committees. Bonds and Lindsey (1982) concluded from their data that if the school is to 

provide more adequate services for special needs students, the principal is the key to 

success. Principal leadership will determine the success or failure of special education 

programs. 

Miller (1982) surveyed principals, parents of students with disabilities, special 

education administrators and special education teachers about the role expectations for 

elementary principals when meeting state and federal guidelines for the education of 
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children with disabilities. The results indicated that there was no unanimous agreement 

among the respondents as to what the role expectations for the elementary principal 

should be when meeting state and federal guidelines. However, the four groups did agree 

on two role expectations for principals. These expectations were: I) to communicate 

goals and objectives for developing and implementing programs for handicapped children 

to community, parents, teachers, and students; and (2) to evaluate in-service education 

related to special education children. In addition, three of the four groups agreed that 

principals should: evaluate the facilities used for the education of the children with 

disabilities; and evaluate special education teachers. 

In an effort to investigate the perceived involvement of elementary school 

principals in curriculum and instructional activities for regular and special education 

students, Spence (1985) surveyed a total of 309 principals, regular class teachers, and 

special education teachers from elementary schools in North Carolina. In addition, this 

researcher developed a Preference Scale to measure the level of principals' involvement 

preferred by the respondents for each of the 30 tasks examined in this study. Based upon 

the analysis of these data, the following three conclusions were drawn: 1) principals, 

regular classroom teachers, and special education teachers hold significantly different 

perceptions as to the firequency with which elementary school principals perform 

curriculum and instructional tasks; 2) principals, regular classroom teachers, and special 

education teachers hold significantly different perceptions of the level of involvement 
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they prefer from the principal for curriculum and instruction; and (3) significant 

differences are present between the actual and preferred levels of principals' involvement 

in curriculum and instruction for all three groups. Spence (1985) felt that the role of the 

principal in regard to curriculum and instruction in regular and special education required 

further clarification." If ±e major role of the principal is defined as that of instructional 

leader for all educational programs within the school, then it behooves the educational 

system to provide principals the skills they need to assume such a role" (Spence, 1985, p. 

167). 

Actual and Ideal Roles 

Three studies attempted to determine the differences between the actual and ideal 

roles of the principal. These studies focused on: a) determination of actual and ideal roles 

of the building principal in reference to the accomplishment of specific administrative 

tasks (Pekoe, 1983); b) actual and ideal roles of principals in regard to mainstreaming 

students with disabilities (Barlow, 1987) and c) the identification of differences between 

principals' perceived current roles and ideal roles in administering special education 

programs in their school (Benson, 1990). 

Pekoe (1983) attempted to determine whether differences existed between the 

actual and ideal roles of principals in the accomplishment of specific administrative tasks. 

This study utilized a 50-item questionnaire and surveyed seventy-five principals to review 

five functional areas of responsibilities. The data for actual tasks performed resulted in 
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the following ranking of importance: 1) Staff personnel, 2) financial-physical resources, 

3) instruction and curriculum development, 4) community-school leadership, and 5) pupil 

personnel. The data for ideal tasks performed resulted in the following ranking of 

importance: 1) Staff personnel, 2) instruction and curriculum development, 3) financial-

physical resources, 4) community-school leadership, and 5) pupil personnel. Pekoe 

(1983) concluded that in an ideal world, principals would place instruction and 

curriculum development slightly higher on their priority scale. 

Barlow (1987) evaluated actual and ideal roles of the principal in mainstreaming 

students with disabilities from the perspective of principals, regular classroom teachers 

and special education teachers, in the state of Oklahoma. Surveyed principals felt they 

were performing an excessive number of tasks within the mainstreaming process. This 

conclusion is based on discrepant responses in thirty-five items (out of 41) in the survey. 

Responses from regular classroom teachers left the impression that principals dedicate an 

excessive and disproportionate time performing functions for special education as 

compared to regular classroom education. Classroom teachers also recognized differences 

in available resources for special education programs due to additional funding which 

was not available to regular education programs. Interestingly, special education teachers 

perceived that principals were not fulfilling special education functions. However, special 

education teachers were uncertain that the principal should perform these tasks. Ranking 

agreements from this study were established as follows: Principals and special education 
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teachers agreed most often, the regular classroom teachers and special education teachers 

ranked second in agreement, and the principal and the regular education teacher agreed 

least. Barlow (1987) recommended that state departments and universities place more of 

an emphasis on the development of more training of principals in the area of special 

education to ensure a more effective administration and delivery of special education 

services. 

Benson (1990) randomly surveyed 173 public school principals at all grade levels 

to determine their perceived current roles and perceptions of their ideal roles in special 

education administrative functions. Analysis of the data found that principals in Kansas 

assumed certain but less than ideal responsibilities for special education in most 

administrative areas. This is predicated on principals' belief that they should not assume 

full responsibility for administration of special education programs in their building. "It 

should be noted here that this finding differs from the effective schools literature, which 

suggests that building principals should assume full responsibility for all aspects of 

education with their building" (Benson, 1990, p.77). Moreover, Benson found that 

principals of elementary schools tend to assume more responsibility for operating their 

special education program than principals at higher grade levels. Fifty-two percent of 

surveyed principals held that they were adequately trained to assume their special 

education duties. Benson (1990) concluded that a positive correlation exists between 
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higher levels of special education course-work credit hours and strong application of 

leadership in due process procedures. 

Comparisons of Roles: Principal and Special Education Director 

In an effort to enhance understanding of the relationship between special 

education directors and building principals, five studies were conducted on: a) How 

special education directors and building principals perceived their respective roles and 

responsibilities ( Betz, 1977); b) how the perceived and expected role responsibilities of 

the principals and special education director are seen by other members of the school 

community (Robson, 1981); c) the perceptions of these two groups as to their expected 

and actual role responsibilities in providing services for students with disabilities (Idiong, 

1982); d) the degree of responsibility that principals assume for special education 

programs in their schools ( Hayward, 1990); and e) a comparison of superintendents, 

directors of special education and principals' perceptions regarding the governance of 

building level special education programs (Groveman, 1992). 

Following the enactment of P.L. 94-142, Betz (1977) implemented a study that 

focused on the role of the elementary principal in establishing the delivery of appropriate 

educational services to handicapped children at the local school level. The thrust of 

Betz's research was to attempt to understand the relationship between the director of 

special education and building principal under the new responsibilities that accompany 

this legislation. 
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Betz's study surveyed 45 principals and nine special education directors using an 

instrument adopted from Mclntyre's (1974) Administering and Improving the 

Instructional Program: Key Responsibilities. Competencies, and Illustrative Indicators. 

The results of this inquiry underscored that the principal should be actively involved in 

the selection, assignment, scheduling, evaluation and the recommendations for re

employment of special education instructional staff. In addition, Betz (1977) believed that 

the principal should be responsible for the day-to-day operations of the special education 

program in his/her building. In the past, some of these responsibilities have been within 

the domain of the special education director who may have had more specific training in 

this area. The greatest deficiency found within the districts studied was lack of clarity in 

defining the interrelated authority and responsibilities of each group. 

Betz (1977) determined that if principals are to be ftilly responsible for operating 

special education programs in their buildings, support for appropriate special education 

training is obligatory. This would include training in the selection and evaluation of 

special education staff as well as methods of observing special education programs. Betz 

(1977) concluded that the roles of the principal are varied and diverse in nature and that 

without appropriate training and knowledge, the principals' performance of their special 

education duties may lack depth and precision as they relate to expectations in fiilfilling 

their responsibilities. 
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Robson (1981) compared the perceptions of special education directors, 

elementary principals, superintendents, regular classroom teachers and special education 

teachers. Each participant in this study was asked to describe the role responsibilities 

perceived and expected from the directors and from the principals. The findings indicated 

that directors of special education are expected to provide minimal amounts of direct 

service in pupil functions or persormel administration and are expected to play their major 

role in functions which involve boundary spanning activities, such as dealing with parents 

and groups beyond the school building. The principal is expected to assume major 

responsibility in direct service to pupils and in all supervisory and evaluation aspects of 

personnel administration. The participants generally agreed that all that takes place within 

the building is considered to be the major responsibility of the building principal. 

Idiong (1982) researched perceptions of special education directors and building 

principals as to their expected and actual role responsibilities. There were significantly 

greater differences noted between principals' expected and actual role responsibilities and 

significantly fewer differences noted between these two role descriptors for special 

education directors. "Differences in expectations and perceived actual role performance 

are not differences in which one category of administrators expects one thing and another 

group the opposite, but differences in how they would like to perform the responsibilities 

and how they actually perform that role" (Idiong, 1982, p. 93). 
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Hajovard (1990) examined the degree of responsibility that principals were 

assuming for special education compared to directors of special education. He believed 

that without strong leadership on the part of the principals there would be a perpetuation 

of a parallel and separate system of regular and special education. Of the seventeen 

special education responsibilities that principals and directors believed constituted an 

administrative matrix, directors perceived that directors were responsible for sixteen of 

the seventeen areas of responsibility. Principals perceived that principals were responsible 

for only four of the seventeen responsibilities included in this matrix. Findings of this 

survey research indicated that principals were not assuming responsibility for special 

education in their schools and that principals were not a dominant influence in the 

governance of special education. Directors were very much in charge of special 

education. Hayward concluded that although the special education population represents 

10% of a school population, principals are either willingly or begrudgingly abdicating 

responsibility for these students to the director of special education. 

Groveman (1992) examined the perceptions of district triads (superintendents, 

principals, and directors of special education), regarding the governance of building level 

special education programs by surveying elementary school districts in New Jersey. The 

findings revealed that all three groups perceived directors as being the primary person 

responsible for functions of budgeting, staff development, program evaluations and 

referral and placement. The function of personnel was described as one that was shared 
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between principals and directors. There were significant differences between the groups' 

perceptions on 27 of the 34 administrative functions. Of the sixty-four district triads, 80% 

were described as operating with directors either primarily or solely responsible for 

special education. To correct the operation of this "separate educational system" within 

the overall educational enterprise, it w£is recommended that directors of special education 

begin to delegate responsibilities to principals. Groveman (1992) believed that for this 

action to have a positive impact, general education administrators would need to receive 

additional training in the area of special education in order to understand what is being 

delegated to them. 

Time and Cost Factors 

To gain insight into the investment of time and cost factors related to special 

education programs in schools, a study by Brown (1983) was conducted to determine the 

specific time and cost as they relate to different exceptionality groupings, delivery models 

and administrative fimctions. [n the Brown (1983) study, time and cost factors related to 

the principal's role in the administration of special education instructional programs were 

measured. These factors were determined and based on different exceptionality groups, 

different delivery models and different administrative functions. Eighty-four principals 

who were surveyed spent an average of 4.86 hours each week or approximately (11%) of 

their weekly work engaged in special education activities. When this time was equated 

with a monetary expenditure, the data suggested that each school district in the study 
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could expect to expend $74.45 weekly for special education administrative services. In 

addition, the data in this study also implied that principals devoted the majority of their 

time to administrative functions such as conferences with professional staff and parents as 

well as written work. 

Principals' Training in Special Education 

Legislative mandates and court decisions have made principals accountable and 

responsible for the education of students with disabilities in their schools (Osborne, 

DiMattia, & Curran, 1993). The legislators who wrote laws and issued mandates have 

assumed that principals possess appropriate training to lead special education programs. It 

has been known for years that proper pre-service training of special education 

administrators is absolutely necessary (Burrello & Sage, 1979; Cline, 1981). More recent 

research (Stile, Abemathy, & Pettibone, 1986; Minor, 1992; Sirotnik & Kimball, 1994) 

has noted that principals also have a need for special education training. This section will 

review various studies that examined principals' training in the area of special education 

and will include: pre-service training, staff development/in-service training, certification 

requirements, legal training, and the importance of special education in programs that 

prepare principals for certification. 

Pre-service Training in Special Education 

Davis (1980) conducted a descriptive study of principals' formal training in 

special education. Surveys were mailed to 345 elementary and secondary principals in the 
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stale of Maine. Results indicated that of the 345 principals surveyed, 95% of the 

respondents did not possess a major or minor in special education. Slightly over 50% of 

the principals responding had never completed a special education course and about 30% 

of the respondents indicated that they had completed one or two special education classes. 

In regard to the relative amount of exposure to children with disabilities during formal 

course-work toward administration certification, 78% indicated that they had either "no" 

exposure or " some" exposure to these children. "The data strongly suggests a deficiency 

in university training programs especially as it pertains to school administration with a 

lack of concentrated focus on material dealing with handicapped children" (Davis, 1980, 

p. 91). 

The Davis (1980) study found the vast majority of the principals (85%) felt that 

pre-service training in special education through the administration program Weis 

"extremely important" to "moderately important". In addition, 85% of the principals felt 

that the professional time they devoted to special education in their school since the 

enactment of P.L. 94-142 had increased significantly. Davis concluded that principals 

have had minimal training in special education and exposure to children with disabilities 

and recommended the availability and accessibility of special education course work in 

principals' administrative pre-service university training programs. 

Another study that examined principals' special education training received 

during their university preparation was conducted by Minor (1992). The purpose of this 
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study was to ascertain whether principals, superintendents, and special education 

directors in Kansas perceived that Kansas principals were being adequately prepared 

during their administrative preparation programs to deal with issues related to special 

education. The perceptions of 155 principals, 92 superintendents, and 67 special 

education directors were gathered using a survey developed by the researcher. 

Administrators surveyed by Minor (1992) felt that the course-work in special 

education taken during their administrative preparation programs was limited. Ninety 

percent of the principals who responded indicated that they had no minor or major in 

special education and 46% claimed they had taken no course-work in special education. 

Principals further noted that only 4% of their administrative preparation programs dealt 

with special education issues. Nearly 80% of principals felt they were unprepared, 88% of 

superintendents felt principals lacked preparation, and 97% of special education directors 

claimed principals were not prepared to deal with special education issues when they 

became principals (Minor, 1992). 

Minor (1992) found that principals did not feel adequately prepared for their job 

that entailed many special education legal responsibilities. Participants were asked to 

comment on training they received in the area of legal mandates and their training 

regarding P.L. 94-142 to determine their confidence in understanding this law. Slightly 

more than one-half of the respondents (50.3%) felt that the training that had received on 

P.L. 94-142 was not adequate. 
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When principals were asked to identify the greatest source of knowledge that 

contributed to their understanding of special education issues and practice, only four 

persons selected their university course-work as their primary source of knowledge. The 

most commonly cited source of their knowledge was personal experience, either through 

''on-the-job" experiences, or personal reading (Minor, 1992). 

Minor (1992) found that of the principals, special education directors and 

superintendents surveyed in this study, a total of 308/310 (98%) responded that special 

education course work should be a part of the principal's training. Forty-six percent of 

those surveyed felt that this training should occur within the existing course-work offered 

for administrative certification, while 50% thought the training should be provided 

through separate course-work. Minor recommended that university administrative 

preparation programs be restructured so that special education practices and legal issues 

were more adequately addressed. In addition. Minor (1992) believed that special 

education responsibilities of principals should be identified and clarified because 

principals are legally responsible for these services but lack knowledge and training 

regarding these legal mandates. 

Sirotnik and Kimball (1994) re-analyzed two previous studies that had examined 

aspects of principals' training. The first was a survey study of 23 institutions that asked 

students and faculty to rank order, by importance, 30 possible schooling goals in a 

successful educational administration program. The item that described management of 
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special education within the school ranked 26th out of the 30 possible schooling goals. 

When student responses were analyzed regarding their perception of how well their 

education administration program prepared them for each of the 30 possible schooling 

goals, the special education program description again came out to be 26th out of 30. On 

a third scale of analysis, students' opinions were gathered regarding what broad areas of 

course-work they would emphasize if they were redesigning their administrative training 

program. Sixty-eight percent stated that they would "keep them as they are" when 

referring to the area of special education training, while 21.6% indicated they would "give 

them more emphasis". 

The second study that Sirotnik and Kimball (1994) revisited was one in which the 

first author. Sirotnik, had been involved. This study was a three-year research project 

examining high school curriculum and demands on personnel in the education of students 

with disabilities. As part of the project, six high school principals were interviewed 

regarding issues related to the place of special education in the principals' certification 

programs. These principals offered comments that described the adequacy of their 

training programs in dealing with special education issues. These comments included: "I 

can't say that I was prepared to manage a special education program"; "Very little 

preparation"; "No preparation at all"; and "... briefly touched on special education in the 

school law class" (Sirotnik & BCimball, 1994, p. 614). The authors further indicated that 

these six principals felt that they had not been prepared to deal with special education 
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students in their college programs or their administrative certification programs 

specifically. In each of these programs, appropriate pre-service preparation for dealing 

with special education issues was not a deliberate part of the principal's certification 

program (Sirotnik & Kimball, 1994). 

Sirotnik and Kimball (1994) concluded that in professional schools that prepare 

school administrators, there are not two programs but merely one, and special education 

is largely missing firom the curriculum. This, they believe, is reflected in the attitudes of 

students and faculty involved in administrator preparation and in the recollections of 

practicing school principals (Sirotnik & Kimball, 1994). Sirotnik and Kimball 

recommended that professional schools rethink substantially what they are doing in the 

name of preparing educators to take on the enormous responsibilities of leadership in 

today's and tomorrow's public schools. 

Winkle (1994) sought to determine the level of knowledge that elementary 

principals possessed regarding special education and what their perceived decision

making abilities were in relation to their knowledge base. A random sample of 136 

elementary principals in the state of Oklahoma were sent a survey instrument which 

contained an assessment of their IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 

1975) knowledge base, a narrative section conceming the principals' perceptions of their 

preparation in the area of special education and a section regarding demographic 

information on each respondent. Follow-up interviews with selected principals as well as 
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the narrative section of the survey were compared in order to describe the similarities and 

differences among the respondents' perceptions and also to identify themes and 

categories that emerged through the data collection process. 

When asked for their perceptions regarding their preparation and decision-making 

ability in the area of special education, 58% of the principals reported that they had taken 

at least one course in special education; however, 93% felt that experience "on the job" 

had contributed more to their current knowledge of special education issues than had 

formal education. Over 80% of the principals believed that they were prepared to make 

special education decisions at their schools. The respondents did support the idea of 

provision of additional special education course-work by a three to one margin if that 

course work were in the areas of law, policy, and procedures (Winkle, 1994). 

Those respondents who had taken one or more courses in special education scored 

two points higher on the knowledge assessment than did those respondents who had 

never taken such a course. Principals who attributed their current knowledge of special 

education to experience scored 3.4 points lower than did those principals who credited 

formal education for that knowledge. (Winkle did not indicate whether this particular 

lowered score was significantly different.) Principals who believed that they were 

prepared to make special education decisions scored notably higher (by 5 points) than did 

principals who did not feel prepared (Winkle, 1994). 
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The principals acknowledged that although course-work would be beneficial to 

any preparation program, they perceived that because of the rapid changes in special 

education policy, any course work taken would be quickly outdated and would probably 

not keep principals on the cutting edge of needed information. Furthermore, the addition 

of special education course requirements for aspiring principals would initially be 

beneficial, but the principals' effectiveness over time would be influenced more by their 

involvement in special education at their school sites, their pursuits of continuing 

education opportunities, and their own styles of administrative leadership (Winkle, 1994, 

p.78). 

Most principals were comfortable with their knowledge levels and considered 

themselves to be capable of making decisions regarding special education. They cited 

their sources of support, namely special education directors and staff, as being 

contributors to their perception of comfort. When queried regarding what would make the 

difference for a new administrator handling special education issues, the interviewees 

suggested utilizing the people who have expertise in the area. These principals did not 

perceive a more in-depth knowledge of special education as being essential because of 

their reliance on various other special education support systems available to them 

(Winkle, 1994). 
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Staff Developtnent/In-service Training of Principals in Special Education 

In 1969, Sage conducted a staff development institute to acquaint public school 

administrators with a general overview of ±e roles and responsibilities of special 

education administration. The desired outcome was the promotion of more integration of 

special education students into the regular classroom. Sage et al. (1969) believed that 

regular education administrators would be able to change some of their existing models 

and procedures if they could be made to face problems and issues and make decisions 

directly concerned with special education programs. Nineteen general education 

administrators with no prior special education training or experience participated in a 

week-long session. This study utilized the role playing of simulated environments and 

situations in special education to effect the belief systems of the participants. Changes in 

attitude among principals in this study were found on nine of the ten concepts evaluated. 

Sage et al. (1969) recommended that the workshop concept be expanded and a control 

group added to determine whether this procedure could be a useful tool for professionals 

in the field and state department personnel who seek to change principals' attitudes and 

beliefs about special education. 

In 1979, Sibler began a three-year project to provide staff development to 

principals, vice principals and other school administrators regarding issues related to the 

implementation of Public Law 94-142. This training essentially dealt with the specific 

content of P.L. 94-142. The benefit that an administrator received from this training was 
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determined by a comparison of pre-test and post-test ratings which indicated knowledge 

increased on all 13 (100%) of the items by all participants (Silber, 1981). 

Lindsey (1986) described Project P.R.I.D.E. (Principals, Resources, Information 

and Direction for Excellence in Special Education) as a 13-day program that offered 

training to a limited number of public school principals from 1984 through 1986. 

Training activities were based on adult learning theory as well as experiential learning 

models. The training program was divided into 4 Institutes— 4 days in the summer and 3 

days each in October, December and February. The objectives of the first Institute were to 

train principals in a process for understanding their feelings and attitudes toward 

individuals with disabilities and in developing skills for working with the special 

education students' parents. In addition, this project sought to develop a system of peer 

support within a statewide communication system for principals. It was hoped that the 

level and the content of training would help make the principal an effective administrator 

for the total school program. 

The post-tests given at the end of each training institute indicated that change had 

occurred. Participants completed satisfaction-level evaluations at the conclusion of each 

training session with consistently high ratings from the participants for the value of the 

training that was received. Overall evaluation results indicated that the training and 

support systems of this project had resulted in changes in both attitudes and 

administrative (on-the-job) behaviors (Lindsey, 1986). 
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Certification Requirements 

In a national survey of state certification offices. Stile and Pettibone (1980) sought 

information regarding the special education requirements for administrator certification of 

principals. The status of special education training programs also was assessed. It was 

found that only 12 (24%) of the states required special education course-work for general 

administration certification. Special education administration training programs existed in 

26 (51%) of the states but seven (14%) of these states had no separate credentialing 

requirements for special education. Six (12%) of the states offering separate special 

education administrative certification had no training programs (Stile & Pettibone, 1980). 

Stile, Abemathy, and Pettibone (1986) conducted a five-year follow-up study to 

update information on the national status of special education administration training and 

certification. A 100% return rate was obtained. Results of the survey showed no dramatic 

changes over the course of the five-year period between the two studies. The most 

significant change was seen in the number of state offices requiring special education 

course-work or demonstration of competency in special education as part of the general 

administrator's certification. After 5 years, 16 state offices required special education 

certification requirements as opposed to 12 state offices requiring this in 1980. Thirty-

three offices offered a separate special education administration credential (Stile, 

Abemathy, &. Pettibone, 1986). These researchers concluded that "although holding 

special education administration certification certainly does not guarantee excellence in 
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leadership, one must agree that a carefully thought out competency-based training 

program for principals which leads to certification would make a positive impact upon 

special education programs in the school" (Stile, Abemathy, &. Pettibone, 1986, p. 212). 

Principals' Legal Training In Special Education 

Three studies looked at the training and acquisition of knowledge regarding law 

and special education from various viewpoints. In 1989, Hirth and Valesky studied 

principals' knowledge of special education law. These researchers presumed that since 

the principal is responsible for the implementation of P.L. 94-142 at the school site, the 

knowledge that they possess translates into either proper or improper implementation of 

the law. The purpose of this first study was to determine the knowledge level of 

principals in the state of Tennessee on portions of P.L. 94-142. Included in this 

assessment was knowledge of amendments through 1986 and significant case law 

decisions. Hirth and Valesky postulated that the extent of the principal's knowledge is a 

key factor in the assessment of potential liability and the identification of specific areas of 

training that may require clarification and remediation. 

Hirth and Valesky (1989) concluded from the responses that principals knew more 

about the procedural safeguards than about educational services in special education, but 

their degree of knowledge in both areas seemed to be negligible. "'Principals could make 

costly mistakes in the implementation of special education policy with the inadequate 

degree of knowledge indicated by this study" (Hirth & Valesky, 1989, p.76). 
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Hirth and Valesky (1991) conducted a complementary study that surveyed 

universities across the country to determine the special education knowledge 

requirements for principals in school administration preparation programs. A total of 123 

universities were selected and sent a survey. The most alarming finding of the study was 

the discrepancy between universities and state departments of education regarding 

endorsement requirements for knowledge of special education law. The authors 

concluded that states were not clearly communicating requirements to universities that 

offered administrative endorsements and the universities that were surveyed were 

apparently not seeking information from the state for the purpose of updating their school 

administration programs. 

The most prevalent method for obtaining knowledge of special education at the 

universities surveyed was through a general school law course (Hirth & Valesky, 1991). 

The authors were surprised to find that in 74% of the universities, 10% or less of the law 

class content was devoted to special education. Even more surprising was that 14% of the 

universities neither required a special education law course nor devoted any portion of 

their general school law course to special education. In addition, 57% of the universities 

were not required by their respective states to even offer a class covering general 

knowledge of special education and only 21% indicated that administrators were required 

to take a general or introductory course in special education. 
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Some universities (15%) indicated that they required a special education law 

course but this requirement was not consistent among universities in the same state. An 

elective course in special education law was offered at 25% of the universities. These 

findings prompted the researchers to declare that universities do not provide, through 

administrator preparation programs, sufficient time for students to adequately 

comprehend the regulatory requirements and case law decisions encompassing special 

education. " Future administrators may encounter serious problems with special education 

students and their parents, if they are not made aware of legal requirements" (Hirth & 

Valesky, 1991. p. 171). 

In 1992, Hirth and Valesky sent state directors of special education a survey to 

determine special education knowledge requirements for school administrators in their 

states. These researchers chose state directors of special education as respondents because 

it was felt that they would be more knowledgeable about the specific knowledge base 

required within a state's administrative endorsements. It was also felt that these 

individuals would have access to information on other questions that were asked about 

mediation, due process hearings, and state level in-services, as well as study councils and 

task forces. All fifty states were included in the survey. 

The survey instrument focused on issues concerning endorsements offered, 

knowledge requirements for special education law and general knowledge of special 

education as well as how that knowledge was acquired. Results indicated that although a 



state did not specifically require knowledge of special education law to issue an 

administrative endorsement, many states required a general knowledge of special 

education. This study found that only 38% of all regular administrator endorsements 

required a general or introductory special education course. "Very few states require 

administrators to complete a course devoted to the study of special education law: a few 

more states require a general school-law course with a special education component" 

(Hirth & Valesky, 1992, p. 401). 

A study designed and conducted by Robertson (1996) sought to assess the 

knowledge of principals with respect to special education law. Research questions 

addressed the principals' overall level of knowledge in the area of law and special 

education. A survey instrument was developed asking participants to evaluate 20 

situational scenarios to determine whether a violation of the student's rights had occurred. 

Principals as a group did not exhibit satisfactory knowledge of law issues, with 74% of 

the principals scoring in the unsatisfactory level (below 70%). Elementary principals 

scored higher than secondary principals and assistant principals consistently scored higher 

than principals on each scenario with a significant difference at the high school level. 

Robertson (1996) concluded that there is a vital need for principals to receive additional 

preparation in order to possess a basic understanding of school law and how it impacts 

their respective schools and school districts. He concluded that this additional training 
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would help principals to satisfy their professional obligations and protect the rights of all 

individuals involved. 

The Importance of Special Education in Programs That Prepare Principals 

Sirotnik and FCimball (1994) studied the importance of special education in 

programs that prepare school administrators. These researchers sought to ascertain the 

level of importance of special education by analyzing how often and to what degree 

special education was treated, mentioned or discussed in publications and textbooks used 

to train administrators. Sirotnik and Kimball began by reviewing the National Policy 

Board for Educational Administration's report (1990) entitled Principals for Our 

Changing Schools: Preparation and Certification which outlines 21 performance 

domains for principals. After careftil review of this 550 page report, the authors were 

unable to locate any substantive and specific treatment of special education concepts, 

issues or practices in 20 of the 21 domains. The one exception noted was the 

responsibilities of the principal under federal statutory requirements to understand and 

apply appropriately P.L. 94-142. 

Next, Siromik and Kimball (1994) perused the volume indices of the Educational 

Administration Quarterly for the years 1988 through 1992 looking for anything close to 

special education issues and concerns connected to the preparation of school 

administrators. They could find no content explicitly related to special education. 

However, they did find some mention of special education in the CASE publication: 
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Future Agenda for Special Education Report entitled Creating A Unified Education 

System (1993). Mention was made several times in this report of the general importance 

of including special education issues and concems in pre-service and in-service training 

programs for principals. In another special education study group report entitled Winners 

All: A Call for Inclusive Schools (1992), there were references to the importance of 

leadership at the building level, especially for concepts such as inclusion. 

Sirotnik and FCimball (1994) examined contemporary textbooks typically used in 

school administrative courses. Most of these educational administration textbooks had no 

references or search terms used by the authors which included, "blended programs", 

"exceptional children or students", "Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 

94-142)", "mainstreaming" and "special education". The researchers then reviewed a 

number of special education textbooks by reviewing the tables of content and the index 

for "principal" or "school administrator" to see if there were references made. Few 

references to the role of the school administrator were found in most texts. They 

concluded that "the place of special education in printed matter pertaining to the 

preparation of school administrators is quite inadequate. Exceptions occur (although not 

uniformly) when what is written is prepared by those with special interest in special 

education" (Siromik & Kimball, 1994, p. 602). 
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Role Theory 

Since this study is focused upon the role of the elementary principal and his/her 

degree of involvement with special education services in their school, a literature review 

was conducted in the area of role theory. While much literature from a variety of 

disciplines has been presented on the phenomena of role, little agreement exists regarding 

an all encompassing model (Thomas «& Biddle, 1966a). 

Studying The Aspects of "'Role" 

To unify the concept of role. Gross (1958) identified a common theme that was 

derived from the majority of formulations of the concept. Properties of role include the 

idea that individuals, in social situations, behave with reference to expectation and that 

role expectations are a function of the individual's position in social systems. 

Gross (1958) believed that when attempts are made to investigate the concept of 

role, in particular the positional element of role, that two types of specifications need to 

be made: the situational and the relational. This study sought to understand how 

elementary principals are involved with special education services in their school through 

the perceptions of principals, special education directors and university faculty. In this 

study, it is the boundaries of the social system that are being investigated and the 

parameters of the three groups that make up the situational specifications. 
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By relational specifications. Gross (1958) contended that a position under study, 

particularly role aspects, must be viewed in terms of how it is related to and connected 

with other positions. Gross believed that the behavior of an individual was shaped by that 

individual's own understanding and assumptions about their role, the demands and roles 

of others and by the perceived sanctions and expectations of what their behavior should 

be. It is assumed that there is a relationship between the perceptions of principals, special 

education directors and university faculty. A comparison of their perceptions may provide 

a more thorough understanding of the principal's level of involvement with special 

education. The roles and demands of special education directors in their school districts 

shape the behavior of principals toward special education. The preparation of principals 

by university faculty, as well as the legal parameters and general administrative 

expectations for principal's involvement effects the relationship of principals to special 

education programs. According to Gross (1958), an analysis of other positions and how 

they are interrelated with one another should provide a more complete understanding of 

the principal's role with special education in their school. 

The Principal in An Organizational Setting 

The dominant role theories were developed during the 1950's and 1960's with 

two of the major authors being Getzel and Guba (1958). Since this study has a focus on 

principals' performance of special education responsibilities within their school, the 

Getzel/Guba model was selected as the theoretical base because it seemed most 
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appropriate for analyzing the roles that the building principal plays within an 

organizational setting. Within the Getzel/Guba model, the process of administration deals 

with the conduct of social behavior in a hierarchical setting. Within a structural 

perspective, administration may be seen as a series of superordinate-subordinate 

relationships within a social system. The role of the principal is as the leader in the 

hierarchical setting of the school. Principals are leaders of the teachers, parents, students 

as well as other ancillary persormel. Within this hierarchy, there are relationships and 

interactions between personnel that define and describe how facilities and resources will 

be allocated between the various participants to achieve the special education goals of the 

school. 

Within public schools there is rarely a pure hierarchy where definitions of roles 

and responsibilities come solely from the person in authority. This can be seen in the 

relationship of the principal and the special education director who, for example, often 

conduct joint evaluations on special education personnel. This relationship is one of a 

more interactive or collaborative/consultative type of relationship, not strictly hierarchical 

in nature. Nevertheless, there is considerable applicability in using this model to assist in 

describing principals' level of involvement with special education programs in their 

schools. 

Within the social system theory described by Getzel and Guba (1954), there are 

two distinct dimensions that require clarification. First is the structural dimension which 
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deals with the structure of the organization and is sometimes referred to as Normative or 

Nomothetic dimension (see Figure I). Within this dimension are three components 

described as: Institution, Roles and Expectations. The Institution is an organization that 

society has created to carry out a specifically identified or required purpose. Schools, 

health care agencies and police agencies are examples of these organizations. 

Nomothetic Dimension 

IiKtitiirinn Roles Expectations 

Social 

System 

Observed 

Behavior 

Individual .Personality _ Need-

Disposition 

Idiographic Dimension 

Figure 1. Nomothetic Dimension and Idiographic Dimension (Gretzel, 1958) 

Within each of these organizations are specific roles that represent dynamic aspects of 

positions, offices, or statutes within the institution and are defined in terms of role 

expectation. Roles are institutionally given, complementary and may be thought of as 

behaviors along a continuum fi-om "required" to "prohibited" (Getzel, Lipham, & 
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Campbell, 1968). Institution and Roles form an intense interrelationship in which each 

depends on the other for definition and justification. Expectations are standards for how 

people should act and perform their roles and carry out their responsibilities. 

The second dimension is the people dimension, sometimes referred to as 

Idiographic or Personal. This dimension describes the individuals who belong to the 

organization and their personalities, knowledge, experience, uniqueness, as well as, their 

personal needs and desires. In a well-fimctioning and effective organization, people who 

work in the organization are doing what needs to be done and their jobs are fulfilling their 

personal needs as well. There is a balance between what needs to be accomplished and 

what the individual needs to feel good about themselves. In organizations that are less 

effective, the definition of the role is far from consistent with the personality and needs of 

the individual who fills it. At times, there may be conflict and this conflict may be a 

serious indicator of whether or not a particular organization will achieve the kind of 

balance between institutional demands and human needs that leads to effectiveness 

(Getzel, 1958). Getzel and Guba (1954) define "personality" as the dynamic organization 

within the individual of the need-disposition that govern his/her unique reactions to the 

environment. Parsons &. Shils (1951) defined need-dispositions as the tendencies to orient 

an act with respect to objects in certain maimers and to expect certain consequences from 

these actions. 



65 

To understand the behaviors of principals within the institution of school, it is 

necessary to understand the role and expectations as well as the need-disposition. Needs 

and expectations may both be thought of as motives for behavior; needs being derived 

from personal characteristics and expectations being derived from institutional 

requirements (Getzel, 1958). Clouse (1989) described the resultant social behavior as 

being the direct result of the interactions between the two sets of motives. Significant 

differences in the perceptions of the three groups may indicate role conflict. Role conflict 

occurs whenever a role incumbent (principal) is required to conform simultaneously to a 

number of expectations which are mutually exclusive, contradictory, or inconsistent, so 

that adjustment to one makes adjustment to the other impossible or at least difficult 

(Getzel. 1958). 

Application of the Getzel/ Guba Model 

Using the model developed by Getzel and Guba (1957), the initial working 

hypothesis presented in Chapter One was constructed. This hypothesis states that there 

would be no differences between the perceptions of special education directors, university 

faculty and principals as to the level of involvement that principals have in their special 

education programs. Special education directors and university faculty convey 

information, skills and knowledge about how principals should perform their roles 

through pre-service and in-service training. These two groups are the primary sources of 

information for many principals regarding definitions and knowledge of their roles in the 
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area of special education. When information from university faculty or special education 

directors is inconsistent, contradictory, or not available to principals, their level of 

involvement may be inconsistent or contradictory to society's expectations for special 

education programs. These conflicts are usually evidence of disorganization in the 

Nomothetic dimension and may arise from disagreement within the referent group 

defining the role; or from disagreement among several referent groups, each participating 

in the definition of the expectations for the same role (Getzel, 1958). Since both special 

education directors and university faculty can be considered representatives of the 

Institution through their roles as instructors of principals, differences in the perceptions of 

each group could indicate the presence of role conflict. 

Other working hypotheses were developed after analysis of previous studies that 

examined principals' roles in special education and the training they received in this area. 

These hj^iotheses stated that there would be no differences among principals' responses 

in their level of involvement and a) the gender of the respondents, b) the amount of 

earned college credits in special education course work, and c) the university where they 

received their administrative training. 

Role theory seems applicable to the issues of training in the area of special 

education. An individual who assumes a role within an institution is presumed to possess 

the necessary abilities to perform that role. As Roth (1985) noted, the assumption can be 

made that individuals behave or perform tasks that are required of a particular position. 
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That assignment to the position to perforai tasks is stipulated by specific person attributes 

or worker specifications. It can be said that a part of the Personality of the role incumbent 

is determined by their experiences, training and knowledge and is related to the Needs-

Satisfaction element of the Getzel/Guba model. With this in mind, it may be possible to 

show how training or lack of training in the area of special education can effect the 

performance of the principal's special education roles. A lack of training in the area of 

special education may bring about what Getzel describes as the role-personality conflict. 

This conflict occurs as a function of discrepancies between the pattern of expectations 

attached to a given role and the pattern of need-dispositions characteristics of the 

incumbent of the role (Getzel, 1958). 

Another hypothesis of this study states that no differences exist between the 

principals, special education directors, and university faculty regarding their perceptions 

of the training required to prepare principals to carry out their special education roles. If 

differences are noted between these three groups, this would indicate that they perceive 

training differently and would indicate the presence of what Getzel and Guba would 

describe as role conflict between the groups. 

Summary 

Special education places many demands on principals' time and energies. Some 

researchers have described building principals as being the symbolic leaders for special 

education programs in their schools, while others felt that principals' leadership was the 
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key factor in having successful special education programs. Several of the studies in this 

review described principals as feeling inadequately trained to manage special education 

programs. Some studies found a lack of agreement between various groups regarding 

what the principal's actual roles or activities were with regard to special education 

programs. Several researchers suggested that principals receive training in the area of 

special education on a pre-service as well as in-service basis, although the specific 

training that they should receive was often not enunciated. 

Three actual training programs were described in the literature since Sage's 

(1969) attempt to influence principals' attitudes and behaviors towards special education 

through a series of role playing activities and scenarios surrounding special education 

topics. Other studies of principals' training have surveyed principals, state departments 

and universities to assess how much training principals have received in the area of 

special education. Survey studies conducted from the early 1980's through the mid-

1990's indicate that special education continues to be a neglected component in the 

training and certification programs of many principals. Slightly less than half of the state 

departments of education in the fifty states do not require principals to receive training in 

special education prior to their receiving administrative certification. From 40% to 60% 

of principals in the various studies examined, had no training in special education prior to 

receiving their administrative certification. In most of the studies cited in this review. 
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principals stated that they would like to receive additional training in the area of special 

education, with many feeling that pre-service university training would be very helpful. 

In utilizing role theory as embodied in the Getzel and Guba (1958) model, it can 

be seen that the Need-Disposition of the principal in regard to fulfilling their specific 

special education roles is grounded in their experiences and knowledge base. A 

principal's background partially determines the needs that drive that individual toward 

behavior that fulfills their roles in the area of special education. By considering the areas 

of education, training and experience, one is in a better position to understand the results 

of the interaction between the individual's needs and the institutional expectations for 

social behavior within an organization. Specifically, a principal's involvement is effected 

by the training and experiences they have or have not received and may contribute 

significantly to their performance and participation with special education programs in 

their schools. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

The primary purpose of this study is to compare the perceptions of principals, 

special education directors, and university faculty regarding the principal's level of 

involvement with special education programs in their schools. This chapter describes the 

research methodology used for this study. The following sections are included: 

description of the population, instrument development, collection of the data, and analysis 

and treatment of the data. 

Description Of The Population 

The subjects for the study consisted of all elementary principals and directors of 

special education from a county in a southwestern state. Selected university faculty from 

the three state universities comprised the third group of participants. 

State 

The southwestern state used in this study has three large population centers 

geographically dispersed in the northem, central, and southem sections of the state. The 

state has experienced a rapidly expanding population base. In addition, the state 

university system is comprised of tliree separate and distinct academic facilities, with one 

university based in each of the three population areas. Administrative certification 

requirements in this state do not obligate principals to complete course work or 
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training in the area of special education prior to their employment as elementary 

principals. 

County 

The county from which this sample was drawn is located in the southern section 

of the state and encompasses an area of 9^40 square miles. This county has experienced 

accelerated growth, one of the fastest in the nation, and is the second most populace 

county in the state. There are a total of 16 school districts in this county, but two of these 

districts are small and pay tuition to neighboring districts to educate their students. There 

is one very large metropolitan district serving in excess of 63,000 students, three large 

districts with student populations between 14,000 and 16,000, seven medium-sized 

districts with a range of students from 900 to 6,300, as well as three small districts 

ranging in student population from 36 to 540. Within the geographic confines of this 

county, there are 133 elementary schools. 

Subjects 

Three different groups of individuals were surveyed in this study. The pool of 

participants included; 133 elementary principals, 33 university faculty, and 13 special 

education directors. (One of the small districts did not employ a special education 

director.) Sampling procedures per se were not utilized in this study. All elementary 

principals and special education directors in this county, as well as qualified university 

faculty were asked to participate. The criteria for selection of university faculty were 
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based on whether faculty members taught classes through School Administration/ 

Leadership departments at one of the three state universities. More specifically, the study 

incorporated faculty members who provided formal instruction preparing prospective 

principals for administrative certification in this state. 

Instrument Development 

The kinds of expected involvement that principals have with special education 

programs in their schools were determined by reviewing four sources which address the 

role of principals and special education: The Compliance Manual (Chalfant & Pysh, 

1980), and three doctoral dissertation studies (Hughes, 1983; Barlow, 1987 and Benson, 

1990). Identifying areas of involvement that were frequently mentioned in these 

publications resulted in the development of a list of possible responsibilities. These 

responsibilities coupled with this writer's experience as a principal intern and discussions 

about principals' involvement in special education with principals, directors of special 

education, and university faculty formed the basis for a series of questions regarding 

principals' involvement in special education. Two principals and one special education 

director were subsequently interviewed utilizing these questions. These interviews 

provided a current perspective to the questions regarding elementary principal's 

involvement in special education. An interview guide was then developed and utilized to 

conduct what Goetz and LeCompte (1983) described as a confirmation survey that would 

substantiate the list of responsibilities and potential questions. From these sources and 
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activities, a more complete list of questions was sorted into the categories of Curriculum, 

Personnel and Program/Administrative responsibilities, as these three categories seemed 

to accurately reflect the content of the questions. 

Survey Composition 

A survey was developed based on the final list of categories. The 36-item portion 

of the survey found in Section I was identical for each group with language personalized 

to match each group. A few separate questions in Section II were created for each group 

related to their perceptions of training for principals. 

Section I of the survey contained 36 questions relevant to special education 

activities performed by elementary principals. These questions were grouped into three 

categories: Curriculum, Personnel and Program/Administrative responsibilities. 

Participants from the three groups were asked to indicate their perception of the 

principal's level of involvement with various roles and responsibilities entailed in special 

education using a six-point Likert scale that ranged from 0 (no involvement) to 5 (full 

involvement). The directions provided for each survey were essentially the same with the 

exception of slight variations in phraseology designed to match the appropriate group. 

These directions explained the purpose of the study, the scope of the questionnaire, 

definitions of each point on the Likert scale and included a sample task to demonstrate 

use of the Likert scale. 
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Section II contained a mix of questions that sought inforaiation from each group 

regarding previous training that principals had received, as well as future training that 

each group believed would assist principals in fulfilling their special education 

responsibilities. (See Appendix A: Copies of the three surveys.) 

A third section of the questionnaire sought demographic information firom the 

three groups which included, age, gender, years and types of experiences, further 

questions regarding previous training, as well as grade level of schools and number of 

special education students in the schools. 

Pilot Studv 

A pilot study was conducted to determine content validity of the questionnaire. 

Seven principals, one special education director and one university faculty member were 

asked to react to the questionnaire and provide feedback. Of the seven principals, three 

had worked as special educators prior to becoming principals while the remaining four 

principals had received no training nor had any experience as a special educator. The 

faculty member and director of special education were selected because they had both 

previously worked as school principals. 

The nine participants in the pilot study were provided, via telephone or in-person, 

a verbal explanation of the study's purpose and given a description of the questionnaire 

format before receiving the actual survey. The surveys were personally delivered to each 

participant accompanied with a letter that reiterated the purpose of the study and the 
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importance of their feedback. These individuals were asked to read the directions 

carefully and complete the survey. Since the "Directions" page was also being evaluated 

and assessed for its accuracy and usefulness, no further verbal directions or training were 

provided. In addition, the opinions of each participant were solicited concerning (1) the 

best timing for distribution of the surveys, and (2) ideas on how to persuade or motivate 

principals to complete the survey. A meeting was scheduled with participants to solicit 

their feedback and reactions. 

Participants completed all questions on the survey. Several wrote comments in 

the margin of the survey with one participant writing almost a full page of opinions and 

ideas. This writer debriefed principals through a questioning process to help clarify their 

feedback regarding the survey. Similar procedures were utilized for the special education 

director and university faculty member. 

Most principals provided feedback that 1) the survey directions were 

understandable, 2) the questions seemed to cover the scope of possible roles/ 

responsibilities, and 3) that the survey made sense to them. All the participants suggested 

that if modifications to questions and directions were made, principals would probably 

understand what was expected of them in completing the survey. Looking for patterns of 

consistent suggestions or recommendations for change firom among the nine individuals 

assisted with analysis of participants' feedback. If two or more of the participants made 

recommendations or suggestions for a change in the survey, then the change was 
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incorporated into the revision of the questionnaire. Wording changes in several questions 

and modifications in the directions to promote greater clarity were the most often 

recommended alterations. SLx of the seven principals suggested recruiting a person within 

each school district's administrative hierarchy who would "champion" or sponsor the 

study. Five of the principals suggested the special education director as a possible 

advocate for the study while another suggested enlisting the superintendent's assistance. 

The average time for completion of the questionnaire was 20 minutes. 

Collection Of The Data 

Because this study did not utilize sampling procedures to gather information but 

rather sought to involve all members of the three groups, it was important to have as high 

a return rate as possible to be able to reach valid conclusions. An incentive drawing for 

prizes was utilized as a strategy for obtaining the highest possible rate of returned and 

completed surveys. Participants who returned a completed survey had their name entered 

into a drawing for prizes such as restaurant packages, health club memberships, and 

movie tickets. 

The revised surveys were sent to each of the 133 elementary school principals in 

this county, with a letter of introduction (see Appendix B: Letter of Introduction), 

explaining the study, its purpose and significance, along with a request for the principal's 

participation. Parallel surveys were sent to each special education director in the county 

as well as department heads at each of the three state universities. The university 
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department heads agreed to distribute the surveys to all faculty members who taught 

administration/leadership classes leading to certification for perspective principals. A 

self-addressed, stamped envelope for the return of the questionnaire accompanied each 

survey. A number code on each survey, facilitated tracking to determine from which 

district or university surveys had been returned. 

A second mailing was plaimed if a less than 60% return rate was received from 

the first mailing. Two weeks after the initial mailing the necessary return rate had not 

been met. Therefore, it was decided to couple a second mailing with a personal phone call 

to each of the potential respondents seeking their involvement. For the respondents who 

agreed to participate, a second survey was hand carried to their school, or sent to their 

home. Prior to this second mailing, 42 elementary principals had returned the survey. 

Return rates for special education directors were a sufficient number at 11, but a second 

survey was sent to the two directors who had not responded. A second mailing and 

personal phone calls from this writer were needed to obtain the necessary response rate 

from the university faculty members. The results of this second mailing were that 102 

principals returned surveys, equaling 76.7 % of this group. Twelve of the thirteen 

directors returned surveys for a response rate of 92% and 22 university faculty members 

returned surveys for a total response rate of 66.6 %. 
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Analysis And Treatment Of The Data 

All elementary principals and special education directors in this county were 

included in the survey. In addition, all university faculty at the three state universities who 

had been identified as having taught or who were currently teaching classes for principals 

seeking their administrative certification were included in this study. Two types of 

analyses were utilized to evaluate the hypotheses set forth in this dissertation. The first 

type of analysis was descriptive in nature. This form of analysis describes the 

characteristics of the groups and individuals being studied so that the relationships 

between these groups can be better understood. The second type of analysis used in this 

study was inferential analysis. This form of analysis was used to test the five null 

hypotheses set forth in this study, to determine whether to accept or reject each 

hypothesis. 

Descriptive Analysis 

Using a spreadsheet program entitled Microsoft Excel (Version 5.0), a response 

template was designed for each of the three questiormaires. All survey responses with the 

exception of open-ended questions were entered onto this template. (Open-ended 

questions will be addressed separately.) When a sufficient number of surveys from each 

group had been returned, responses from each survey were entered into the Excel 

program. For Section I, scores that ranged from 0 to 5 on the Likert scale used in the 
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survey were entered into the template for each of the 36 questions in this section. For 

Section U and the Demographic section, the responses that were entered were either 

numbers to indicate a specific answer choice or "fill in the blank" response. A separate 

file for each group of participants was established. This allowed for comparisons within 

groups (e.g.. differences between school districts) and between groups (e.g., differences 

between principals and university faculty). 

Means and standard deviations were determined for each of the 36 questions in 

Section 1. In addition, means and standard deviations were determined for each grouping 

of questions in the areas of Curriculum, Personnel, and Program/Administrative 

responsibilities. Differences between the three groups with regard to either individual 

questions or areas of responsibilities were easily determined. This information provided a 

quick reference to differences and similarities between principals, special education 

directors and university faculty as well as providing the necessary data for fiirther 

inferential analysis. 

In Section II, principals and directors were asked to indicate the number of various 

MDS (Multidisciplinary Staffmgs) and lEP (Individual Educational Plans) meetings that 

took place in schools within the district, and to then share their perception of the 

frequency with which principals attend these meetings. Means and percentage rates were 

used to determine the portion of these meetings that each group believed the principal 

attended. In another question, the three groups were asked for their perceptions of the 
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most challenging special education areas for principals. Descriptive analysis included 

frequency counts and rank ordering to determine which areas were perceived by each 

group to be most challenging for the principal. In two other questions, participants were 

asked for their perceptions of the types of training that principals would desire in the area 

of special education. Again, frequency counts and rank ordering were utilized to identify 

areas in which principals desire further training and areas that directors and faculty 

believe principals should receive more training. 

Principals were asked to document both pre-service and in-service training that 

they had received in the area of special education. A question on the parallel surveys for 

directors and faculty requested that they document the types of training they had offered 

principals in the area of special education within the last two years. With this information, 

a comparison was made using frequency counts and rank ordering that allowed for a 

description of where principals received their training in special education. Further 

analysis resulted in a comparison of the types of training that were offered in pre-service 

and in-service settings with the types of training that principals indicated they had 

received. 

Another question asked respondents to select five of ten special education areas in 

which additional training would benefit the elementary principal. Participants were also 

directed to rank order their selections with I being the most beneficial and 2 being the 

next most beneficial, etc. This question entailed rank ordering and a finite number of 
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choices (five); thus, no specific statistical analysis was performed. A comparison chart of 

the three groups was developed to illustrate the top five choices for additional training of 

principals as seen by the three surveyed groups. A final question in Section II asked 

principals to describe their current overall level of involvement vsith special education 

programs in their schools. In a follow-up question, principals were asked how they would 

like to see their overall level of involvement with special education programs in their 

schools. In a parallel fashion, directors and faculty were asked to describe their 

perceptions of the "typical" principal's current overall level of involvement with special 

education. These two groups were also asked to describe how they would like to see the 

'typical" principal's overall level of involvement with special education. Responses to 

these questions provided comparable information relative to the perceptions of the current 

and ideal levels of involvement for principals as perceived by each of the participants. 

Means and standard deviations were calculated for these questions to determine 

differences between the perceptions of the three groups as to the actual and ideal levels of 

principals' involvement in special education. 

Open-ended Questions: Two open-ended questions, found in each of the three 

surveys, provided participants with an opportunity to suggest additional ideas or to offer 

further comments regarding principals' involvement with special education programs. 

One of these questions sought participant's opinions regarding the types of additional 

information or skills in special education that would assist principals in the delivery of 
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special education services in their school. The other open-ended question asked for 

additional coniments and/or ideas for support or changes that participants believed would 

be helpful to principals in delivering special education services in their schools. These 

questions were addressed using qualitative methodology that synthesized patterns of 

answers and placed these patterns into groups of responses (Bogdin & Biklin, 1992). 

Responses for each question were entered into an open-ended response template. Types 

of responses were then categorized and frequency counts determined. Comparison charts 

showing the three groups and their responses for these open-ended questions were 

subsequently developed. 

Demographics: All demographic data were entered into the response template. 

Means were utilized to determine the average number of special education students in 

each school. Questions regarding grade levels in each school, age ranges, and gender were 

calculated using frequency counts and then percentages of the totals were determined. 

The average years of experience for principals were calculated using means. University 

sites where administrative certification was obtained were grouped together and then 

percentages of the total were calculated. Frequency counts were used to determine the 

number of principals who took an introductory course in special education, a special 

education law course, or specific special education courses. Mean scores were used to 

determine the average number of credit hours in special education that principals took on 

the undergraduate and graduate level or during administrative certification programs. In a 
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similar fashion, frequency counts were utilized to determine the number of individuals 

who were special education teachers or supervisors prior to becoming principals. Means 

and standard deviations were then utilized to determine the average number of years of 

experience for these groups. 

A small number of principals did not respond to a few of the questions in Section 

I. A small number of questions in the demographic section were not answered by some of 

the respondents. Thus, the number of participants in each analysis may vary and will be 

reflected in the various tables. Questions within the demographic section that asked 

principals to describe the kinds of training they had received in the area of special 

education were interpreted in the following manner: If there were no responses to these 

questions and other demographic questions had been answered, then it was interpreted 

that the participant had not received training in special education. If none of the 

demographic information was completed, then the responses to questions of training 

would be interpreted as missing data. 

Parallel questions for the directors and faculty surveys that included age range, 

gender, etc. were calculated as described above. The average number of principals that 

university faculty had worked with inside and outside of the university setting were 

calculated utilizing mean scores. In addition, the number of faculty and directors who had 

worked as a principal prior to holding their current positions was determined by 

frequency counts. Mean scores helped to determine the average number of years that 
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these respondents had been principals. Averages were determined for the number of 

training sessions and number of hours of training offered to principals by special 

education directors. Frequency counts determined the number of faculty who were either 

regular or adjunct faculty. 

Inferential Analysis 

The descriptive analysis provided valuable information through means and 

standard deviations regarding principals' responsibilities and the types of training in 

special education that may assist principals. However, it was felt that a deeper level of 

analysis was necessary to more thoroughly understand the differences in the perceptions 

between the three groups. Therefore, inferential statistics were utilized to test each 

hypothesis. Specifically, various types of ANOVA's (analysis of variance) or 

MANOVA's (multivariate analysis of variance) were utilized to determine whether there 

were difference between the mean scores of principals, directors and faculty. For initial 

testing levels of main effects and interactions, the Alpha was set to 0.05. 

Analysis for Hypothesis One 

Hypotheses One: There are no differences in the perceptions of special education 

directors, principals and university leadership faculty as to the elementary principals' 

level of involvement in special education programs in the areas of: 

A. Curriculum 

B. Personnel 
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C. Program/administration 

A 3x3 Mixed Model MANOVA (Area by Group) was used to determine whether 

the three groups (principals, directors, faculty) differed significantly among themselves 

with regard to the three variables (curriculum, personnel, program) being studied. 

The effect of each independent variable on the dependent variable was described 

as a main effect. The effect of the interaction of two or more independent variables on the 

dependent variable was called an interaction effect (Borg & Gall, 1989). This MANOVA, 

and the others to follow, determined the main effect that one variable had on the other 

and if there was an interaction between the variables. Because analysis of variance does 

not specify which of the means differ from one another, Tukey's Studentized Range 

(HSD) (1977) post hoc test was utilized to determine where differences were located 

among the three groups. 

A subsequent question invited each respondent of the three groups to document 

their perception of the typical principal's current and ideal level of involvement with 

special education programs in their schools. Again, a comparison was developed from 

these responses by using a 2 x 3 Mixed Model MANOVA [hivolvement (Current/Ideal) 

by Group]. This analysis allowed for stratification of information related to differences 

between principal, special education director and university faculty perceptions of the 

current level of principals' involvement with special education, as well as, the 

identification of the ideal level of principal's involvement. 
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Analysis for Hypothesis Two 

Hypotheses Two: In the area of responsibilities that principals assume for special 

education in their school, there are no differences between male principals and female 

principals in regard to their level of involvement with special education. 

A 3 X 2 Mixed Model MANOVA (Area by Gender) was utilized for this 

hypothesis to determine whether there were significant differences between males and 

females in the three areas of Curriculum, Personnel, and Program/Administrative 

responsibilities. Scores for male and female principals in the three areas were analyzed to 

determine the presence of main effects and interactions between the variables. 

A second analysis of actual and ideal levels of involvement of the principal was 

used to further analyze possible gender differences among principals. A 2 x 2 Mixed 

Model MANOVA [Involvement (Current/Ideal) by Gender] was utilized to determine, if 

any differences existed between male and female principals in regard to their involvement 

in special education. 

Analysis For Hypothesis Three 

Hypothesis Three: In the area of responsibilities that principals assume for special 

education in their school, there is no relationship between the number of hours of earned 

college credit in special education course-work and the principals' level of involvement 

in this area. 
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A General Linear Model (GLM) (Area by Education) for those principals with no 

work experience in special education was utilized. Principals who possessed experience 

in special education were taken out of this analysis to determine if taking classes only 

would have an effect on level of involvement. Within this analysis, education will be 

considered as a continuous variable. It was hoped that this analysis would help to 

determine if principals with more training in special education would have a greater or 

lesser involvement in special education programs. 

Analvsis For Hypothesis Four 

Hypothesis Four: In the area of responsibilities that principals assume for special 

education in their school, there is no relationship between the university where they 

received their administrative training and certification and their level of involvement with 

these programs. 

An analysis of the effect of training location utilizing a 3 X 3 Mixed Model 

MANOVA (Training Location by Area) using a GLM was completed to determine if the 

location of certification had an effect on level of involvement that principals had with 

special education programs in their schools. This analysis utilized the 36 questions in 

Section I to determine if principals fi-om any one site were more involved than principals 

from other school sites. 
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Analysis For Hypothesis Five 

Hypotheses Five: There are no differences between the principals, special 

education directors, and university faculty in regard to their perceptions of the training 

required to prepare principals to carry out their special education roles. 

This hypothesis stated that there are no differences between the three surveyed 

groups and their perception of training required to best support principals in carrying out 

their special education roles. Information that was gathered to test this hypothesis was 

garnered from two separate questions in Section II of the survey. Question 4 asked each 

respondent to describe their perception of the degree of challenge that eight special 

education areas present to the elementary principal. Participants were asked to choose the 

degree of challenge that each of these areas presented to the "average" principal. A five-

point Likert scale ranging from Most Challenging to Least Challenging was used as the 

scope of choices. For this analysis, a 3 x 8 Mixed Model ANOVA (Group by Challenge) 

was applied to determine whether the sample means of one group were significantly 

different fi-om the means of the other groups on each of the eight areas of special 

education examined. Tukey's post hoc test (1977) was utilized to determine where 

differences were located among the three groups. 

Question eight asked respondents to identify specific areas of additional special 

education training that would be most desired for principals. A one-way (within subjects) 

repeated ANOVA was employed to determine differences in response rates between the 
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eleven special education areas of training. This analysis served as a basis for developing a 

chart that showed the comparative rankings of the top three choices for additional training 

and the bottom three choices for additional training as described by principals, directors 

and faculty. 

Factor Analysis 

The instrument used in this study was developed by this writer. Pilot testing was 

undertaken but the items and categories were developed primarily using face validity. 

Thirty-six questions were used to compare the perceptions of principals, directors of 

special education, and university faculty regarding principals' involvement with special 

education programs in their schools. A factor analysis was performed to reduce the 36 

questions to a smaller number of underlying dimensions or sources of common variance 

for ease of analysis in fliture studies. 

A principal factors analysis was utilized, using a Varamax method of factor 

rotation. One of the problems faced in executing this factor analysis was in determining 

when to stop factoring. Dickman (1960) described a method for eliminating k (the 

number of common factors) when unities (+1.00) were inserted in the diagnosis of the 

correlation matrix. Very briefly, the criterion was that the number of factors in the matrix 

was estimated to be equal to the number of principal axis factors with latent roots equal to 

or greater than -<-1.00. 
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Once the principal axis factors had been extracted from the correlation matrix, the 

next step was be to rotate the factors to orthogonal simple structure. The varimax method 

was used to approximate orthogonal simple structure in rotation (Kaiser, 1958). Different 

numbers of factors were tried including a three factor analysis which was hypothesized as 

well as a four and five factors that were predicted as plausible after examination of the 

Scree Plot of Eigenvalues. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 

This chapter provides a presentation of the data collected from principals, special 

education directors, and university faculty regarding their perceptions of the elementary 

principals' level of involvement with special education programs in their schools. 

Descriptive analyses were used to provide information regarding the characteristics of the 

groups and individuals involved in this study. Inferential analyses were used to evaluate 

the hypotheses set forth in this study. 

Descriptive Analyses 

The following section provides information and descriptions regarding 

participants who were involved in this study, perceptions of principals' level of 

involvement in special education, the extent to which principals received training in 

special education, the desired types of information and skills for principals in special 

education, and perceptions of needed training for principals. 

Description of The Participants 

This section describes: the sample size, age, gender, work history of principals, 

directors of special education, and university faculty in their fields and current positions, 

principals' work experience in special education, and special education directors and 

university faculty experiences as principals. 
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Sample Size: A total of 102 (76.7%) of the 133 elementary principals in the 

sample pool returned the survey. Twelve of the thirteen directors (92.3%) returned 

completed surveys. A total of 22 of the 33 surveys that were mailed to university faculty 

members were completed and returned resulting in a 66.6 % retum rate. Of these faculty 

members who returned surveys, 77% classified themselves as currently being Tenure-

track faculty, while 23% described themselves as Adjunct faculty instructors. 

Age: Each participant was asked to indicate which of five age-ranges best 

described their current age. The greatest number of principals and directors described 

their age-range as falling within the 45-55 year age range (see Table 1). University faculty 

members were slightly older as a group with the largest group falling within the 55-64 

year range. As a group, the university faculty was slightly older than both directors and 

principals. 

Gender: There were slightly more female principals than male principals in this 

study. Female special education directors outnumbered male directors five to one. There 

were twice as many male educators as female educators in the university group (see Table 
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Table I 

Age Ranges 

Age Ranges Principals Directors Faculty 

n = l 0 2  n = I 2  n = 22 

% % % 

25-34 8.8 8.3 

35-44 21.6 33.3 9.1 

45-54 58.8 41.6 36.4 

55-64 8.8 16.6 41.0 

65+ 0.9 - 13.6 
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Table 2 

Gender of Participants 

Gender Principals Directors Faculty 

n= 102 n= 12 n = 22 

% % % 

Males 44.2 16.6 68 

Females 55.8 83.4 32 
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Work History: Each participant was asked to identify the length of time they had 

worked in their field, as well as the length of time they have held their current position. 

Responses to this question are seen in Table 3. University faculty averaged nearly 25% 

more time working in their field than did principals. University faculty worked nearly 

twice as long in their field as directors had worked in their fields. University faculty had 

worked nearly 50% longer in their current position (7.62 years) than principals or 

directors who had held their current position for slightly more than 5 years. These 

differences would seem to indicate that university faculty tended to stay in their university 

positions longer than principals and directors stay in their respective positions. 

Table 3 

Work History 

Participants Average number Range in Average Range 
of years worked years number of in years 
in their field year 

in their 
current 
position 

Principals 9.67 1-30 5.15 1-20 
n=99 

Directors 6.83 1-14 5.5 1-10 
n=I2 

Faculty 13.5 2-33 7.62 2-28 
n=21 
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Principals' Work Experience in Special Education: Of the 102 principals, 8 

indicated that they had previously been a special education teacher, while 7 of the 

principals had worked as special education supervisors prior to becoming principals. Nine 

principals had held positions as both special education teachers and special education 

supervisors (see Table 4). 

Table 4 

Principals' Work Experience As Special Education Professionals 

Special Education Experience n % 

Worked as Special Education Teacher 8 7.8 

Worked as Special Education Supervisor 7 6.8 

Worked as Both Teacher and Supervisor 9 8.8 

Totals: 24 23.5 

Special Education Directors and University Facultv Experiences as Principals: 

Special education directors and university faculty were asked to indicate whether they had 

previously worked as a principal prior to their current position. Five directors (42%) 

indicated that they had previously worked as principals at various school levels. Only 

three of these directors indicated the length of time that they had been principals with an 

average of 9.3 years. Of the 22 university faculty, 15 (69%) indicated that they had 
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worked as principals prior to becoming faculty members. These faculty members had 

been principals at various school levels with eight individuals working at more than one 

level. On average, these fifteen faculty members had worked 6.7 years as a school 

principal. 

Perceptions of Principals' Level of Involvement in Special Education 

Principals, directors of special education and university faculty were asked to 

describe: 1) Their perceptions of the elementary principals' level of involvement with the 

curriculum, personnel and program areas of special education; 2) their perceptions of 

principals' current and ideal levels of involvement in special education programs in their 

school; 3) their perceptions of principals' attendance at special education meetings; 4) 

degrees of challenge in eight special education areas; and 5) any additional comments 

about principals involvement in special education programs. 

Perceptions of Involvement: Scores for the three groups indicated that principals 

perceived their level of involvement in the area of curriculum to be greater than both 

directors' and university faculties' perception of principals' involvement (see Table 5). 

Similarly, in the areas of personnel and program responsibilities, principals perceived 

their level of involvement to be greater than both directors' and faculties' perceptions of 

principals' involvement. Although two of the responsibility areas (Personnel and 

Program/Administrative) showed differences between directors and university faculty, the 

overall mean scores for both of these groups were similar. 
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Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations for Perceptions of Principals' Levels of Involvement in 

Special Education Areas The Likert scale utilized for this question ranged from 0 (no 

involvement) to 5 {full involvement) 

Groups Special Education Special Education Special Education 
Surveyed Curriculum Personnel Program/Administrative 

Responsibilities Responsibilities Responsibilities 

M ^ M ^ M ^ 

^Totals 

Principals 
n = I 0 2  3 . 1 9  0 . 9 5  3 . 7 7  0 . 9 8  3 . 4 8  0 . 8 3  3.48 

Directors 
n= 12 2.68 0.98 3.49 1.01 2.64 1.19 2.94 

Faculty 
n = 22 2.67 0.93 3.15 0.65 2.86 0.75 2.89 

Totals: 3.06 3.65 3.31 

Moreover, the comparison of perceptions of the three groups across the thirty-six 

special education activities indicated that principals perceived their level of involvement 

to be greater than du-ectors in 11 of the 36 questions and greater than faculty members in 

20 of the 36 questions. When mean scores were totaled across the three areas and then 

compared, the mean score for principals was 3.48 while the mean score for directors was 

2.94 and for faculty 2.89. Of the three questions in which principals had not indicated 
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higher mean scores, university faculty had mean scores higher than principals and 

directors. Inferential analysis of the 36 questions will follow in a later section. 

Current and Ideal Involvement With Special Education: A final question in Section II of 

the survey asked principals to describe their current overall level of involvement with 

special education programs in their school. In a follow-up question, principals were asked 

to describe what they saw as their ideal level of involvement with special education. In 

parallel questions, directors and faculty were asked for their perceptions of the "typical" 

principal's current and ideal levels of involvement with special education programs in 

their schools. A comparison of these current and ideal levels of involvement can be seen 

in Figure 2. 

Actual Ideal 

Faculty 
Principals 
Directors 

Figure 2. Current and Ideal Levels of Involvement 
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One hundred and two principals responded to this question which utilized a ten 

point (0-9) scale. The average score for principals' current level of involvement was 6.91. 

Responses to this question ranged from I to 9 with the median score being 8. This score 

was only slightly lower than principals' ideal level of involvement represented by the 

average score of 7.14. Responses to this question ranged from 0 to 9 with the median 

score being 8. Principals in this survey believed that their current level of involvement 

was close to what they perceived their ideal level of involvement should be. 

Responses from both directors and faculty indicated that they perceived that the 

"typical" principal's current level of involvement was considerably lower than the level 

perceived by principals. Twelve directors scored the "typical" principal's current level of 

involvement at 4.17 with a range of responses from I through 8 and the median score 

being 4. Twenty-two faculty members described principals as being still less involved 

with an average score of 3.86 and a range of responses from I to 8 with the median score 

being 3. When asked to describe what they believed the "typicalprincipal's ideal level 

of involvement should be, directors' scores averaged 6.33 with a range of responses from 

2 through 9 and a median response of 7. University faculty scored principal's ideal level 

of involvement at 5.14, with a range of scores from 2 through 9 and a median score of 4. 

Differences between the current and the ideal scores for both directors and faculty 

members were large with directors perceiving that a greater level of change needed to 

happen to move principals from their current to the ideal level of involvement. There was 
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a much greater difference between principal and faculty perceptions of the ideal level of 

involvement and less of a difference between principal and director perceptions of the 

ideal level. (This description of current and ideal levels of involvement will be expanded 

in the inferential analysis section that follows.) 

Principals'' Attendance at Special Education Meetings: Principals and sf)ecial 

education directors were asked for their perceptions of how often principals attended 

various types of MDS (Multi-Disciplinary Staffmgs) and lEP (Individual Education 

Program) meetings. Four types of MDS meetings were included: 1) three-year re-

evaluation, 2) Section 504 evaluation, 3) regarding student transfer, and 4) after initial 

testing meeting. (Although Section 504 is not a special education designation, it was 

identified by most of the principals in the pilot study as being part of special education, so 

it was included in this question.) When scores were averaged across these four types of 

MDS meetings, principals stated that they attended these meetings, on average, 73 % of 

the time while directors perceived that principals attended these types of meeting at a rate 

of about 30% (see Figure 3). Furthermore, principals reported that they attended lEP 

meetings 56% of the time, on average, while directors perceived principal's attendance at 

these types of meetings to be at a 24% rate of attendance. Clearly, there seemed to be a 

large discrepancy between perceptions of principals and special education directors 

regarding principals' attendance at these types of meetings. 
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Ill Principals 

• Directors 

Degrees of Challenge in Eight Special Education Areas: Principals, directors and 

faculty were asked to describe the degree of challenge that they believed principals faced 

with regard to eight areas of special education. Principals saw significantly less challenge 

than did university faculty in seven of the eight areas. Principals perceived significantly 

less challenge than directors did in only one of the eight areas, namely discipline of 

special education students. Directors perceived significantly less challenge than university 

faculty perceived in two of the eight areas. Overall, principals in this study were not 

significantly different than directors in their perceptions of the degree of challenge that 

each of the eight areas presents to principals. Directors perceived that discipline was 
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much more challenging for principals than principals perceived. Special education 

directors were not significantly different than university faculty on six of the eight areas. 

University faculty perceived that seven of the eight areas were significantly more 

challenging for principals than principals perceived them to be. 

Additional Comments About Principals Involvement in Special Education: 

Principals were asked for additional comments about their involvement in special 

education and/or what support or changes they believed would be helpful to them in 

delivering these services in their school. Forty-three principals responded to this question. 

Some principals offered more than one comment. These comments were grouped into 

five categories: General Comments, Training Issues, Time Needs, Resources, and 

Suggestions. Several of the General Comments offered praise for special education staff 

or programs in their building while some respondents indicated dissatisfaction or voiced a 

complaint or limitation with regard to special education. See Table 6 for the entire listing 

of the General Comments. 

Table 6 

Principals' General Comments About Involvement and the Types of Support or Changes 

That Would Assist Principals With Special Education Programs 

1. We have an excellent special education team—I wouldn't want to change it. 

2. We have a strong special education staff that ensures a good program. 
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Table 6—Continued 

Principals' General Comments About Involvement and the Types of Support or Changes 

That Would Assist Principals With Special Education Programs 

3. I have a very stable special education staff who do a great job! 

4. I'm very proud of our Child-Study Team. 

5. I enjoy close collegiality with my staff. I'd like to see increased collegiality with 

District Special Education Office. 

6. "Answers" do not lie in a principal becoming a specialist in special education. 

7. Special education is too time consuming—too much paperwork! Let's make it 

easier. 

8. Principals should be active members of MDS (Multi-Disciplinary Staffing). 

9. Need for more early intervention. 

10. Special education classes need to be respected. It's the law! 

11. I empower my staff in decision making and problem solving. 

12. Special education students are our students and I should be involved with all. 

13. I strongly support special education programs. 

14. Testing should occur faster; we need to be able to place students who need 

services in emergency situations. 
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Table 6—Continued 

Principals' General Comments About Involvement and the Types of Support or Changes 

That Would Assist Principals With Special Education Programs 

15. We need money and support for regular as well as special education students! 

16. Principals need more say-so in the types of special education programs housed in 

his/her school. 

17. We need to break-up our district's special education upper administration dynasty. 

They function in a world of make-believe. 

18. Ensure the rights of "all students" not just special education students. 

19. Principal should have more say-so regarding the hiring of special education staff. 

To What Extent Have Principals Received Training in Special Education? 

This section describes the types and frequencies of training principals have 

received in the area of special education. These types of training include: 1) principals' 

recollections of their training in special education, 2) principals' training in special 

education offered by directors of special education, 3) principals' training acquired 

through other types of special education preparation; 4) principals' training in special 

education acquired through university classes, 5) the number of school district in-services 
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offered to principals in the area of special education, and 6) principals' course-work and 

credit hours taken in special education. 

Principals' Recollection of Their Training in Special Education: Principals were 

asked to identify where they had received training in special education and the kinds of 

special education training they had taken. They were asked whether their training took 

place during pre-service experiences (university classes), through in-service experiences 

(within their school district), or through other experiences, such as conventions they had 

attended or through their own personal reading. (In the following Tables, the training 

principals had taken through in-service and pre-service experiences will be compared 

with the kinds of training that directors and university faculty said that they had offered to 

principals in the last two years.) 

Frequency counts were used to determine which source(s) provided the most 

training and knowledge to these principals. Across the 10 special education areas 

identified in this question, principals indicated they had received a total of 563 in-service 

training sessions, or 55 % of the 1020 possible from this category (see Figure 4). 

Principals reported they had received 337 training sessions from within the category 

described as other experiences. These other types of experiences amounted to 33% of the 

total possible. Principals reported they had received training on the pre-service level 161 

times out of the possible 1020, for a total of 16 %. Principals' responses indicated they 

had received the majority of their training in special education through in-service training 



and through other types of special education training, with far less training occurring 

through pre-service experiences (see Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. Principals' Sources of Training in Special Education. 

Ill% of Training 

Principals' Training in Special Education Offered by Directors of Special 

Education: Directors of special education were asked to describe the types of training 
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their school districts had offered principals during the last two years. Table 7 compares 

principals' descriptions of the top five areas of instruction in which they received in-

service training and the top five areas of instruction which directors described were 

offered to principals through in-service training in the past two years. Although not in the 
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same rank order, the five choices made by principals were the same five choices made by 

directors. 

Table 7 

In-service Training of Principals: Principals' and Directors' Perceptions 

In-Service Training Principals In-Service Training Offered by 
Say They Received Special Education Directors 

1. Section 504 

2. Procedures for Sp.Ed. Disciplining 

3. Emerging Legal Issues 

4. Proper Sp.Ed. Documentation 

5. Mainstreaming 

1. Emerging Legal Issues 

2. Procedures for Sp.Ed. Disciplining 

3. Proper Sp.Ed. Documentation 

4. Section 504 

5. Mainstreaming 

Principals' Training Acquired Through "Other Tvpes of Special Education 

Preparation": Principals described in rank order the kinds of training in special education 

they had acquired through other types of special education training such as conferences or 

personal reading separate fi-om university or school district training. In rank order, these 

were: 1) Understanding of Special Education Students, 2) Full inclusion, 3) 

Mainstreaming, 4) Emerging Legal Issues in Special Education, and 5) Personnel and 

Staff Development in Special Education. In comparing the five areas identified by 

principals as training acquired through these other sources with the in-service zind pre-
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service training offered by directors and faculty, there are several similarities among the 

three groups (see Tables 7 and 8). Principals, directors and university faculty all listed 

Emerging Legal Issues in Special Education and Mainstreaming as choices. Directors 

and principals both included Personnel and Staff"Development in Special Education 

while university faculty and principals listed Understanding of Special Education 

Students. The one area of self-training listed by principals, but not found on either 

director or faculty lists, was training in the area of Full Inclusion. 

Principals' Training In Special Education Offered by University Faculty: 

University faculty were asked to describe the kinds of training their university had offered 

to principals in the past two years. Table 8 compares principals' descriptions of the top 

five areas of course work taken during their pre-service training and the top five areas of 

course work that faculty described were offered through their universities in the past two 

years. Both principsils and faculty listed two of the areas of training, although not in the 

same rank order. The other three areas of training were different for each group. Overall, 

principals and directors had a greater degree of agreement on this question than what was 

found between principals and university faculty. 

Number of In-services Offered to Principals bv Special Education Directors: 

Special education directors were asked to identify how much in-service training in special 

education areas and issues had been offered to principals within their districts in the last 
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two years. On average, principals had received fourteen hours of in-service training in 

special education within the last 2 years (see Table 9). 

Table 8 

Pre-service Training of Principals: Principal and Faculty Perceptions 

Pre-Service Training Taken by Pre-Service Training Offered by 
Principals Universities 

1. Understanding of Sp.Ed. Students 

2. Mainstreaming 

3. Full Inclusion 

4. Personnel/Staff Dev. in Sp.Ed. 

5. Proper Sp.Ed. Documentation 

1. Emerging Legal Issues in Sp.Ed. 

2. Section 504 

3. Mainstreaming 

4. Understanding of Sp.Ed. Students 

5. Personnel Management in Sp.Ed. 
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Table 9 

In-service Training Sessions Offered to Principals in the Previous Two Years 

In-service Training M Range Median 

Number of Training Sessions 6.5 2-25 4 

Number of Hours of Training 14 3-40 10.5 

Principals' Coursework and Credit Hours Taken in Special Education: Principals 

were asked whether they took special education courses during pre-service training and, if 

they had, to indicate if the course(s) were: an introductory type of course, a special 

education law course, or a specific special education course. The responses to this 

question indicated that over half of the principals stated they had taken an introductory 

course in special education while slightly more than one-fourth of the principals stated 

they had taken a special education law course (see Table 10). Over one-fourth of the 

principals indicated that they had taken a specific special education course such as 

Learning Disabilities or Behavior Management. A possible reason for such a high 

percentage of principals taking specific special education courses is that 24 of the 

principals in this study had been special education teachers or supervisors prior to 

becoming principals and had probably taken these types of specific course in their 

training programs. 
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Table 10 

Principal's Coursework in Special Education (n = 102) 

Type of Courses Taken Number of Principals Taking 
Special Education Courses 

Introductory course 54 (52.9 %) 

Special education law course 27 (26.5 %) 

Specific special education course(s) 28 (27.5 %) 

In addition, principals were asked to indicate how many special education credit 

hours they had earned while in: I) their university/undergraduate program, 2) their 

graduate program, and 3) their administrative certification program. Less than one-half of 

the principals responded that they had taken special education course work as an 

undergraduate (see Table 11). Less than one-half of the principals indicated that they had 

taken special education course-work during their graduate program with an average of 

17.9 credit hours being taken. During their administrative certification program, 

approximately one-third of the principals indicated that they had taken special education 

course-work with an average 11.7 credit hours of such training. Approximately one-third 

of the principals indicated that they had not taken special education course work during 

any phase of their university training. 
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Table 11 

University Credit Hours Earned in Special Education Coursework (n = 102) 

Educational Level Number &% of Principals Range of Hours Average 

Taking Special Earned Credit Hours 

Education Courses 

University (undergraduate) 48 (47.1 %) 3-30 hours 7.91 

Graduate program 47 (48.0 %) 3-90 hours 17.9 

Administrative certification 31 (30.4 %) 3-45 hours 11.7 

No Classes Taken in 
Special Education 

31 (30.4 %) ~ — 

Desired Types of Information and Skills For Principals in Special Education: 

The first of two open-ended questions sought ideas from principal, directors and 

faculty about information and'or skills in special education that might be helpful to 

principals in delivering special education services in their schools. 

Principals: Forty-four of the 102 principals provided responses to this question. 

Some principals had more than one suggestion or comment. The responses were sorted 

into three types of categories: Information and/or Training NeedSj Comments or 

Complaints, and Principals ' Autonomy. The forty-eight suggestions in the category of 

Information and/or Training Needs were grouped into 12 areas. Training needs of 
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principals, as reflected by their five top choices, seemed to describe principals' desires to 

better understand laws governing special education, methods for working with 

behaviorally disordered and emotionally disturbed, current methods and thinking in 

special education practices and a desire for additional university training prior to 

becoming a principal (see Table 12). 

The principals expressed three Comments or Complaints regarding special 

education practices: 1) "Full inclusion is inappropriate!" 2) "We need to simplify the 

legal documents for parents." And, 3) "Central office needs to provide training for 

leadership in curriculum areas." Principals also expressed a desire for principals' 

autonomy: 1) "Principals should have a greater 'say-so' in hiring special education 

staff" 2) "Principals should be more involved in choosing services that would be 

available to younger students." 3) "Principals should receive training in how to be a 

lobbyist so as to be able to help shape special education laws." 

Directors of Special Education: Six special education directors offered responses 

to this question. Two of their responses were suggestions for more training and 

knowledge acquisition and included: 1) Receiving additional training in the area of 

inclusion, and 2 ) the development of alternative strategies to suspension. Five 

suggestions offered by directors described their desire for principals to adopt a more 

positive attitude toward special education. 
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Table 12 

Principals" Information and Training Needs 

Description of Suggestions Number of Times Mentioned 

1. Training of teachers (regular and special education) 
re: Section 504 and IDEA 7 

2. Methods and training for working with Behavioral ly 
Disordered and Emotionally Disturbed students 7 

3. On-going information regarding special education laws 
and reforms, etc 6 

4. Current methods and thinking in special education.... 6 

5. Desire for more university training prior to 
becoming a principal 5 

6. Information and training on collaboration 4 

7. Training in Teacher Support and 
Child Study Teams 4 

8. More training in handling discipline 
situations and issues 3 

9. Information and training on low incidence 
special education categories such as auditory 
processing; drug babies, etc 3 

10. Practical teaching suggestions for Learning 
Disabled and 504 students 1 

11. Training in facilities management and 
transportation issues 1 

12. Training to enlist parental involvement 1 
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These comments included: 1) A willingness for principals to want to know more about 

•%vhat special education is all about", 2) a change in the basic attitude toward special 

education students, 3) more compassion, 4) acquiring an understanding of the 

"individual" nature of special education, and 5) more acceptance of joint responsibilities 

for special education. 

University Faculty: Ten faculty members provided responses with most comments 

or suggestions describing further training that principals should acquire. Some of the 

faculty responses called for training to: 1) help regular classroom teachers understand 

special education students (mentioned 3 times), 2) work more effectively with parents 

(mentioned 3 times), and 3) increase principals' awareness of certain elements such as 

cultural factors in special education (mentioned 2 times). Other suggestions were for 

acquisition of specific skills such as knowledge of special education laws and school-to-

work programs, including job training. 

Perceptions of Needed Training for Principals 

Several questions in the survey sought perceptions of principals, directors and 

university faculty as to the types of training they believed were needed by the elementary 

principals to assist them in carrying out their special education responsibilities. One 

question asked participants if principals should receive training in special education prior 

to administrative certification. A second question asked participants to list 5 general areas 

for additional training of principals in special education. A third question asked 
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participants to choose from a list of special education training classifications in which 

they believed that principals would like to receive training. An additional question 

provided supplementary comments regarding areas in which principals should receive 

training. 

Should Principals Receive Training in Special Education Prior to Administrative 

Certification? University faculty were asked if they believed that perspective principals 

should receive training in the area of special education prior to obtaining their 

administrative certification. Twenty faculty members stated that principals should receive 

training in the area of special education prior to obtaining administrative certification, 

while two faculty members indicated that principals should not receive this type of 

training. When asked how much training principals should receive prior to obtaining their 

administrative certification, faculty responses ranged from None Necessary to 21 or more 

credit hours (see Table 13). One faculty member indicated that no training in special 

education was necessary. Twenty-one faculty members suggested that principals should 

take a median number of 9 credit units of special education course-work prior to 

receiving their administrative certification. 
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Table 13 

Amount of Course-work/Training in Special Education University Faculty Believed 

Principals Should Receive Prior to Obtaining Their Administrative Certification 

(n = 22) 

Number of Credit Units in 
Special Education 

Number of Faculty Who 
Responded 

% 

None Necessary 1 4.0 

3-6 credit hours 9 40.9 

9-12 credit hours 6 27.2 

18-21 credit hours 6 27.2 

Five General Areas For Additional Training in Special Education: Principals, 

directors and faculty were asked to choose and rank order five general areas for additional 

training they believed would benefit or assist principals in carrying out their special 

education responsibilities. Table 14 depicts the five choices for additional training made 

by each group. Each group chose three of the five areas, although not necessarily in the 

same rank order. In addition, principals and faculty chose training in the area of Full 
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Inclusion while directors chose training in Mainstreaming. Faculty and directors selected 

Understanding of Special Education Students for further training. 

Table 14 

Additional Training: (Top Five Special Education Areas of Most Benefit for 

Principals) 

Choice Principals Special Education Directors 
n = 100 n = 12 

University Faculty 
n = 22 

1st 

2nd 

Emerging Legal Issues Procedures for Sp. 
in Sp.Ed. Ed. Disciplining 

Procedures for Sp. 
Ed. Disciplining 

Emerging legal issues 
in Sp. Ed. 

Emerging legal issues 
in Sp.Ed. 

Understanding of 
Sp. Ed. students 

3rd Section 504 Proper Sp.Ed. 
Documentation 

Full Inclusion 

4th Full Inclusion Understanding Sp. 
Ed. Students 

Procedures for Sp. 
Ed. Disciplining 

5th Proper Sp.Ed. 
Documentation 

Mainstreaming Proper Sp.Ed. 
Documentation 

Classification Areas for Additional Training: Principals, directors and university 

faculty members were asked to choose from a list of special education classification areas 

what additional types of training they would like to see principals receive. Participants 

could choose as many areas for additional training as they desired. Although not in the 
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same rank order, principals and directors chose areas that contained behavioral 

management issues for their top three choices (see Table 15). University faculty chose Bi-

Cultural Special Education as their first choice with two behavioral management areas as 

second and third choices. Overall, principals and directors seem to be congruent with 

their choices for additional training having a focus on behavioral management areas. With 

the exception of the faculty's first choice being Bi-Cultural Special Education, their 

selections for additional training were congruent with both other groups. 

Additional Comments Regarding Principals' Training Issues: In a second open-

ended question, principals were asked for additional comments about their involvement 

in special education and/or what support or changes they believed would be helpful to 

them in delivering these services in their school. Forty-three principals responded to 

this question. Some principals offered more than one comment. Eleven responses related 

to training issues and included: better training of teacher's assistants, more information 

on the "new IDEA", more training on behavior management techniques, and the need for 

principals to have training in special education prior to assuming the position of principal. 

See Table 16 for complete listing of comments related to Training. 

Directors and faculty were asked a parallel question seeking their additional 

comments concerning principals' involvement in special education programs in their 

schools and the kinds of support or changes that would be helpful to principals in 

delivering these services. Eight of 22 faculty members responded to this question. Two 
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Table 15 

Classification Areas for Additional Training (Top Three Choices) 

Areas For Training Principals Directors of University 
Special Education Faculty 

% % % 

Behaviorally Disordered 71.6 66.6 45.4 

Chronic Discipline 59.8 91.6 54.5 

Emotionally Disabled 56.9 50.0 54.5 

Autism 37.0 08.3 18.2 

Bi-Cultural 27.5 08.3 59.1 

Sensory Impaired 22.5 0.0 4.50 

Multiple Handicapped 16.6 0.0 36.4 

Medically Fragile 16.6 16.6 18.2 

Learning Disabled 13.7 25.0 36.4 

Speech/Language Impaired 13.7 0.0 18.2 

Other 10.8 0.0 0.0 

comments reflected frustration with special education: 1) "Special education programs 

should be run by special education personnel and principals need to spend more time with 

regular education students." and 2) "Special education is a small percentage of a school 

population but places too many demands on principals and takes away from their 

involvement with other students." Four comments spoke of the issues of training in this 

area: 1) "There should be a greater level of involvement of university special education 



122 

faculty in teaching leadership classes at the university level." 2) "Principals should get 

required training and observations in special education during their college programs." 3) 

"Principals should receive on-going in-service training in special education to keep up to 

date." and 4) "Principals should receive training on how to select special education 

teachers that serve as good role models." Two additional comments called for a more 

positive viewing of special education students on the part of the principal and the need for 

school districts to develop a support group for principals in the area of special education. 

Three special education directors offered responses to this question. Two of these 

directors offered praise for the principals in their district regarding their support of special 

Table 16 

Principals' Comments Related To Training Issues and Needs 

1. Continued support and training for demanding areas like Emotionally Disabled 
and Learning Disabilities. 

2. Better training for teacher's assistants. 

3. Training in fetal alcohol and cocaine babies. 

4. Need more information on "new IDEA". 

5. Training on mainstreaming and inclusion. 

6. How to better prepare regular classroom teachers for Minimally Mentally 
Retarded (MIMR) as well as Moderately Mentally Retarded (MOMR) students. 

7. Behavioral management techniques. 
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Table 16 (continued) 

Principals' Comments: Training Issues 

8. Training for the entire staff in needs of special education students. 

9. Staff development programs to help me maintain a balance between regular and 
special education. 

10. Principals need university training in special education before taking on this job. 

11. Training for teachers in fiill inclusion. 

education and their awareness of special education in their schools. A third comment 

described the great variability among principals in the metropolitan district in reference to 

their involvement in special education programs. 

Inferential Analyses 

This section analyzes each of the five hypotheses set forth in this study to 

determine whether significant differences can be found between: the three surveyed 

groups as to principals' level of involvement in special education, male and female 

principals' level of involvement, whether or not the number of college credits in special 

education increase or decrease principals' level of involvement, the universities where 

principals received their administrative certification, and the three groups' perceptions of 

training required to best support principals in carrying out their special education roles. 
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Hypothesis 1. There are no differences in the perceptions of special education 

directors, principals and university leadership faculty as to the elementary 

principal's level of involvement in special education programs in the areas of: 

A. Curricidum 

B. Personnel 

C. Program/Administration 

Principals, directors and faculty were asked to respond to 36 questions in Section I 

which sought their perceptions of the elementary principal's level of involvement in 

special education programs in their schools. The 36 questions were categorized into three 

areas that described special education responsibilities: Curriculum (questions 1 through 

6), Personnel (questions 7 through 17), and Program/Administrative (questions 18 

through 36)(See Appendix A: Copies of the three surveys). 

Relationship Between the Three Groups and Three Areas 

A 3 X 3 Mixed Model MANOVA (Group by Area) was used to compare the 

responses of the three groups (principals, directors, faculty) as they related to the three 

areas of responsibility (Curriculum, Personnel, and Program/Administrative). Within this 

analysis are three sub-hypotheses that state: 1) There are no differences between the three 

areas, 2) there are no differences between the three groups, and 3) there is no interaction 

between the groups and areas. 
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1) There are no differences between the three areas: 

Results indicated that there was a significant main effect of area with p < .0001 

(see Table 17). Overall this finding suggested significant differences among the three 

areas. Personnel responsibilities when measured across the three groups showed the 

highest overall average with a mean score of 3.65, followed by a mean score of 3.31 for 

the area of Program/Administrative responsibilities and a mean score of 3.06 for 

Curriculum responsibilities. Since there were three levels it wzis appropriate to perform a 

post hoc test and Tukey's (1977) was chosen. The Tukey's HSD (Honestly Significant 

Difference) for area was computed to be .17, which means that any differences between 

group means of. 17 or greater are significant. All of the differences between the means 

were larger than the calculated HSD of .17. These post hoc tests indicated that the three 

groups perceived Personnel responsibilities as demanding a greater level of involvement 

for principals than either the Program or Curriculum areas and Program responsibilities 

demanded more involvement firom principals than the area of Curriculum. 
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Table 17 

3 X 3  M i x e d  M o d e l  M A N O V A  ( A r e a  b y  G r o u p )  

Sources of Variation df SS MS F P 

Area 2 23.52 11.76 34.96 0.0001 

Area by Group 4 1.83 0.458 1.33 0.259 

Error for Area 264 91.16 0.345 

Totals for Area 270 116.51 

Group 2 27.33 13.66 8.33 0.004 

Error for Group 132 216.67 1.641 

Totals for Group 134 244.00 

2) There are no differences between the three groups: 

A main effect of group was found at the .01 level of significance. Principals 

scores when measured across the three areas showed the highest over-all average with a 

mean score of 3.48 followed by a mean score of 2.94 for directors and 2.89 for university 

faculty. The Tukey's HSD post hoc test was again performed for group and resulted in the 

HSD being .37. Using the HSD criterion of .37, it can be seen that there was a significant 

difference found between principals and directors of special education as well as a 
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significant differences between principals and university faculty when averaged across all 

the areas. No significant difference, however, was found between directors and university 

faculty across the three areas. 

3) There is no interaction between the groups and areas: 

No interaction was found between the variables indicating that the three groups 

did not perceive the importance or their involvement differently in any of the three areas. 

A Second Analvsis of Principals' Level of Involvement 

In a second analysis evaluating the principal's level of involvement with special 

education programs, principals were asked to select a percentage-range that best 

described their current overall level of involvement with special education programs. In 

addition, principals were asked to select a percentage-range that best described how they 

would like to see their overall level of involvement with special education programs. 

Directors and faculty were also asked to describe what they perceived, as the "typical" 

principal's current level of involvement and how they would like to see the "typical" 

principal's overall level of involvement. These responses provided perceptions of the 

current and the ideal levels of involvement for respondents in each of the three groups. 

This analysis utilized a 2 x 3 Mixed-Model MANOVA [Involvement 

(Current/Ideal) by Group] which found a significant effect of involvement with p < .05 

and a significant effect of group with p < .05. In addition, an interaction between 

involvement and group was found with an F(2,133) = 7.444, p< .0009 (see Table 18). A 
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Tukey's Studentized Range (HSD) Test for Variables (1977) was utilized to determine 

where differences could be found among the three groups in their perceptions of the 

current and ideal levels of involvement. Principals' rated their current level of 

involvement as 6.91 on the ten point scale. Special education directors perceived that 

principals had a significantly lower level of involvement represented by their average 

score of 4.17. In addition, university faculty perceived principals' current level of 

involvement as being still lower with a average score of 3.86 (see Table 19). Overall, 

principals perceived that they were much more involved with special education programs 

than either of the two other groups perceived. 

Table 18 

2 X 3  M i x e d - M o d e l  M A N O V A -  I n v o l v e m e n t  ( C u r r e n t / I d e a l " )  b v  G r o u p  

Sources of Variation df SS MS F p 

Involvement I 22.36 22.37 12.60 0.0005 

Involvement by Group 2 26.44 13.22 7.44 0.0009 

Error for Involvement 133 236.19 1.776 

Totals for Involvement 136 284.99 

Group 2 2 263.56 131.78 14.80 0.0001 

Error for Group 133 1184.5 8.90 

Totals for Group 135 1448.0 
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Principals' average score of 7.14 on the ideal level of involvement scale was not 

significantly higher than their current level of involvement represented by the average 

score of 6.91. Principals, as a group, perceived that their current level of involvement 

Table 19 

Current and Ideal Levels of Involvement by Groups 

Groups Current Level of SD Ideal Level of SD 
Involvement Involvement 

Principals 6.91 2.13 7.14 2.45 

Directors 4.17 2.48 6.33 2.06 

Faculty 3.86 2.25 5.14 2.49 

was not significantly different ft-om their ideal level of involvement. Directors' level of 

involvement scores rose significantly from the current score of 4.17 to the ideal score of 

6.33. This indicates that directors would like to see principals much more involved with 

special education programs. Scores for faculty rose significantly from an average of 3.86 

for current involvement to an average score of 5.14 on the ideal scale of involvement. As 

with directors, faculty would like to see principals more involved with special education 

but not to the extent perceived by directors. 
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The directors' average score of 6.33 on the ideal scale was not significantly 

different from the principals' score of 7.14 on this same scale. Essentially, principals and 

directors shared a common perception of what the ideal level of involvement in special 

education programs should be for principals. University faculty perceived that the 

principals' ideal level of involvement should be higher than their perception of how 

principals currently perform, although the scores between principal's ideal level and 

faculty's ideal level were significantly different. Principals and university faculty in this 

study do not seem to share a common perception as to what the ideal level of 

involvement should be for a principal, with principals ideal score being significantly 

higher than ideal scores as perceived by faculty. Faculty scores indicate that in the ideal 

world, principals would have less involvement with special education programs than what 

principals perceived they would have. 

Overall, there were significant differences between principals' current level of 

involvement and the perceptions of current involvement by both directors and faculty 

members. Regarding ideal level of involvement for principals, there were significant 

differences only between the principals and university faculty, with mean differences of 

1.9813. No significant difference, however, was found between the ideal levels of 

involvement described by both principals 2uid directors. 

The perceptions of principals and directors regarding principals' current level of 

involvement were incongruent, although they did share a similar perception of what the 
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ideal level of involvement should be for principals. Principals in this study thought that 

they were much more involved than directors perceived them to be. Although both 

principals and directors perceived that principals should be functioning at a higher level 

of involvement {ideal level), principals seemed to believe that they were already at or 

near this higher ideal level. Directors believed principals were far below the ideal level. In 

examining Figure 2 (page 101), it is evident that directors believed that a significant 

change was needed to move principals from their current level of involvement to the 

ideal level of involvement. University faculty seemed to perceive that a smaller change 

was needed to move from the current to the ideal level while principals thought that 

almost no change was needed. 

Hypothesis 2: In the area of responsibilities that principals assume for 

special education in their school, there are no differences between male 

principals andfemale principals in regard to their level of involvement 

with special education. 

For this analysis a 3 x 2 Mixed Model MANOVA (Area by Gender) was utilized 

to determine differences between male and female principals across the three areas of 

Curriculum, Personnel and Program/Administrative responsibilities. There was a 

significant effect of area which had been reported previously. No significant effect of 

gender was found and no interaction was found between the variables. Essentially, there 
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were no significant differences found between male and female principals in their level of 

involvement in the three areas of responsibilities. 

A second analysis that looked at gender of principals and their levels of 

involvement was based on information regarding current and ideal levels of involvement. 

Male and female principals were compared on their responses to Question 9 in Section H 

of the questionnaire to determine if there were significant differences between principals' 

current and ideal levels of involvement and the genders of these principals. For this 

analysis a 2 x 2 Mixed Model MANOVA [Involvement {Current/Ideal) by Gender] was 

utilized with no main effect of either involvement or gender being found and no 

interaction noted between the variables. Findings firom this analysis reinforce the idea that 

there are no significant differences between male principals and female principals in 

regard to their level of involvement with special education programs. 

Hypothesis 3: In the area of responsibilities that principals assume for 

special education in their school, there is no relationship between the 

number of hours of earned college credit in special education course-work 

and the principals' level of involvement in this area. 

A General Linear Model (Area by Education) was utilized for this analysis. 

Principals who possessed experience in special education were taken out of this analysis 

to determine if the number of class hours only would have an effect on level of 

involvement given no experience. Within this analysis, education was treated as a 
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continuous variable with education being the number of class hours taken. Results 

indicated, as expected, that there was a main effect of area with p < .001 (see Table 20). 

In addition, there was a main effect of education with p < .0462. No interaction, however, 

was noted between these two variables. The finding of a significant main effect of 

education on principals' level of involvement indicates that the more training that 

principals with no special education experience had in the area of special education, the 

higher their level of involvement with these programs. 

Table 20 

General Linear Model (GLM) (Area by Education) For Those Principals With No 

Experience 

Sources of Variation Df SS MS F P 

Area 2 11.744 5.872 18.29 0.0001 

Area by Education 2 1.2930 0.6465 2.01 0.1373 

Error for Area 142 45.586 0.3210 

Total for Area 146 57.33 

Education 1 7.141 7.141 4.12 0.0462 

Error for Education 71 45.586 0.321 

Totals for Education 72 52.727 
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Hypothesis 4: In the area of responsibilities that principals assume for 

special education in their school, there is no relationship between the 

university where they received their administrative training and 

certification and their level of involvement with these programs. 

Returned surveys indicated that three universities in this state represented sites 

where 87 of the 102 principals had received their administrative training and certification. 

Two of these sites were state universities while the third site was a private-for-profit 

university. The remaining 15 principals had received their certification from various other 

universities, both in-state and out-of-state. An analysis of the effect of training location 

utilized a 3 x 3 Mixed Model ANOVA (Training Location by Area) to determine if the 

location of certification had an effect on level of involvement that principals had with 

special education programs in their schools. While area was significant as expected with 

p < 0.0001, training location was not significant nor was there a significant interaction 

between the variables. This would seem to indicate that there was no relationship between 

the site at which principals received their administrative certification and their level of 

involvement in special education programs in their school. 
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Hypotheses 5: There are no differences between principals, directors and 

university faculty as to their perceptions of training required to prepare 

principals to carry out their special education roles. 

Two questions regarding training found in Section 11 of the questionnaire lent 

themselves to inferential analysis. Question 4 asked principals, directors and faculty to 

describe their perceptions of the degree of challenge that principals have with regard to 

eight special education areas. A 3 x 8 Mixed-Model ANOVA (Group by Challenge) was 

utilized to determine what differences could be found among the three groups in each of 

the eight special education areas. Findings of this analysis indicated that there was a main 

effect of group with p < 0.001 (see Table 21). 

Overall, university faculty saw more challenge for principals across the eight areas 

with a total mean score of 3.76 as compared to a mean score of 3.06 for directors and 2.66 

for principals. Table 22 depicts the difference in perceptions for each group in regard to 

the eight special education areas that were examined. 

A main effect of challenge was found with p < .001. Averaging over the three 

groups, the area of discipline of special education students presented the most challenge 

followed closely by full inclusion which was the second most challenging area 

(see Table 23). The area of lack of equipment was considered to be the least challenging 

area. No interaction was found between group and challenge with p >.05. 
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Table 21 

3 X 8  M i x e d - M o d e l  A N O V A  ( G r o u p  b y  C h a l l e n g e )  

Sources of Variation Df SS MS F p 

Group 2 127.96 63.98 14.58 0.0001 

Group by Challenge 14 23.61 1.68 1.41 0.1396 

Error for Group 130 570.66 4.389 

Total for Group 146 722.23 

Challenge 7 112.65 16.09 13.49 0.0001 

Error for Challenge 910 1085.8 1.193 

Total for Challenge 917 1198.4 



137 

Table 22 

Degree of Challenge: Means For Each Group Across the Eight Areas 

Areas Principals' Directors' Faculty 
Mean Mean Mean 
Scores Scores Scores 

Discipline of Special 
Education Students 3.11 4.17 3.86 

Full Inclusion 2.91 3.67 4.25 

Lack of Personnel 2.85 2.83 3.57 

Too Many Students 2.72 3.25 3.71 

Section 504 2.63 2.58 3.76 

Proper Special Education 
Documentation 2.64 2.42 4.00 

Mainstreaming 2.34 3.33 3.57 

Lack of Equipment 2.07 2.25 2.67 

Average Scores For 
Each Group 2.66 3.06 3.67 
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Table 23 

Rank Ordering of Areas Found to be Most Challenging 

Areas M SO 

Discipline of Special Education Students 3.36 1.32 

Full Inclusion 3.25 1.44 

Lack of Personnel 3.02 1.31 

Too Many Students 3.00 1.28 

Section 504 2.89 1.19 

Proper Special Education Documentation 2.88 1.28 

Mainstreaming 2.70 1.18 

Lack of Equipment 2.21 1.05 

Question eight in Section 11 of the survey asked each group member for their 

perceptions as to the kinds of training that principals would like to receive in the area of 

special education. Eleven special education categories were listed and respondents were 

asked to choose the categories in which they perceived principals would like to receive 

additional training. A one-way (with-in subjects) repeated ANOVA was utilized for this 

analysis. Results indicated a significant difference between each of the 11 categories 
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found in question eight with an F(10, 990) = 29Al, p < .001. Means for each group across 

the 11 categories were examined and the top three choices as well as the lowest three 

choices for additional training were determined for each group. Table 15 (page 122) 

provides a comparison of the top 3 choices and bottom 3 choices for each of the groups. 

Although principals and directors had different rank orders for their top 3 choices, they 

were, nonetheless, the same three choices with the focus being discipline and behavior 

management. Faculty members chose two of the three same choices principals and 

directors had chosen with the only difference being their first choice of Bi-Cultural 

Special Education. Although not necessarily in the same rank order, each group chose 

Medically Fragile as a category at the bottom of their choice list for additional training 

with principals. Directors chose Learning Disabilities as another low priority choice. 

Overall, principals and directors seemed slightly more congruent in their perceptions 

regarding the kinds of training that principals would like to receive, with faculty being a 

bit less congruent with principals in their perceptions of the kinds of training principals 

would like to receive. 

Factor Analvsis Results 

In conducting the factor analysis, the three factor analysis was constrictive and 

questions seemed jumbled while the five factor analysis contained only two loading 

variables in one of the factors and was thus not clearly definable. The 36 questions 

seemed to fit best within the four-factor analysis. 
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Factor 1: Special Education Decision Making 

The variables with significant loadings are those having to do with the principal's 

decision making in special education. High positive loadings were found for providing 

input as a multi-disciplinary team member in lEP meetings; attending IE? meetings and 

being involved in Multi-Disciplinary meetings; attending special education placement 

meetings; and attending student pre-assessment meetings (see Table 24). 

Table 24 

Factor 1: Special Education Decision Making 
(Loadings Rotated Orthogonally by Varimax Method) 

Question 
Number 

2. Providing input as a multi-disciplinary team member in EEP meetings. 
I. .A.ttending Individual Education Plan (lEP) meetings. 
3. Being actively involved in Multi-Disciplinary Staffing (MDS) meetings. 
26. Attending special education placement meetings. 
19. Attending student pre-assessment meetings. 
20. Reviewing the student referrals for comprehensive special 
education evaluation. 

Factor 2: Oversight of Special Education Personnel 

The second factor described variables related to the principal's oversight of 

special education personnel. These included recruiting, interviewing and reconmiending 

certified applicants for positions, as well as providing input into the selection of 

paraprofessionals (see Table 25) 

Factor 
Loading 

.877 

.874 
.858 
.839 
.657 

.487 
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Table 25 

Factor 2: Oversight of Special Education Personnel 
(Loading Rotated Orthogonally by Varimax Method) 

Question Factor 
Number Loading 

8. Interviewing and recommending certified applicants for special education 
positions in your school. .859 
15. Recommending dismissal of special education staff 
in your school when necessary. .809 
10. Evaluating new special education staff in your school. .770 
12. Providing input into the selection of special education paraprofessional 
in your school. .700 
11. Recommending retention of special education teachers. .699 
9. Orienting new special education staff to your school. .677 
7. Recruiting special education teachers for vacant positions in your school. .628 
17. Observing and evaluating special education paraprofessionals 
who work in your school. .557 

Factor 3: Proactive Management of Special Education Services 

Within the third factor were variables that described principals pro-active 

management of special education programs. These variables included promotion of 

mainstreaming or inclusion; reviewing the curriculum development for special education; 

keeping abreast of the current procedures to discipline special education students; 

establishing positive relations with parents of special education students; and suggesting 

topics for staff development and inservice training for special education staff (see Table 

26). 
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Table 26 

Factor 3: Proactive Management of Special Education Services 
(Loading Rotated Orthogonally by Varimax Method) 

Question Factor 
Number Loading 

35. Actively promoting the acceptance of special education programs 
by teachers and students in your school. .832 
36. Working with teachers to help them better address special education 
discipline issues in the classroom. .761 
31. Surveying the campus regularly to ensure a safe, accessible 
environment for special education students. .687 
28. Promoting the mainstreaming or inclusion of special education 
students into regular classes when appropriate. .675 
27. Actively advocating for special education students. .669 
6. Meeting with special education staff to talk about their needs, 
concerns or curriculum issues. .664 
4. Reviewing the curriculum development for special education 
programs in your school. .649 
33. Keeping abreast of the current procedures necessary to discipline 
special education students. .633 
34. Directing the follow-up for special education students who have 
been suspended. .615 
32. Ensuring that Section 504 is monitored appropriately. .609 
13. Suggesting topics for staff development and inservice training 
for special education staff .602 
24. Establishing positive relations with parents of special education 
students. .584 
14. Evaluating inservice training related to special education. .551 
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Factor 4: Administering Special Education Services 

The fourth factor contained variables with significant loading that described 

principal's routine administering of special education programs and services within their 

school. High positive loadings were found for approving the transfer of special education 

students to different special education services or programs; ensuring child/parent due 

process rights in special education; providing input regarding arrangement of 

transportation for special education students; and approving the student referrals for 

comprehensive special education evaluations (see Table 27). 

Table 27 

Factor 4: Administering Special Education Services 
(Loading Rotated Orthogonally by Varimax Method) 

Question Factor 
Number Loading 

29. .Approving the transfer of special education students to different 
special education services or programs. .810 
22. Ensuring child/parent due process rights in special education. .727 
30. Providing input regarding arrangement of transportation for 
special education students. .693 
21. Approving the student referrals for comprehensive special 
education evaluations. .607 
25. Being actively involved in comprehensive special education 
evaluations of students. .580 
23. Communicating goals and objectives of special education 
to community, parents, teachers, and students. .557 
16. Ensuring that all special education staff are aware of special 
education's legal requirements and procedures. .552 
18. Facilitating the system for student referrals and comprehensive 
special education evaluations. .484 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Since the enactment of P.L. 94-142 in 1975 (Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act) and its subsequent re-authorizations, the role of principals with regard to 

special education activities in their schools has increased greatly (Minor, 1992). 

This study compared the perceptions of principals, directors of special education, 

and university faculty concerning: (a) principals' level of involvement in 36 special 

education activities, (b) their conceptualization of principals' ideal level of involvement, 

and (c) the preparation of principals to administer special education programs in their 

schools. Five null-hypotheses were written to determine the perceptions of principals* 

involvement with special education programs in their schools. 

Data were collected through three questionnaires designed for this study. The 

questionnaires were pilot tested with a group of seven principals, a special education 

director, and a university faculty member to establish validity and reliability. A 

significance level of < .05 was established for all inferential analyses. 

Of the 133 elementary principals surveyed in this study, 102 (76.7%) returned 

completed surveys. Of the 13 special education directors surveyed, 12 (92.3%) returned 

completed surveys. In addition, 33 university faculty from the three state universities, 

who had taught or who were currently teaching classes for administrative certification of 
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principals, were included in this survey. Twenty-two faculty members (66.6%) retumed 

completed surveys. This chapter will present and discuss the significant findings of this 

study. 

Both inferential and descriptive analyses were utilized to determine whether 

differences could be found between principals, directors of special education and 

university faculty regarding their perceptions of elementary principals' level of 

involvement with special education programs in their schools. Inferential analyses 

utilized analysis of variance (ANOVA), multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA), 

and general linear models (GLM) on these null-hypotheses to determine whether 

statistical differences could be found between the perceptions of principals, directors of 

special education and university faculty. 

Descriptive analyses utilized means, standard deviations and frequency counts. 

These analyses examined three major elements related to the level of principals' 

involvement in special education. The first analysis sought to distinguish each group's 

perceptions of principals' level of involvement with special education programs in their 

schools. The second analysis sought to identify each groups' perception of principal's 

ideal levels of involvement. The third analysis defined the extent of training principals 

have received in special education and the kinds of training each group believes 

principals need to effectively carry out their special education responsibilities. 
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Principals' Level of Involvement in 36 Special Education Activities 

The results of the inferential analysis used to test the first null hypothesis 

indicated that there were significant differences between the perceptions of principals and 

university faculty as well as significant differences between principals and directors of 

special education regarding elementary principals' level of involvement with special 

education programs in their schools. Thus, the first null hypothesis which stated that there 

would be no differences among the three groups was rejected. This section will discuss 

the significant differences found between the three groups. 

Differences Between Principals and University Faculty: 

Section I of the survey questionnaire asked each participant to respond to 36 

questions, each of which described a separate special education related activity. Tukey's 

HSD (1977) post hoc test was performed to determine where differences could be found 

between the three groups. Significant differences between principals and university 

faculty were found in 20 of the 36 activities. With regard to these twenty activities, 

principals perceived that they were involved to a greater extent with special education 

programs in their schools than was perceived by university faculty. No previous studies 

were found that compared the perceptions of principals and university faculty regarding 

principals" involvement with special education programs. 

In the following sections, the 36 activities were divided into seven categories so as 

to more easily examine and discuss the similarities and differences between principals 
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and university faculty and between principals and directors of special education. These 

seven categories were formulated based on logical groupings. The significantly different 

results between principals and university faculty are presented followed by a discussion 

of the possible explanations for the difference in perceptions of the two groups. 

A) Attendance at special education meetings-. Principals stated they attended 

special education meetings more frequently than was perceived by university faculty. 

Significant differences were found between principals and university faculty in four of 

five activities: attendance at Individual Educational Plarming (IE?) meetings, 

Multidisciplinary Staffing (MDS) meetings, Pre-Assessment Meetings, and Placement 

Meetings. 

B) Human Resources Activities: Only one significant difference was found 

between principals and university faculty with respect to four human resource activities. 

Principals perceived they were more involved in the input into the selection of special 

education paraprofessionals in their schools than was perceived by university faculty. 

C) Training Activities: Principals described themselves as being significantly 

more involved than was perceived by university faculty with: the orienting of new special 

education staff and the suggesting of topics for staff development/ in-service training of 

special education personnel. 

D) Evaluation Activities: Significant differences between principals and university 

faculty were found in two of five evaluation activities: evaluating new special education 
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staff and observing of special education paraprofessionals. Principals stated they were 

more involved in these management activities than was perceived by university faculty. 

E) Management Activities: Significant differences were found between principals 

and university faculty in four of the nine management activities: 1) meeting with special 

education staff to talk about their needs and curriculum issues, 2) surveying of the 

campus to assure a safe and accessible environment, 3) facilitation of a system for 

student referrals/evaluation as well as 4) the approving ofstudent referrals for 

comprehensive special education evaluations. Principals' responses indicted that they 

believed that they were more involved with these activities than was perccived by 

university faculty. 

F) Legal/Discipline Activities: Principals stated that they were more involved with 

these legal/discipline activities than was perceived by university faculty. There were 

significant differences between principals and university faculty in four of the five 

legal/discipline activities: I) keeping abreast of the current procedures for special 

education disciplining, 2) directing the follow-up for special education students who have 

been suspended, 3) working with teachers and helping them with discipline issues in the 

classroom, as well as 4) ensuring that Section 504 is monitored appropriately. 

G) Leadership Activities: Significant differences were found between the 

perceptions of principals and university faculty in three of the five leadership activities: 
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I) actively advocating for special education students, 2) promoting mainstreaming and 

inclusion, and 3) actively promoting the acceptance of special education programs in the 

school. Principals stated that they were more involved with these leadership activities, 

while faculty perceived that principals are significantly less involved in these activities. 

In summary, differences between the perceptions of principals and university 

faculty may be due to three factors. First, university faculty may be infrequently present at 

the school site and may have little or no observational data regarding principals' 

involvement in these activities. Second, university faculty may perceive that certain 

elements of evaluation and observation of special education staff fall with the 

responsibilities of directors of special education. Third, because of possible legal 

ramifications, principals may be involving themselves to a greater extent or want to be 

perceived as heavily involved in these activities. 

Differences Between Principals and Special Education Directors: 

Significant differences between principals and special education directors were 

found in 11 of the 36 activities. Principals perceived that they were involved to a greater 

extent with special education programs in their schools than was perceived by directors of 

special education. 

A) Attendance at special education meetings: A significant differences was found 

between principals and directors on only one question, namely principals' attendance at 

MultiDisciplinary Staffings (MDS) meetings. Principals perceived that they attended 
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MDS meetings significantly more often than directors perceived that principals attended. 

This difference may be due to the fact that directors are not participants in most MDS 

meetings that take place in schools and thus lack the direct observational data regarding 

principals' attendance at these types of meeting. In addition, principals and/or directors 

may have different e.xpectations about the attendance of principals at MDS meetings. 

B) Human Resources Activities: With respect to principals' activities regarding 

hiring, firing, and evaluating special education personnel, no significant differences were 

noted between principals and directors. This lack of difference in perception is probably 

due to the fact that principals and directors work within a single personnel framework 

within their school district and operate under a single set of rules and procedures for 

hiring, firing, and evaluating, with tasks being assigned by district policy. 

C) Training Activities: Principals perceived their involvement to be significantly 

greater than the directors' perception of principals' involvement with regard to ensuring 

that all staff are aware of the legal and procedural requirements entailed in special 

education. Although both groups probably convey legal and procedural information to 

staff, principals are at the school site and possibly feel that they are asked more frequently 

for information and interpretations regarding legal and procedural issues. On the other 

hand, directors of special education often have more current knowledge of the legal and 

procedureil requirements entailed in special education and may perceive that they are the 

ones who convey much of this type of information to the school staff. 
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D) Evaluation Activities: No significant differences were noted between principals 

and directors in: 1) evaluating new special education staff; 2) observing special 

education paraprofessionals in the school; and 3) reviewing/evaluating curricidum 

development for special education programs in the school. In many school districts the 

responsibilities for these evaluation activities are clearly delineated and assigned to 

principals or directors of special education. 

E) Management Activities: Significant differences between principals and 

directors were seen in two of the nine activities in this category: 1) meeting with special 

education staff to talk about their needs and curriculum issues and 2) surveying of the 

campus to assure a safe and accessible environment. In both of these management 

activities, principals perceived that they were significantly more involved than was 

perceived by directors. Perhaps many principals scored their involvement significantly 

higher than directors on these two areas because the actual time they are involved in 

special education activities is not clearly differentiated from other management activities. 

On the vast majority of activities in this category there were no significant differences 

between principals and directors' perceptions. 

F) Legal/Discipline Activities: There were significant differences between 

principals and special education directors in four of the five legal/discipline activities: I) 

keeping abreast of the current procedures for special education disciplining, 2) directing 

the follow-up for special education students who have been suspended, 3) working with 
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teachers and helping them with discipline issues in the classroom, as well as 4) ensuring 

that Section 504 is monitored appropriately. Principals stated that they were more 

involved with these legal/discipline activities than was perceived by directors. One 

principal in this study stated that over half of all her discipline problems were with 

special education students. These rates of discipline problems would reinforce principals' 

perceptions that they are very involved in all aspects of discipline issues, and. thus very 

much involved with special education. In addition, because discipline and Section 504 

issues have possible legal ramifications, principals may have perceived that they are 

involved with these activities to the greatest extent possible. 

G) Leadership Activities: Significant differences were found between the 

perceptions of principals and directors of special education in three of the five leadership 

activities. These included: 1) Actively advocating for special education students. 2) 

promoting mainstreaming and inclusion, and 3) actively promoting the acceptance of 

special education programs in the school. Principals stated that they were more involved 

with these leadership activities, while directors perceived that principals are significantly 

less involved in these activities. These differences may be attributed to the interpretation 

of the terms "actively promoting" and "actively advocating" for each of the groups. In 

addition, principals may simply be responding to convey pro-activity in their involvement 

with special education programs. In previous research, Benson (1990) found that 

elementary principals were inclined to assume responsibility for pre-assessment activities. 
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supervision of due process hearings, student evaluations, and education of staff regarding 

legal ramifications involved in special education. 

In summary, significant differences found between principals and directors of 

special education may be due to several factors. Directors may not often be present at 

special education meetings in the school. Directors may have different expectations about 

principals' responsibilities. Directors may not know how frequently principals are 

informally involved in legal issues. A principal's time of involvement in special 

education activities may not have been clearly differentiated from other management 

activities. Special education directors may not be aware of how often principals are 

involved in discipline and problems with legal implications. There were fewer differences 

between principals and directors of special education than between principals and 

university faculty, and this may be due to the fact that principals and directors of special 

education work within a single personnel policy framework and operate under clearly 

defined roles and procedures. 

Differences Between Male and Female Principals 

No significant differences were found between male and female principals in 

regard to their levels of involvement with the 36 special education activities. Therefore, 

the second null-hypothesis which states that there would be no differences between male 

and female principals in regard to their level of involvement is accepted. The lack of 

differences in perception might be attributed to the fact that federal and state mandates 
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make the same special education task demands for all administrators regardless of gender. 

In comparison to this finding, Benson (1990) found that female principals who had 

responded to a survey regarding principals' involvement in special education indicated 

that they assumed higher levels of responsibility for staff development and in-service 

activities for their staff than their male counterpoints. 

Conceptualizations of the Principal's 

Ideal Level of Involvement in Special Education 

The variations among the perceptions of principals, directors of special education 

and university faculty found in this study seem to indicate some confusion regarding 

principals' current levels of involvement with special education programs in their 

schools. Principals described very few differences between their current and ideal levels 

of involvement. Directors and university faculty members perceived principals as 

currently being significantly less involved in special education than was perceived by 

principals. Both directors and university faculty perceived that ideally, principals should 

be more involved with special education programs. 

Differences Between Principals and Directors of Special Education 

Principals and directors were not significantly different in their perceptions of 

what the ideal level of involvement should be for principals. However, principals seemed 
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to believe they were already functioning at their ideal level of involvement. Directors of 

special education did not believe that principals were functioning at their ideal level of 

involvement. This disparity may relate to differences in the perceptions of "what special 

education means for each group" and what "involvement means for each group". Ideally, 

directors appear to want principals to be more involved and understanding of the 

individual nature of special education and the needs of each special education student. 

Directors seem to desire principals to be more active and participatory at lEP emd MDS 

meeting, contributing ideas and understanding each student's challenges. Principals seem 

to believe they are already as involved as much as they possibly can be with special 

education. Principals may perceive that they do everything that is expected of them by the 

central office to keep programs running smoothly. Differences in perceptions between 

principals and directors may result in role conflicts and miscommunication. This situation 

could contribute to diminished effectiveness in the management and leadership of special 

education programs within school settings. 

Differences Between Principals and University Faculty 

As with directors, university faculty would like to see principals more involved 

with special education, but not to the extent perceived by directors. Principals and 

university faculty in this study are far from sharing a common perception as to what the 

ideal level of involvement should be for a principal. University faculty perceived that 

principals' ideal level of involvement should be higher than their perception of how 
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principals are currently performing. The ideal level of involvement as perceived by 

principals was significantly higher than the ideal level of involvement as perceived by 

university faculty. University faculty seemed to perceive that a smaller change was 

needed to move principals from their current to their ideal level of involvement while 

principals thought that almost no change was needed to move from current to ideal 

involvement. 

The Importance of Considering Situational Variables: When discussing a 

principal's level of involvement in special education programs, it seems prudent to 

examine the entire school environment and time demands placed upon the principal. 

Directors of special education may focus more on the special education student and 

special education programs and less on the total school program and the total demands 

placed upon the principal. Directors and university faculty are not at the school site on a 

day-to-day basis. Consequently, both directors of special education and university faculty 

may lack some appreciation for the complexity of a principal's scope of responsibilities 

and the situational variables that confront the principal. DeClue (1990) described 

situational variables that take place within a school as having a great influence on a 

principal's involvement with special education. Some of these variables to consider may 

include, but are not limited to: How many special education cleissrooms, programs, and 

students are part of the school? What is the experience and expertise of the special 

education staff? Does the school have a large number of new teachers that the principal 
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must bring into the school culture and assist them with curriculum and discipline issues? 

Is the school a setting which operates on a crisis management mode a good deal of the 

time? Are there large numbers of discipline problems? How many discipline problems are 

with special education students? Are there physical plant issues that demand large 

amounts of the principjil's time? These areas may not be more important than special 

education, but they may be part of the 'big picture' that a principal must contend with 

and, thus, are factors to consider. 

Special Education Preparation of Principals 

Principals, directors of special education, and university faculty were asked two 

questions: a) What are their perceptions of the kinds of special education training 

principals have received? and b) Wliat are their perceptions of the training principals need 

to best assist them in fulfilling their special education responsibilities? 

Perceptions About Previous Pre-Servnce Training: 

Only principals and university faculty were questioned regarding previous pre-

service training. Of the 102 principals, 31% reported that they had not taken any special 

education coursevvork during their pre-service training. A little more than 50% indicated 

that they had taken an introductory special education course, while slightly more than 

25% stated that they had taken a special education law course during their university 

training. Just over 25% of the principals stated that they had taken a specific special 

education course (i.e.. Learning Disabilities, Emotionally Disabled, etc.). Minor (1992) 
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concluded in his study that administrative preparation programs are not a primary source 

of knowledge for many perspective principals when it comes to special education 

preparation. 

There was little agreement between principals and university faculty in their 

perceptions of the top five areas in which they believed principals had received pre-

service training. Three of the five areas of pre-service training were different between 

principals and university faculty groups. Principals chose Full Inclusion, Personnel/Staff 

Development in Special Education, and Proper Special Education Documentation while 

faculty chose Section 504, Emerging Legal Issues in Special Education, and Personnel 

Management. The two areas of pre-service training upon which principals and university 

faculty agreed that principals had received training were Understanding the Special 

Education Student and Mainstreaming. Perhaps these five areas of pre-service training 

reflect what DeClue (1990) describes as a "gap" in university programs in school 

administration. 

Perceptions About Previous In-Service Training: 

Only principals and directors of special education were questioned regarding in-

service training. Directors indicated that, on average, they had provided 6.5 in-service 

training sessions for principals with a total of 14 hours of training in special education 

over the last two years. Directors reported a wide range of responses for the number of 

training sessions (2-25) and the number of hours of training (3-40). The median number 
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for training sessions and hours of training was 4 sessions and 10.5 hours of training over 

the previous two years. 

Principals indicated that the primary source of their training in special education 

came through in-service training programs within their school districts. The next greatest 

source for their training in this area came through what will be described as "other types " 

of special education training which would include such activities as personal reading or 

going to conventions. Principals responded that they had received the least amount of 

preparation on how to manage special education programs through their pre-service 

university training. In a study by Minor (1992) the most commonly cited source for 

principals' knowledge was personal experiences, either through "on-the-job" experiences, 

or personal reading. 

Principals and directors were in total agreement with their description of five 

areas in which they believed principals had received in-service training. Both principals 

and directors described Section 504, Procedures for Special Education Disciplining. 

Emerging Legal Issues, Proper Special Education Documentation and Mainstreaming as 

the five areas in which principals had received in-service training. 

Perceptions About Previous "Other Tvpes" of Special Education Training (Professional 

Conferences and Independent Reading) 

Principals, directors of special education and university faculty all listed Emerging 

Legal Issues in Special Education and Mainstreaming as areas of choices in this category 
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of previous "other" training that principals had received- Directors and principals both 

included Personnel and Staff Development in Special Education while universitj' faculty 

and principals listed Understanding of Special Education Students. The one area of self-

training listed by principals, but not found on either director or university faculty lists was 

training in the area of Full Inclusion. Perhaps principals have examined the topic of Full 

Inclusion more thoroughly than directors or faculty. This is possibly due to the need to 

place students in full inclusion programs and to be able to speak intelligently with parents 

and others about the pros and cons of this approach to education. The largest district 

surveyed in this study was beginning to use a Full Inclusion model in many of its schools 

and thus principals needed to know about this topic. 

Perceptions of Needed Training 

Two separate questions sought information from principals, directors and faculty 

regarding the types of training in special education that they believed would be of most 

benefit to principals. The first question asked the three groups to choose five special 

education administrative areas and rank order their choices beginning with the most 

beneficial. Although the preferred tj^jes and rank order of training contents varied among 

the groups, three of the five choices for additional training were consistent across the 

three groups. These areas for additional training were: 

1) Emerging Legal Issues in Special Education 

2) Procedures for Special Education Discipline 
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3) Proper Special Education Documentation 

On the second question, the three groups were asked to chose from a list of special 

education classification areas and to identify those areas in which they believed principals 

should receive additional training. Although the rank order was different, principals and 

directors of special education chose the areas of Behaviorally Disordered, Chronic 

Discipline Disordered and Emotionally Disabled as their top three choices. University 

faculty chose Chronic Discipline Disordered and Emotionally Disabled as their second 

and third choices with Bi-Cultural Special Education as their first choice. 

In contrast to the findings in this study, Hughes (1984) found principals indicated 

a desire for training in topics related to 1) recognizing the characteristics of students with 

Learning Disabilities, 2) recognizing the characteristics of students with Emotional 

Disabilities, 3) the changing laws regarding special education, 4) identification of 

students with disabilities, 5) recognizing the characteristics of children with Mental 

Retardation, and 6) interpretation of test data. The differences between Hughes findings 

and this study may be due to changes in the field of special education in the past 15 years. 

It seems logical that training in the administrative areas of discipline, proper 

documentation, and emerging legal issues was chosen by the three groups as priority 

areas for additional training of principals. Because we live in a litigious society, 

principals must be aware of the legal ramifications of their decisions and do whatever is 

necessary to keep their district out of legal entanglements that can drain resources from 
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the district. Because violence and disorder sometimes exist in schools, principals need to 

be well versed in discipline techniques and behavior management to assist with 

developing and maintaining a safe and orderly learning environment. The three choices 

of Behaviorally Disordered, Chrome Discipline Disordered and Emotionally Disabled 

that were identified by the three groups would also seem congruent with the need to 

provide for safe and orderly schools. 

The extent of training necessary in these identified areas would be dependent 

upon how principals' roles and responsibilities toward special education are defined. This 

speaks to the need for a "standard of involvement" that would define in what ways and to 

what extent principals should be involved with special education programs in their 

schools. A standard of involvement would have implications for the types of pre-service 

training in institutions of higher education and the need for in-service training of 

principals already working in America's schools. 

1. Differences in the Kinds of Training Suggested by Each Group: Interesting 

differences were found as to the kinds of training that principals and directors chose 

within the responses to various questions in the survey. Principals indicated a desire for 

additional training that would assist them with better managing and administering special 

education programs. Directors, on the other hand, suggested that principals needed to 

adopt a more positive attitude toward special education and become more involved and 

understanding of the individual nature of special education programs. Directors in a study 
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by Groveman (1992) indicated their desire that principals accept a larger degree of joint 

responsibility for special education programs in their schools. These differences in 

perception may indicate that there is still lack of clarity concerning the roles of the 

director of special education and the principal. Since the responsibilities of these two 

positions often overlap and need to complement one another, it seems important that the 

perceptions of principals and directors regarding 'Svhat special education is" and the 

meaning of "'involvement" in special education for both groups be clarified. 

University faculty members' comments regarding the kinds of training that 

principals should receive seemed to describe training that both principals and directors 

would desire. Faculty members suggested that further training for principals should 

included: 1) how to help regular teachers to understand special education, 2) how to work 

more effectively with parents of special needs students, 3) the development of cultural 

sensitivity with regard to special education, 4) enlisting community resources to help 

special education programs, 5) knowledge of special education law and specific skills for 

the administration and management of special education programs, and 6) how to select 

good special education teachers who can then become good role models for students. It 

would seem that pre-service training could provide the kinds of knowledge, information 

and skills that principals desire. Pre-service training could also provide principals with 

some of the more compassionate leaming content that directors seem to perceive are 

necessary for principals. 
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2. Faculty's Perceptions Regarding The Amount Of Pre-Service Training Needed 

by Principals: There were wide variations of opinions among university faculty as to the 

extent of training in special education that principals should receive prior to obtaining 

their administrative certification. Two university faculty members (9%) felt that it was 

not necessary for principals to receive any pre-service training in the area of special 

education. Forty-one percent of university faculty members felt that principals should 

acquire from three to six credit hours of special education training prior to certification. 

Twenty-seven percent of the faculty members felt that principals should take from 9-12 

credit hours of special education training while another 27% of faculty stated that 

principals should take from 18-21 credit hours of training. In some colleges and 

universities, 18-21 hours would be equivalent to a minor or nearly a major in special 

education. The mean and median numbers for the amount of credit hours in special 

education suggested by faculty were nine credit hours. Hughes (1984) recommended that 

principals be required to take a minimum of one special education course prior to 

receiving certification. Principals in the Benson (1990) study averaged 8.5 credit hours of 

pre-service training prior to becoming a principal. Jordon (1981) indicated in his study 

that "extensive training" for principals in the area of special education would be eight or 

more college classes or approximately 24 credit hours. 

Differences among faculty regarding the amount of pre-service training that 

principals should receive may reflect differences in their experiences and training in the 
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area of special education. These wide variations of opinions do seem to indicate 

differences among faculty members that may warrant further research on this topic. 

Overall, the results of the inferential analyses used to test the third null hypothesis 

indicated that the more college courses in special education taken by principals, the more 

involved principals seemed to be with special education programs in their schools. Thus, 

the third null hypothesis was rejected because the amount of training in special education 

seems to increase the involvement that principals have with special education programs in 

their schools. This finding seems to parallel Benson's (1990) study which found that 

principals with more credit hours in special education tended to conduct pre-assessment 

meetings more often and provide more leadership in due process meetings than principals 

with fewer credit hours. 

Results of the inferential analysis used to test the fourth null hypothesis indicated 

that the university where principals had received their administrative training and 

certification had no relationship to their level of involvement with special education 

programs. Thus, the fourth null hypothesis was accepted. 

The results of the analysis for the fifth null hypothesis indicated that there were 

differences between principals, special education directors and university faculty in 

regard to their perceptions of the training that is required to prepare principals to carry out 

their special education roles. These findings rejects the fifth null hypothesis which stated 
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that there would be no differences between the three groups in regard to their perceptions 

of needed training for principals. 

Factor Analysis 

The thirty-six questions in Section I of the survey were grouped into the categories 

of curriculum, personnel and program/administration activities. These categories were 

chosen based on logical reasoning and face validity. The results of the factor analysis 

placed these 36 questions into four categories of questions: I) Special Education Decision 

Making-. 2) Oversight of Special Education Personnel-, 2) Pro-active Management of 

Special Education Services-, and 4) Administering Special Education Services. Future 

research studies, that use this questionnaire, will probably benefit from regrouping the 

questions using the four factors as categories for these activities. 

Implications 

The results of this study have five implications. These implications are presented 

in order of importance. The five implications include: a) pre-service preparation of 

principals in special education, b) the role of principals in special education services, c) a 

standard for the involvement of principals in special education activities, d) the in-service 

training of principals currently in the field concerning their roles and responsibilities 

toward special education, as well as, e) the need for additional research. 
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1. The Need For More Adequate Pre-Service Training 

The first implication of this study is the need for more adequate pre-service 

training of principals by institutions of higher education. The responses of principals in 

this study reflect a deficiency in pre-service training and experiences in the area of special 

education. These findings establish a need to develop pre-service training for principals 

that will systematically prepare them to successfully administer special education 

programs in their schools. 

This study found that the more training principals had received in the area of 

special education the more involved they appeared to be with these programs in their 

schools. This finding has important implications for local school districts. School districts 

want their principals involved with special education programs to the extent necessary to 

assure that special needs students are receiving the most appropriate education possible 

and that districts are in compliance with all aspect of the laws governing this area. 

Because special education has become more and more complicated, there are legal "land

mines" in this area that can create significant liabilities for school districts. 

Hayward (1990) and Groveman (1992) both called for principals to assume the 

major role of leadership of special education programs in their schools. Both of these 

authors strongly believed that principals' involvement and leadership of special education 

programs in their schools was essential to bring about a more integrated and equitable 

education system. 
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Studies that examined various training approaches for principals in this area 

(Sage, 1969; Silber, 1979 and Lindsey, 1986) demonstrated that principals grow in 

capabilities and sensitivity with regard to special education when they are provided 

appropriate experiences and knowledge. DeClue (1990) concluded that principals who 

are perceived as more effective in managing special education programs are actively 

involved with special education students and programs in their schools. 

Local school districts assume the risk for due process hearings or any other 

litigation related to compliance with special education law. It is not the university or the 

state department of education nor even the principal who pays for this defense; it is the 

local school district. The local school district stands to benefit from being proactive in 

regard to facilitating adequate preparation of principals in the area of special education. If 

principals are appropriately prepared and understand the legal implications, as well as the 

programmatic elements of special education, their knowledge may assist their school 

district in avoiding costly law suits or due process hearings. Possessing a more thorough 

knowledge base would provide for more effective decision making on the part of the 

principals, which should benefit all students and programs. A leader who understands the 

nature of special education programs, the individual needs of students and the legal 

parameters in this area can better protect the resources of the school district and provide 

for better educational experiences for all students. School districts should join together in 
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urging universities and state departments of education to require that special education 

course work be part of a administrative certification program for principal. 

Principals in this study identified areas of needed pre-service training in special 

education which included: emerging legal issues; proper special education 

documentation; and procedures for discipline. In addition, principals expressed a desire to 

receive training on how to better manage the Behaviorally Disordered student, the 

Chronic Discipline student and the Emotionally Disabled student. These training needs 

mirror the issues that principals confront on a daily basis as they endeavor to cope with 

the needs of students with diverse special needs. The content of pre-service training 

should be based on standards created for principals and developed jointly by principals, 

special education directors and university faculty. Pre-service training, taken in a 

university setting, based on a standard curriculum, would offers consistency of knowledge 

and skills. 

2. The Need For Consensus About Principals' Roles and Responsibilities 

The second implication of this study is the need to develop a consensus among 

principals, directors of special education, and university faculty regarding the roles and 

responsibilities of principals with respect to special education programs in their schools. 

These data from this study identified disparities between the perceptions of principals, 

directors of special education and faculty from institutions of higher education regarding 

principals' roles and responsibilities in special education. Unless there is a consensus 
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about the specific roles, tasks and activities which represent the involvement of principals 

in special education, there can be no standard for preparing principals for special 

education or the extent of principals' involvement in special education. In the absence of 

standards, differences of opinion will continue between directors of special education, 

principals and university faculty. Inability to bridge this gap impacts the delivery of 

special education services within and between schools. 

3. The Need For Standards Of Involvement For Principals In Special Education 

Activities 

The third implication of this study is the need for a standard for principals' 

involvement in special education activities. Data from this study indicated that there was 

wide variation among principals, directors and university faculty as to how and to what 

extent they believed principals should be involved with special education programs in 

their schools. A uniform standard for principals' involvement in special education would 

provide guidelines for the development of necessary pre-service and in-service training of 

principals in this area. 

4. The Need For Guidelines For In-Service Training 

The fourth implication of this study is the need for developing guidelines for in-

service training of principals in special education by state departments of education, local 

education agencies, and institutions of higher education. Particularly, since this study 

revealed that the majority of principals' training in special education was acquired 
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through in-service education. One of the challenges for a principal is keeping abreast of 

the ever-changing special education envirorunent affected by legislation, rules, 

regulations and court interpretations. In-service training is generally an option of the local 

educational agency and dependent upon the availability of resources. There is need for a 

mechanism to facilitate needed in-service training in local educational agencies and 

provide a knowledge base that would be consistent across all school districts in this state. 

While attempting to get universities and state department to modify their requirements for 

principals preparation in this area, school districts can provide adequate levels of in-

service training for principals and other supervisory staff as is necessary to prepare 

principals for their role in special education. 

5. The Need For Additional Research 

The fifth implication of this study is the need for additional research on 

principals' involvement with special education programs. This research would focus on: 

a) actual time spent on special education activities by principals, b) determining whether 

states which have mandated special education course work for principals have fewer legal 

issues than do states with no special education requirements, c) further examinations of 

the relationship between principals and directors of special education regarding their 

respective responsibilities, d) university pre-service training programs for principals in 

the area of special education, and e) special education in-service training of principals by 

local education agencies. 
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Recommendations 

Seven major recommendations have arisen from the five implications of this 

study. Successful implementation of these recommendations will require the 

collaboration of state departments of education, institutions of higher education, and local 

educational agencies. Since state departments of education are involved in establishing 

educational standards, rules and regulation, as well as monitoring for their compliance, it 

is recommended that state departments of education take the initiative and provide 

direction to state educational agencies. A series of state coordinated Task Forces or 

Working Groups could accomplish the following recommendations. The seven 

recommendations are presented in a logical developmental sequence for their 

implementation. 

Recommendation One: State departments of education should develop a Task 

Force to define the roles, responsibilities and activities of elementary principals 

in the administration of special education programs in their schools. 

A Task Force of principals, directors of special education and parents should be 

charged with determining specific roles, responsibilities, and activities of the building 

principal in the management and administration of special education programs in schools. 

This effort should include input from each of the Task Force group members in an effort 

to arrive at a consensus. Agreement among these three groups will help promote more 
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effective special education programs by clarifying role expectations and decreasing role 

conflicts. 

Recommendation Two: Create a State Standardfor the principal's involvement in 

special education activities. 

The State Department of Education should form a working group comprised of 

parents, school principals, directors of special education and university faculty in 

Educational Administration and Special Education programs to develop a uniform 

standard for principal involvement with special education programs in their schools. 

These standards would be a product of consensus of school principals, directors of special 

education, university faculty and parents. These standards would be applicable to specific 

tasks and activities that promote the ideal level of involvement of elementary school 

principals with special education programs. The adopted standards would be incorporated 

into the State's special education guidelines and disseminated to all school districts. 

Recommendation Three: Determine the kinds of special education content 

necessary to prepare principals for managing and leading special 

education programs in their schools. 

A working group of principals, directors of special education and university 

faculty should be convened to determine the kinds of content training necessary to 

prepare principals for managing and administering special education programs. 

Principals, directors and university faculty in this study have indicated the areas of 
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emerging legal issues, proper special education documentation, and procedures for 

special education discipline as being those in which principals should receive additional 

training. Consensus regarding pre-service training is critical to facilitate adoption by 

institutions of higher education involved in the pre-service preparation of principals. This 

working group would help to determine whether specific kinds of training should be 

conducted during pre-service training at university sites or through the local school 

district's in-service training programs. 

Recommendation Four: Develop a university collaborative Pre-Service 

Training program between departments of special and general education 

for preparing principals and special education directors. 

Leadership faculty from departments of Educational Leadership and Special 

Education should work together to develop a model for collaboration in the training of 

principals and directors of special education. With General and Special Education 

faculties working closely together, it is hoped that a greater awareness of the complexities 

and job responsibilities of both principals and directors will become evident to all parties 

concerned. 

It is recommended that part of this collaboration entail the design of a class or 

classes that flirare principals and directors of special education would be expected to take 

together. Results of this study indicated significant differences in perception between 

principals and directors in regard to principals' involvement in special education. 
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Differences between these two groups seemed to revolve aroimd their varying perceptions 

as to the "meaning" of special education and how "involvement" in special education is 

perceived differently by each group. It is important that principals and directors have a 

greater understanding of the others' roles and responsibilities. These two groups are, after 

all. charged with operations of special education programs and share responsibilities that 

sometimes overlap and require understanding the perspectives of one another. Assisting 

directors and principals with understanding and appreciating each others' roles and 

responsibilities is an important element of training for both groups. 

Recommendation Five: Local school districts shouldjoin together to 

encourage institutions of higher education to improve the preparation of 

principals in the area of special education and to encourage state 

departments of education to require special education training for 

principals' certification. 

School districts should join together to change the current lack of 

requirements for principals' training in the area of special education. It is the local 

school district that must assume the costs of due process hearings and other forms 

of litigation relevant to special education. This recommendation is made because 

the local school district will improve the quality of special education programs in 

their schools by assuring that principals have received adequate preparation for 

the management of special education programs. Also, this recommendation is 
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made because the local school district must have the additional protection of 

principals who understand what is required by law in their special education 

programs. 

Recommendation Six: Develop in-service modules Co address the needs of 

principals already in the field. These modules would keep principals 

abreast of on-going changes and interpretations in special education law 

as well as developments and enhancements in curriculum and 

methodologies. 

In-service training program within school districts would complement and reflect 

the standards adopted by the State. Previous recommendations provide guidelines for in-

service training of principals in the field. In-service education should be coordinated with 

the state quality assurance officers, whose job it is to solidify compliance with standards. 

In-service education would be complementary to pre-service training programs and serve 

as a vehicle for keeping principals up-to-date regarding changes in special education law 

and methodology. In addition, in-service education would serve as the catalyst for quality 

improvement based on quality assurance reviews. Various in-service training strategies 

such as state teleconferencing, video presentations, Internet programs, e-mail and 

scheduled presentations at school districts by an expert in the field can be used to update 

principals on laws, rules and regulations, and best practices in special education. 
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Recommendation Seven: Further research should be carried out to better 

understand principals' involvement with special education programs in 

their schools. 

A) A first area of study would be to determine the actual amounts of time 

and energy that a principals expends with regard to special education programs in 

their schools. Principals' time involvement may help to understanding whether 

training in this area increases or decreases principals time commitment to special 

education programs in their schools. 

B) A second area of study would be to determine whether due process hearings 

and litigation regarding special education issues are more or less fi-equent in states that 

mandate special education training of prospective principals. 

C) A third area of research would examine further the relationship between 

principals and directors of special education. Because significant differences were found 

between principals and directors in their perceptions of what special education is and 

what involvement in special education means for each group, it is felt that further 

exploration of this relationship and the perceptions of each group are necessary. This 

study would include all school districts within this state and utilize questionnaire, 

interviews and observations to discern reasons for the differences in perceptions between 

these two groups. Information gathered in this type of study would be used to propose 
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ways of bridging the gap of perceptions between principals and directors of special 

education. 

D) A fourth study would examine the models and curricula universities are using 

to prepare principals to administer special education services in their schools. An 

objective of this study would be to compare those programs in which Administration and 

Special Education departments work collaboratively with one another to prepare 

principals for special education responsibilities with those training programs where there 

is little or no collaboration between these two departments. This study would examine 

nationally all training programs for principals and determine: I) the types of course work 

offered through university Administration training programs that prepare principals to 

undertake special education responsibilities in their school, 2) how much of the 

Administration curriculum addresses special education issues, 3) how closely 

Administration and Special Education departments work together, and 4) how university 

faculty in Administration and Special Education departments work collaboratively 

together to promote the development and implementation of state standards for principals 

involvement. 

E) A fifth area of research would examine the kinds and amounts of special 

education in-service training being offered to principals by local education agencies to 

help principals administer special education programs in their schools. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE TPIREE SURVEYS 

ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' INVOLVEMENT IN SPECL\L EDUCATION 

PERCEPTIONS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS CONCERNING 
ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' INVOLVEMENT IN SPECIAL EDUCATION 

PERCEPTIONS OF EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION/LEADERSHIP FACULTY 
CONCERNING ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' INVOLVEMENT IN 

SPECIAL EDUCATION 
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ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' INVOLVEMENT IN SPECIAL EDUCATION 

DIRECTIONS 

This survey is designed to understand how principals are involved with spedal education program(s) in 
schools. 

We are asking that you respond to a set of items about yotzf adtaraistrafcive rolm in ralation 
to the spadAl mdacmtton programs and sba££ mmabmrs in your school. We are trying to 
understand your personal level of involvement with each administrative task. In other words, oat of tb» 
total number of times that the task occurs in your school, what is your personal level of involvement 
with that task. It is understood that, at times, other individuals may be delegated certain responsibilities 
within the school by the principal or the school district. We are seeking information about your personal 
level of involvement. The sun/ey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. 

To assist you in deciding which responses to mark in Section I, each term is explained below: 

0% Involvement which indicates that this is not an administrative 
responsibility of yours. 

1-24% involvement which indicates that on occasion you have 
a level of involvement for this administrative task. 

25-49% involvement which indicates that you has some level of 
involvement, less than half of the time. 

50-74% involvement which indicates that you have a 
fairly high level of involvement with this administrative task. 

75-99% involvement which indicates that you have a high level 
of involvement, and that it is your responsibility most of the time. 

100% involvement which indicates that you assume total responsibility 
and are involved with this task all of the time, whenever it occurs. 

A^amgl^asfo 
Current Level of Involvement Personnel Responsibilities 

N VL I. H VH F 
X 1. Evaluating special education staff in 

your school. 

NONE (N) 

VERY LOW (VL) 

LOW (L) 

HIGH (H) 

VERY HIGH (VH) 

FULL (F) 

(By marking the VH box, you are describing that you have a very high level of involvement in this task 
and that it is your responsibility most of the time. This would equate to a 75-99% level of involvement.) 

Please take a few minutes and answer the attached questionnaire. In Section I, place an X in the box that 
represents your response. Please also answer all questions in Section II and in the Demographics 
section. Please respond to each question! Complete front and back of all oaaes! Place the completed 
questionnaire in the pre-addressed stamped envelope for retum mailing before December 12th. 
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Elementary Principals' Involvement in Special 
Education 

Section I 
NONE (N) = 0% HIGH (H) = 50- 74% 
VERY LOW (VL) = 1-24% VERY HIGH (VH) = 75-99% 
LOW (L) = 25-49% FULL (F) = 100% 
Cujcrent Lsvel of 

Znvolv&neat 
Scale 

Currlcultaa RBsponslbilities 

N VI. L H VH F 
1. Attending Individual Education Plan (lEP) meetings. 
2. Providing input as a multi-disciplinary team member in lEP meeting. 
3. Being actively involved in Multi-Disciplinary Staffing (MOS) meetings. 
4. Reviewing the curriculum development for spedal education 

programs in your school. 
5. Designating the teachers to whom appropriate special education 

students may be mainstreamed or fully included. 
6. Meeting with special education staff to talk about their needs, 

concerns or curriculum issues. 

Actua.1 Level o£ 
Involvemen t 

Scale 

PBrsonael Responsibilities 

N VL L H VH F 
1. Recruiting spedal education teachers for vacant positions in your 

school. 
2. Interviewing and recommending certified applicants for special 

education positions in your school. 
3. Orienting new special education staff to your school. 
4. Evaluating new special education staff in your school 
5. Recommending retention of special education teachers. 
6. Providing input into the selection of special education 

paraprofessionals in vour school.. 
7. Suggesting topics for staff development and inservice training for 

spedal education staff. 
8. Evaluating inservice training related to spedal education 
9. Recommending dismissal of spedal education staff in your school 

when necessary. 
10. Ensuring that all special education staff are aware of special 

education's legal requirements and procedures. 
11. Observing and evaluating special education paraprofessionals who 

work in your school. 
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Elementary Principals' Xnvolvemeni: 
Education 

Section I 
NONE (N) = 0% HIGH (H) 
VERY LOW (VL) = 1-24% VERY HIGH (VH) 
LOW (L) = 25-49% FULL (F) 

In Special 

50- 74% 
75-99% 
100% 

Actual Level o£ 
Involvement 

Scale 

PxogTam/AtM±nistrAtd,on Responsibilities 

N VL L H VH F 
1. Fadlitating the system for student referrals and comprehensive 

spedal education evaluations. 
2. Attending student ore-assessment meetings. 
3. Reviewing the student referrals for comprehensive special 

education evaluations. 
4. Approving the student referrals for comprehensive spedal 

education evaluations. 
5. Ensuring child/parent due process rights in spedal education. 
6. Communicating goals and objectives of spedal education to 

community, oarents. teachers and students. 
7. Establishing positive relations with parents of spedal education 

students. 
8. Being actively involved in comprehensive spedal education 

evaluation of students. 
9. Attending spedal education placement meetings. 
10. Actively advocating for special education students. 
11. Promoting the mainstreaming or inclusion of special education 

students into regular classes when appropriate. 
12. Approving the transfers of special education students to different 

soecial education sen/ices or orograms. 
13. Providing input regarding arrangement of transportation for special 

education students. 
14. Surveying the campus regulariy to ensure a safe, accessible 

environment for special education students. 
15. Ensuring that Section 504 is monitored appropriately. 
16. Keeping abreast of the current procedures necessary to disdpline 

spedal education students. 
17. Directing the follow-up for special education students who have 

been suspended. 
18. Actively promoting, the acceptance of spedal education program(s) 

by teachers and students in your school. 
19. Working with teachers to help them better address spedal 

education discipline issues in the classroom. 



183 

SECTION II 

1) Approximately how many of the following types of MDC (Multididplinary Committee) meetings take 
place in your school each year and how many of each do you attend? 

# per year # vou attend 
MDC- 3 year re-evai. 

MDC- Section 504 eval. 

MDC- Student transfer 

MDC- After initial testing 

2) How many lEP meetings take place in your school each year? 

3) Approximately how many lEP meetings do you attend per school year? 

4) Please rate the following as to the degree of challenge that each spedal education area present 
to you. Choose one of the following descriptors to indicate the degree of challenge for each area. 
MC- most challenging; VC- very challenging; C- challenging; SWC- somewhat challenging; and 
LC- least challenging. Please fill-in the appropriate bubble. 

MC VC C SWC LC 
Lack  o f  P e r s o n n e l  C O C O  O  
Lack of Eouioment O O 0 O o 
Too Manv Students 0 O 0 O 0 
Section 504 0 0 0 O 0 
Proper Special Education Documentation 0 O 0 O o 
Discipline of Special Education Students O O 0 O 0 
Mainstreamino 0 0 0 O 0 
Full Inclusion O O O o o 

5) For each of the following special education areas, please indicate if, and where you have received 
training. Fill in each bubble that indicates where you have received training for each area; Pre-
service (university classes) or In-service (within school district in the last 2 years) or Other 
(individual reading; conferences, conventions, etc.) 

Pre-service In-service Other 
(univ. dasses) (with-in district, (conferences. 

last 2 years) reading, conventions ) 
Proper Sp. Ed. Documentation O O O 
Emeroinq Legal Issues O O O 
Procedures for Sp. Ed. Disciplining O O O 
Mainstreamina O O O 
Full Inclusion O O O 
Section 504 O O O 
Personnel/Staff Development. O O O 
Personnel Management O O O 
Understanding of Spedal 
Education Students O O O 
Other (Please Specify) O O O 
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6) Please choose five of the following areas in which you feel additional training would be beneficial 
to you? Rank your choices starting with 1 being the most beneficial, 2 being the next most beneficial, 
etc.. for up to a maximum of five areas of additional training. 

Proper Sp. Ed. Documentation 
Emerging Legal Issues 
Procedures for Sp. Ed. Disciplining 
Mainstreaming 
Full Inclusion 
Section 504 
Personnel/Staff Development 
Personnel Management 
More Understanding of Special 
Education Students 
Other (Please Specify) 

7) What other information and/or skills in special education would be helpful to you in delivering 
special education services in your school? 

8) In which of the following special education areas would you like to receive more training? (Fill in the 
bubble for those areas in which you would like to receive more training.) 

Autism O Medically Fragile O 
Behavioral Disordered O Multiple Handicapped O 
Bi-Cultural Special Education O Sensory Impaired O 
Chronic Discipline O Speech/Language Impaired O 
Emotionally Disabled O Other O 
Leaning Disabled O 

9) Please fill in the appropriate bubble that indicates your answer to the next two questions. 

A. Which percentage range best describe your current overall level of involvement with special 
education programs in your school? 

(0-9%) (10-19%) (20-29%) (30-39%) (40-49%) (50-59%) (60-69%) (70-79%) (80-89%) (90-100%) 
O O O O O O O O O O  

B. How would you like to see your overall level of involvement with special education programs in your 
school, if you could change it? 

(0-9%) (10-19%) (20-29%) (30-39%) (40-49%) (50-59%) (60-69%) (70-79%) (80-89%) (90-100%) 
O O O O O O O O O O  

10) Please feel free to add other comments about your involvement in special education in your school 
and /or what support or changes you believe would be helpful to you in delivering special education at your 
school. 
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Demographics 

1. How many special education students are in the school(s) you administer? 

2. What are the grade levels in your building(s)? 

K-3 K-5 K-6 K-8 Pre-K-5 Other 

3. Your age range 

25-34 35-44 45- 54 55-64 65+ 

4. Your gender 

MALE FEMALE 

5. Including the present year, how many years have you been a public school 
administrator? years 

6. How many years have you held your current position, including the present year? 
years 

7. University where you received your administrative certification. 

University; Date of First Administrative Certification; 

8. If you took special education courses in college, please indicated which courses 
were taken by placing an X on the line or specifying the course(s). 
Introductory course in special education ; 
Special education law course; 
Specific special education courses; (please designate) 

9. Number of university credit hours earned in special education coursework? 
Undergraduate Program 
Graduate Program 
Administrative Certification Program 

10. Number of years experience, if any, as a special education teacher or special 
education supervisor? 

Special Education Teacher— # of years 
Special Education Supervisor— # of years 

(Non Principal) 
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Perceptions of Special Education Directors Concerning 
ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' INVOLVEMENT IN SPECIAL EDUCATION 

DIRECTIONS 
This study is designed to : 

• Facilitate an understanding of prindpals' level of involvement with special education program(s) in their 
schools. 

• Compare the perceptions of prindpals, spedal education directors and university 
education administration/leadership Acuity regarding principals' level of involvement 

This survey form is designed to: 

• Identify perceptions of special education directors regarding the elementary prindpal's level of 
involvement in spedal education within their school. 

In responding to each question, please take into consideration the following; 

• Your perceptions of the typical* prindpal's (regular education background) level of involvement with 
various spedal education administrative tasks. 

« Spedfically, out of the total number of times that the task occurs in the prindpal's school, what do you 
believe is their personal level of involvement with those tasks. 

• It is understood that, at times, other individuals may be delegated certain responsibilities within the school 
by the principal or the school district 

• We are seeking vour perceptions of the prindpal's personal level of involvement 

To assist you in deciding which response to mark in Section I, each term is explained below; 

NONE (N) 0% Involvement which indicates that this is not an administrative 
responsibility of the typical prindpal. 

VERY LOW (VL) 1-24% involvement which indicates that on occasion the typical 
prindpal would have some level of involvement 

LOW (L) 25-49% involvement which indicates that the typical prindpal has 
some level of involvement, less than half of the time. 

HIGH (H) 50-74% involvement which indicates that the typical prindpal has 
a fairlv high level of involvement with this administrative task. 

VERY HIGH (VH) 75-99% involvement which indicates that the typical principal has a high 
level of involvement and that it is their responsibility most of the time. 

FULL (F) 100% involvement which indicates that the typical prindpal assumes total 
responsibility and is involved with this task all of the time, whenever it occurs. 

A Sample Task; 
Actual Level of Involvement Personnel Responsibilities 

N VL I. H VH F 
X 1. Evaluating spedal education staff in your school. 

(By marking the VH box, you are describing your perception that the typical prindpal has a very high level of involvement 
in this task and that it is their responsibility most of the time. This would equate to a 75-99% level of involvement) 

Please take a few minutes and answer the attached questionnaire. In Section I, place an X in the box that represents 
your perception of the typical prindpal's personal level of involvement Please also answer all questions in Section II 
and in the Demographics section. Please respond to each question! Complete front and back of all oaoesl Place 
the completed questionnaire in the pre-addressed stamped envelope for return mailing twfore December 12th. 

Please refer to attached gold sheet for details regarding the DRAWING OF PRIZES FOR COMPLETED SURVEYS 
RETURNED by December 25. Thank you very much for your time and assistance. If you have any questions, please 

call Steve Sisson at 742-2016. 
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Special Education Directors' Perceptions o£ 
Elementary Principals' Involvement 

In Special Education 
Section 1 
NONE (N) = 0% HIGH (H) = 50-74% 
VERY LOW (VL) = 1-24% VERY HIGH (VH) = 75-99% 
LOW (L) = 25-49% FULL (F) = 100% 

Actual Level o£ 
Imrolvement 

Scale 

Cujrriculvan Responsit>±l±t:ies 

N VL L H VH F 
1. Attending Individual Education Plan (lEP) meetings. 
2. Providing input as a multi-disciplinary team member 

in lEP meeting. 
3. Being actively involved in Multi-Disciplinary 

Conference (MDC) meetings. 
4. Reviewing the curriculum development for special 

education programs in their school. 
5. Designating the regular education teachers to whom 

special education students may be mainstreamed or 
fully included when appropriate. 

6. Meeting with special education staff to talk about 
their needs, concerns or curriculum issues. 

Actual Level o£ 
Involvement 

Scale 

Personnel Responsibilities 

N VL L H VH F 
1. Recruiting special education teachers for vacant 

positions in their school. 
2. Interviewing and recommending certified applicants 

for special education positions in their school. 
3. Orienting new special education staff to their 

school. 
4. Evaluating special education staff in their school. 
5. Recommending retention of special education teachers 

in their school. 
6. Providing input into the selection of special 

education paraprofessionals in their school. 
7. Suggesting topics for staff development and in-

service training for special education staff. 
8. Evaluating in-service training related to special 

education. 
9. Recommending dismissal of special education staff in 

their school when necessary. 
10. Ensuring that all special education staff are aware 

of special education's legal and procedural 
requirements. 

11. Observing special education paraprofessionals who 
work in their school. 
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Special Education Directors' Perceptions of 
Elementary Principals' Involvement 

in Special Education 
Section I 
NONE (N) = 0% HIGH (H) = 50-74% 
VERY LOW (VL) = 1-24% VERY HIGH (VH) = 75-99% 
LOW (L) = 25-49% FULL (F) = 100% 

Actual Level of 
Involvement 

Scetle 

Program Responsibilities 

N VL L H VH F 
1. Facilitating the system for comprehensive special 

education evaluations. 
2. Attending student pre-assessraent meetings. 
3. Reviewing the student referrals for comprehensive 

special education evaluations. 
4. Approving the student referrals for comprehensive 

special education evaluations. 
5. Ensuring child/parent due process rights in 

special education. 
6. Communicating goals and objectives of special 

education to the community ( parents, teachers, 
students). 

7. Establishing positive relations with parents of 
special education students. 

8. Being actively involved in comprehensive special 
education evaluations of students. 

9. Attending special education placement meetings. 
10. Actively advocating for special education 

students. 
11. Promoting the mainstreaming or inclusion of 

special education students into regular classes 
when appropriate. 

12. Approving the transfers of special education 
students to different special education services 
or programs. 

13. Providing input regarding arrangements of 
transportation for special education students. 

14. Surveying the campus regularly to ensure a safe, 
accessible environment for special education 
students. 

15. Ensuring that Section 504 is monitored 
appropriately. 

16. Keeping abreast of the current procedures 
necessary to discipline special education 
students. 

17. Directing the follow-up for special education 
students who have been suspended. 

18. Actively promoting, the acceptance of special 
education program(s) in their school (by teachers 
and students). 

19.Worlcing with teachers to help them better address 
special education discipline issues in the 
classroom. 
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SECTION II 

1) Approximately how many of the following types of MDC (Multi-disciplinary Conference) 
meetings take place in your district each year and approximately how many do principals 
attend? 

# per year # that principals attend 

MDC— 3 year re-eval. 

MDC— Section 504 eval. 

MDC— Student transfer 

MDC— After initial testing 

2) Approximately how many lEP meetings take place in your district each year? 

3) Approximately how many lEP meetings do the principals attend per school year? 

4) In the following special education areas, please rate each area as to the degree of challenge 
vou believe that each presents to the "typical" principal in your district. Choose one of the 
following descriptors to indicate the degree of challenge for each area. MC- most challenging; 
VC- very challenging; C- challenging; SWC- somewhat challenging; and LC- least 
challenging. Please fill-in the appropriate bubble. 

MC VC C SWC LC 
Lack of Personnel O O O O O 
Lack of Eauioment O 0 O O O 
Too Manv Students O O O O 0 
Section 504 0 O O 0 0 
Prooer Soectal Education Documentation 0 O O O 0 
Discioline of Soedal Education Students O O O O o 
Mainstreamina O O O O o 
Full Inclusion O O O O O 

5) In the following areas, what specific (formal) training has been offered to principals in your 
school district within the previous two years and how many times has this training been 
offered? (Please indicate the formal training that has been offered and how many times it has 
been offered by filling in the appropriate bubbles.) 

No. Of Times Offered 
Offered 1 2 3 4-*-

_o o o o o 
Emeraina Leaal Issues 0 O O o o 
Procedures for So. Ed. Disciolinina 0 O O o 0 
Mainstreamina 0 O O 0 0 
Full Inclusion O 0 O 0 o 
Section 504 0 O 0 0 0 
Personnel/Staff Develooment. O O O o o 
Personnel Manaaement O O O o o 
Understandina of Soecial Education Students 0 O O o o 
Other (Please Soecifv) O O o o o 
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6) Please choose five of the following areas in which you believe additional training would be benefidal for 
prindpals in your district. Rank order your choices with 1_being the most beneficial for the principals. 
2 being the next most beneficial. etc..for up to five areas of additional training. 

Proper Sp. Ed. Documentation 
Emerging Legal Issues 
Procedures for Sp.Ed. Disaplining 
Mainstreaming 
Full Inclusion 
Section 504 
Personnel/Staff Development 
Personnel Management 
More Understanding of Special 
Education Students 
Other (Please Specify) 

7) What other information and/or skills in special education would be helpful to the "typical" principal in 
assisting them in the delivery of special education services in their school? 

8) In which of the following special education areas do you believe that principals would like to receive 
additional training? (Fill in the bubble for those areas you believe they would like to receive more 
training). 

Autism 0 Medically Fragile O 
Behavioral Disordered 0 Multiple Handicapped O 
Bi-Cultural Special Education O Sensory Impaired O 
Chronic Discipline O Speech/Language Impaired O 
Emotionally Disabled 0 Other O 
Learning Disabled 0 

9) Please fill in the appropriate bubble that indicates your answer to the next two questions. 

A. Which percentage-range would best describe the "typical" prindpal's current overall level of 
involvement special education programs in their school? 

(0-9%) (10-19%) (20-29%) (30-39%) (40-49%) (50-59%) (60-69%) (70-79%) (80-89%) (90-100%) 
O O O  O  O O  O O O O  

B. Which percentage-range best describes how you would like to see the "typical" prindpal's overall 
level of involvement with special education programs in their school? 

(0-9%) (10-19%) (20-29%) (30-39%) (40-49%) (50-59%) (60-69%) (70-79%) (80-89%) (90-100%) 
O O O  O  0 0  O O O O  

10) Please feel free to add other comments about principals' involvement in special education in their 
school and lor what support or changes vou believe would be helpftjl to them in delivering special 
education services at their school. 
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Demographics 

1. How many special education students are in your school district? 

2. How many elementary principals are in your school district? 

3. Your age range. 

25-34 35-44 45- 54 55-64 65+ 

4. Your gender. 

MALE FEMALE 

5. Including the present year, how many years have you been a special education 
director? 

6. How many years have you held vour current position, including the present year? 

7. University where you received your administrative certification. 

University; Date of First Certification: 

8. If you have been a school principal in the past, please indicate at which level you worked. 
Elementary Middle School High School Other 

If you have been a school principal, for how many years were you a principal? 
years 

9. How much in-service training regarding special education issues and topics has been 
provided for principals in your district within the last two year? 

How many training sessions? 

How many hours of training? 

10. A. Do you know which principals in your district had training in special education prior to 
becoming a principal? (Please circle your answer) 

YES NO 

B. If you answered YES, what proportion of the principals in your district have had special 
education training? 
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Perceptions of 
Education Administration/Leadership Faculty Concerning 

ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' INVOLVEMENT IN SPECIAL EDUCATION 
DIRECTIONS 

This study is designed to : 

• Facilitate an understanding of principals' level of involvement with special education program(s) in their 
schools. 

• Compare the perceptions of principals, spedal education directors and university education 
administration/leadership faculty regarding prinapals' level of involvement 

This survey form is designed to; 

• Identify perceptions of Acuity in education administration/leadership programs regarding the elementary 
principal's level of involvement in special education within their school. 

In responding to each question, please take into consideration the following: 

• Your perceptions of the 'typical* principal's (regular education background) level of involvement with 
various spea'al education administrative tasks. 

• Specifically, out of the total number of times that the task occurs in the principal's school, what do you 
believe is their oersonal level of involvement with those tasks. 

• It is understood that, at times, other individuals may be delegated certain responsibilities within the school 
by the prinapal or the school district 

• We are seeking vour perceptions of the prindpal's personal level of involvement 

To assist you in deciding which response to mark in Section I. each term is explained below: 

(N) NONE 

VERY LOW 

LOW 

HIGH 

VERY HIGH 

FULL 

0% Involvement which indicates that this is not an administrative responsibility 
of the typical principal. 

(VL) 1-24% involvement which indicates that on occasion the typical principal would 
have some level of involvement 

(L) 25-49% involvement which indicates that the typical principal has some level of 
involvement, less than half of the time. 

(H) 50-74% involvement which indicates that the typical prindpal has a fairfv high 
level of involvement with this administrative task. 

(VH) 75-99% involvement which indicates that the typical principal has a high level of 
involvement, and that it is their responsibility most of the time. 

(F) 100% involvement which indicates that the typical prindpal assumes total 
responsibility and is involved with this task all of the time, whenever it occurs. 

Actual Level of Involvement Personnel Responsibilities 
N VL L H VH F 

X 1. Evaluating spedal education staff in your school. 

(By marking the VH box. you are describing your perception that the typical prindpal has a very high level of involvement 
in this task and that it is their responsibility most of the time. This would equate to a 75-99% level of involvement) 

Please take a few minutes and answer the attached questionnaire. In Section I. place an X in the box that represents 
your perception of the typical prindpal's personal level of involvement Please also answer all questions in Section II 

and in the Demographics section. Please respond to each question! Complete front and back of all oaoesl Place the 
completed questionnaire in the pre-addressed stamped envelope prior to January 25th. 
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Educa'tional Administratxon/Iieadership Faculty Perceptions 
of Elementary Pri.ncipa.ls' Level o£ Involvement 

Sectxon. I 
NONE (N) s 0% HIGH (H) = 50-74% 
VERY LOW (VL) = 1-24% VERY HIGH (VH) = 75-99% 
LOW (L) = 25-49% FULL (F) = 100% 
Current Level o£ 
ResponsibH± ty 

Scale 

Curriculum RBsponslbilitias 

N VL L H VH F 
1. Attending Individual Education Plan (lEP) meetings. 
2. Providing input as a multi-disciplinary team member 
in lEP meetings. 
3. Being actively involved in Multi-Disciplinary 
Staffing (MDS) meetings. 
4. Reviewing Che curriculum development for special 
education programs in their schools. 
5. Designating the teachers to who appropriate special 
education students may be mainstreamed or fully 
included. 
6. Meeting wich special education staff to talk about 
their needs, concerns or curriculum issues. 

Current Level of 
Responsibili ty 

Scale 

PBXSOXUXBI RmsponsxbilxtxBs 

N VL L H VH F 
1. Recruiting special education teachers for vacant 

positions in your school. 
2. Interviewing and recommending certified applicants 

for special education positions in your school. 
3. Orienting new special education staff to your 

school. 
4. Evaluating new special education staff in your 

school 
5. Recommending retention of special education 

teachers. 
6. Providing input into the selection of special 

education paraprofessionals in your school.. 
7. Suggesting topics for staff development and 

inservice training for special education staff. 
8. Evaluating inservice training related to special 

education 
9. Recommending dismissal of special education staff 

in your school when necessary. 
10. Ensuring that all special education staff are aware 

of special education's legal requirements and 
procedures. 

11. Observing and evaluating special education 
paraprofessionals who work in your school. 
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Educational Administration/Leadership Faculty Perceptions 
o£ Elementary Principals' Level o£ Involvement 

Section I 
NONE (N) = 0% HIGH (H) = 50-74% 
VERY LOW (VL) = 1-24% VERY HIGH (VH) = 75-99% 
LOW (L) = 25-49% FULL (F) = 100% 

Corr-ent Ls-vel 
o£ 

RBsponslbili ty 
Scale 

Progz-am/Adnini.strati.ve Responsibilities 

N VL L H VH F 
1. Facilitating the system for student referrals and 

comprehensive special education evaluations. 
2. Attending student pre-assessment meetings. 
3. Reviewing the student referrals for comprehensive 

special education evaluations. 
4. Approving the student referrals for comprehensive 

special education evaluations. 
5. Ensuring child/parent due process rights in special 

education. 
6. Communicating goals and objectives of special 

education to community, parents, teachers and 
students. 

7. Establishing positive relations with parents of 
special education students. 

8. Being actively involved in comprehensive special 
education evaluation of students. 

9. Attending special education placement meetings. 
10. Actively advocating for special education students. 
11.Promoting the mainstreaming or inclusion of special 

education students into regular classes when 
appropriate. 

12. Approving the transfers of special education students 
to different special education services or programs. 

13. Providing input regarding arrangement of 
transportation for special education students. 

14. Surveying the campus regularly to ensure a safe, 
accessible environment for special education 
students. 

15.Ensuring that Section 504 is monitored appropriately. 
16. Keeping abreast of the current procedures necessary 

to discipline special education students. 
17. Directing the follow-up for special education 

students who have been suspended. 
18. Actively promoting, the acceptance of special 

education program(s) by teachers and students in your 
school. 

19. Working with teachers to help them better address 
special education discipline issues in the classroom. 



195 

Section II 
In the following special education areas, please rate each area as to the degree of challenge vou believe that each 
presents to the "typical' principal. Choose one of the following descriptors to indicate the degree of challenge for 
each area. MC- most challenging; VC- very challenging; C- challenging; SWC- somewhat challenging; and LC- least 
challenging. (Please fill in the appropriate bubble.) 

Lack of Personnel 
MC 
O 

vc 
o 

c 
o 

SWC 
o 

LC 
o 

Lack of Eauioment o o o o o 
Too Manv Students o o o o o 
Section 504 o o o o o 
ProoerSoedal Education Documentation o o o o o 
Discioline of Soedal Education Students o o o o o 
Mainstreamina o o o o o 
Full Inclusion 0 o o 0 o 

In which of the following areas does your university's administrative training program offer training to prospective 
principals in their preparation for administrative certification? (Please fill in the bubble to indicate the areas in which 
prospective principals receive training at your university) 

Proper Sp. Ed. Documentation O 
Emerging Legal Issues O 
Procedures for Sp. Ed. Disciplining O 
Mainstreaming O 
Full Inclusion O 
Section 504 O 
Personnel/Staff Development O 
Personnel Management O 
Understanding of Special O 
Education Students O 
Other (Please Specify) O 

Please choose five of the following areas in which you believe additional training would be beneficial for principals 
in carrying out their special education responsibilities. Rank order your choices with 1 being the most beneficial, 2 
being the next most beneficial, etc.. for up to five areas of additional training. 

Proper Sp.Ed. Documentation 
Emerging Legal Issues 
Procedures for Sp.Ed. Disciplining 
Mainstreaming 
Full Inclusion 
Section 504 
Personnel/Staff Development 
Personnel Management 
More Understanding of Special 
Education Students 

Other (Please Specify) 

What other information and/or skills in special education would be helpful to the "typical* prindpal in assisting them 
with the delivery of special education services in their school? 
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5. I which of the following special education areas do you believe prindpals would like to receive additional training? 
(Rll in the bubble for those areas you believe they would like to receive more training.) 

Autism O Medically Fragile O 
Behavioral Disordered O Multiple Handicapped O 
Bi-Cultural Spedal Education 0 Sensory impaired O 
Chronic Oisdpline O Speech/Language Impaired O 
Emotionally Disabled O Other O 
Learning Disabled O 

6. Do your believe that prospective prindpals should receive training in the area of spedal education prior to obtaining 
their administration certification ? YES NO 

O O 
7. How much course-work/training do you believe prindpals' should receive before being certified as an elementary 

principal? ( Please fill in the bubble that best describes your choice) 

None Necessary 3 credit units 6 credit units 9 credit units 12 credit units 
O O O O O 

15 credit units 18 credit units 21 or more credits units 
O O O 

8. Please fill in the appropriate bubble that indicates your answer to the next two questions. 

A. Which percentage-range would best describe the "typical* principal's current overall level of 
involvement with special education programs in their school? 

(0-9%) (10-19%) (20-29%) (30-39%) (40-49%) (50-59%) (60-69%) (70-79%) (80-89%) (90-100%) 
O O O O O O O O O O  

B. Which percentage-range best describes how you would like to see the 'typical' prindpal's overall level of 
involvement with special education programs in their school? 

(0-9%) (10-19%) (20-29%) (30-39%) (40-49%) (50-59%) (60-69%) (70-79%) (80-89%) (90-100%) 
O O O O O O O O O O  

9. Please feel free to add other comments about prindpals' involvement in spedal education in their school and lor 
what support or changes vou believe would be helpfiji to them in delivering spedal education services at their 
school. 
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Demographics 

1. Your age range 

25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 

2. Your gender 

MALE FEMALE 

3. Including the present year, how many years have you been a faculty member in an 
educational administration or leadership program? 

4. How many years have you held your current position, including the present year? 

5. University(s) where you received your training and certification. 

University; Date of First Certification: 

Approximately how many principals have you worked with through university classes 
that you have taught or been involved with ? 

6. Approximately how many principals have your worked with outside of university 
classes (e.g. as a consultant, in special presentations or workshops, etc.)? 

7. How many in-service training sessions regarding special education have you 
conducted or been involved with for principals in the last two years? 

8. If you have ever been a school principal, please circle the level at which you worked. 

Elementary Middle School High School Other 

If you have been a school principal, for how many years were you a principal? 
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LETTER OF INTRODUCTION 
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November 22, 1997 

Ms./Mr. Principal 
Someplace Elementary School 
Someplace Unified School District 
Someplace, USA 85555-5555 

Dear Principal, 

I am a doctoral candidate in Special Education Administration at the 
University of Arizona. With the guidance of my dissertation committee. Dr. James 
Chalfant, Dr. Don Clark, Dr. J. Robert Hendricks, Dr. Margaret Pysh, and Dr. 
;,awrence .^ileamoni, I am conducting a voluntary research study which focuses on 
elementary principals' level of involvement with special education programs in 
their schools. The specific factors that will be analyzed in this study are the 
principals' level of involvement in personnel, curriculum and program areas. A 
second focus of this study is on the training that principals currently receive 
as well as additional training that they feel they need in the arena of special 
education. 

Your assistance in completing the enclosed questionnaire is requested and 
appreciated. It will take approximately 20 minutes to complete this survey. As 
an incentive, there will be a drawing for prizes for all completed and returned 
surveys. The prizes include gift certificates for lunch, dinner and a weekend 
for two at a cozy bed and breakfast in the Tucson mountains. (Please see the 
gold sheet for details and other prizes.) 

.A.fter completing the survey, if you would like to participate in the 
drav;ing, please fill in your name and telephone number on the bottom portion of 
the attached gold sheet and place the survey with this entry form in the 
e.'^closed self-addressed stamped envelope, which should be mailed by December 12, 
1997 . 

Please be assured that your responses will be kept in the strictest 
confidence. All of the data from all of the respondents will be pooled for 
analysis. Therefore, no individual response will be identifiable. This survey 
has been approved fay your school district. You will be provided with a summary 
of the findings upon completion of this study. Please use a pencil to complete 
the survey! 

3y returning the completed survey, you will be giving your consent for 
use of the data. If you have any questions regarding your rights as a research 
subject, you may call the U of A Human Subjects Committee office at 520/626-
6721. 

If you have any questions concerning this actual study, please feel free 
to call me at home (520/749-1196) . Again, thank you for your help and good luck 
to you in the drawing for prizes. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen W. Sisson 

7 978 N. Zarragoza Drive 
Tucson, Arizona 85704 



200 

ElEFERENCES 

Barlow, C. L. (1987). A study of the discrepancy of perception between the actual 

role and the ideal role of the public school elementary principal in mainstreaming 

handicapped students in Oklahoma as reported by principals, teachers, and special 

education teachers. (Doctoral dissertation. The University of Tulsa, 1987). Dissertation 

Abstracts International. 48/04A. 258. 

Benson, J. S. (1990). Kansas public school principals' roles in and perceived ideal 

roles in special education in their buildings. (Doctoral dissertation, Kansas State 

University, 1991). Dissertation Abstracts International. 52/01 A. 28. 

Betz, M. (1977). The development of building principal's competencies in the 

administration of programs for the handicapped. (Doctoral dissertation, Indiana 

University. 1977). Dissertation Abstracts International. 38/09A. 5141. 

Biddle, B., & Thomas, E. (Eds.). Role theory: Concepts and research. New York: 

John Wiley, 1966. 

Bogdan, R.C., & Bicklen, S.K. (1992). Qualitative research for education: An 

introduction to theorv and methods. 2nd ed. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Bonds, C., & Lindsey, J. (1982). The principal in special education: The teachers' 

perspective. Education. 102. 407-410. 

Borg, W.R. & Gall, M.D. (1989). Educational research: An introduction. (5th ed.) 

New York: Longman Press. 



201 

Brown, E. L. (1983). A time an cost analysis of the principal's role in 

administration of special education programs. (Doctoral dissertation. The University of 

Nebraska, Lincoln, 1983). Dissertation Abstracts International. 43/11 A, 3465. 

Brown, J. M. (1981). The role responsibilities of elementary school principals in 

the delivery of special education services. (Doctoral dissertation, Indiana University. 

1981). Dissertation Abstracts International. 42/11 A. 4659. 

Burello, L.C., & Sage D.D. (1979). Leadership and change in special education. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Burrello, L., Schrup, M., & Bamett, B. (1988). The principal as the special 

education instructional leader. The Principal's training simulator in special education. 

(U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Grant number G008730038). 

Unpublished manuscript, Indiana University, Bloomington. 

Chalfant, J.C. & Pysh, M.V. (1980). The compliance manual. New York: Pem 

Press. 

Cline, R. (1981). Principals' knowledge and attitudes about handicapped children. 

E.xceptional Children. 48. (2), 172-174. 

Clouse, R.W. (1989). A review of educational Role Theory: A teaching guide for 

administrative theory. (ERIC Reproduction Document Service No. ED 314-824.) 



202 

Council of Administrators of Special Education (C.A.S.E.) (1993). Future Agenda 

for Special Education: Creating a Unified Education System. [Brochure]. Bloomington, 

IN: Author 

Davis, W. E. (1987). Principals' attitudes toward special education issues, 

concerns, and training needs. College of Education, University of Maine. 

Davis, W.E., (1980). An analysis of principals' formal training in special 

education. Education. lOK 1), pp. 89- 94. 

DeClue, L. (1990). The principal's role in managing Special Education programs 

at the elementary level. (Doctoral dissertation, Indiana University, 1990). Dissertation 

Abstracts International. 52/02A. 359. 

Getzel, J., & Guba, E. (1954). Role, role conflict and effectiveness. American 

Sociological Review. 19. 164-175. 

Getzel, J., & Guba, E. (1957). Social behavior and the administrative process. 

School Review. 65. 429. 

Getzel, J. (1958). Administration as a social process. In A. Halprin (Ed.), 

Administration theory in education. Chicago: Midwest Administration Center. 

Getzel, J., Lipham, J., & Campbell, R. (1968). Educational administration as a 

social process: Theory, research, practice. New York: Harper & Row. 



203 

Giangreco, M. R. (1981). The impact upon the role of the elementary principal 

due to the development and administration of individualized education plans (lEP) in 

compliance with Public Law 94-142, The Education For All Handicapped Children Act 

of 1975. (Doctoral dissertation, Colorado State University, 1981). Dissertation Abstracts 

International. 42/1 lA. 4666. 

Goetz, J. P., & LeCompte, M. D. (1984). Ethnographv and Qualitative Design in 

Educational Research. Orlando, FL: Academic Press. 

Gross, N., Mason, W., & McEachem, A. (1958). Explorations in role analysis: 

Studies of the school superintendent role. New York: John Wiley. 

Groveman, H. A. (1992). Administrative responsibilities for special education 

programs in elementary schools. (Doctoral dissertation, Columbia University Teachers 

College, 1992). Dissertation Abstracts International. 53/03A. 1340. 

Hanson, L. N. (1986). Elementary school principal's perception of their role 

regarding Public Law 94-142: The first decade. (Doctoral Dissertation, Indiana 

University. 1986). Dissertation Abstracts International. 47/07A. 3920. 

Hayward, J. T. (1990). The special education director, the elementary school 

principals, and special education leadership. (Doctoral dissertation, Columbia University 

Teachers College, 1990). Dissertation Abstracts International. 50/08A. 3808. 

Hill, D. A. (1993). The realities of principalship. (ERIC Document Reproduction 

Service, ED 364-972) 



204 

Hines, D. F. (1982). The role of the elementary school principal as an 

administrator of regular educational activities for exceptional students. (Doctoral 

dissertation. St. Louis University, 1982). Dissertation Abstracts International. 43/05A. 

1368. 

Hirth. M.A., & Valesky, T.C. (1989). Principals' knowledge of special education 

law. National Forum of Educational Administration and Supervision Journal 6(3). 130-

141. 

Hirth, M.A., & Valesky, T.C. (1991). Survey of universities: Special education 

knowledge requirements in school administrator preparation programs. Planning & 

Changing. 21 (3). 165-172. 

Hughes, B. L. (1984). The roles of the elementary principal as it applies to the 

performance of special education administration duties in schools where handicapped 

children are placed. (Doctoral dissertation. University of Nevada, 1984). Dissertation 

Abstracts International. 42/12A. 3557. 

Hyatt, N. E. (1987). Perceived competencies and attitudes of a select group of 

elementary school administrators related to preparation and experience in administering 

special education programs. (Doctoral dissertation. The College of William and Mary, 

Virginia, 1987). Dissertation Abstracts International. 48/02A. 361. 



205 

Idiong, I. J. (1982). The perceptions of Texas elementary principals and special 

education administrators toward their expected and actual role responsibilities in 

implementing specific provisions of Public Law 94-142. (Doctoral dissertation. 

University of Texas, Denton, 1982). Dissertation Abstracts International. 43/07A. 2183. 

Ireland, R. R. (1985). The role of the administrator in special education. (ERIC 

Document Reproduction Services No. ED 261 474). 

Jorden, R. E., (1981). Variables related to principal's attitudes toward the 

integration of handicapped children into the general education program. (Doctoral 

dissertation. University of Northem Colorado, Greeley, 1985). Dissertation Abstracts 

International. 42/1 OA. 4229. 

Langley, A. (1993). A comparative studv of universitv preparation programs in 

relation to job responsibilities of secondary principals in South Carolina public high 

schools. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. South Carolina State University, Orangeburg. 

Lietz, J.J., & Towle, M. (1978). The principal's role in special education services. 

Educational Research Ouarterlv. 4. 12-20. 

Lietz, J. J., & Towle, M. (1982). The elementary principal's role in special 

education. Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, Publisher. 



206 

Lindsey, B. (1986). PRIDE: Principals. Resources. Information and Direction for 

Excellence in Special Education. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the National 

Council of States on Inservice Education. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. 

ED 277 123). 

Marino, R. P. (1984). Secondary public school principals' self-rating of their 

competency to administer special education programs. (ERIC Document Reproduction 

Services No. ED 246-588.) 

Mclntyre, K.. E. (1974). Administering and improving the instructional program. 

In J. A. Culbertson, C. Henson, & R. Morrison (Eds.), Performance objectives for school 

principals. Berkley, California: McCutchan. 

Miller, L. P. (1982). Defining emerging role expectations for the elementary 

principal as a result of state and federal requirements for the education of handicapped 

children. (Doctoral dissertation. University of Cincinnati, 1982). Dissertation Abstracts 

International. 43/05A. 1375. 

Minor. V. B. (1992). An analysis of special education training received during 

university administrative preparation programs for building principals in Kansas. 

(Doctoral dissertation, Kansas State University, 1992). Dissertation Abstracts 

International. 53/07A. 2192. 



207 

National Association of State School Boards of Education (1992). Winners Ail: A 

Call for Inclusive Schools. Alexandria, VA: Author 

O'Reilly, R.C. & Squires, A.C., (1985). Building administrators, handicapped 

children, and the courts. Omaha, NE: University of Nebraska at Omaha. (ERIC Document 

Reproduction Service No. ED 268 623). 

Osborne, A.G., DiMattia, P., & Curran, F.X. (1993). Effective management of 

Special Education programs: A handbook for school administrators. New York: Teachers 

College Press. 

Payne. R., & Murry, C. (1974). Principal's attitudes toward integration of the 

handicapped. Exceptional Children. 41. 123-126. 

Parsons, T., & Shils. E. (Eds.). (1951). Toward a general theory of action. 

Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Pekoe, L. C. (1983). A study of the actual and ideal role responsibilities of the 

special education principal (Illinois) (Doctoral dissertation, Loyola University of Chicago, 

1983). Dissertation Abstracts Intemational. 44/02A. 349. 

Public Law 94-142: Education for all handicapped children act (1975). U.S. 

Congress: Washington, DC. 

Robertson, L.R., (1996). Public school administrators' knowledge of special 

education Law (Public Education). (Doctoral dissertation, Florida Intemational 

University, 1996). Dissertation Abstracts Intemational. 57/04A. 1563. 



208 

Robson, D.L. (1981). Administering educational services for the handicapped: 

Role expectations and perceptions. Planning and Changing. 12 (3), 183-189. 

Roth. M. A. (1985). Administrative task role congruency relating to special 

education state compliance monitoring. (Doctoral dissertation. West Virginia University, 

1985). Dissertation Abstracts International. 46/11 A. 3489. 

Sage, D.D., (1969). The role of the public school administrator related to special 

education programs. Proceedings of the Special Study Institute. State University of New 

York. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 042 290.) 

Sage, D.D., & Burrello, L.C., (1994). Leadership in Educational Reform: An 

administrator's guide to changes in Special Education. London: Brookes Publishing. 

Silber, T.J. (1981). Philadelphia training project for special education supervisors 

and principals (1979-1980). Report No. 8144. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 

No. ED 205 613). 

Siromik, K.A., & Kimball, K. (1994). The unspecial place of special education in 

programs that prepare school administrators. Journal of School Leadership. 4(4). 598-

630. 

Spence, K. L. (1985). An investigation of the perceived involvement of principals 

of elementary schools in curriculum and instruction. (Doctoral dissertation, Galluadet 

University, 1985). Dissertation Abstracts International. 47/02A. 380. 



209 

Stile, S.W.; Abemathy, S.M., & Pettibone, T.J. (1986). Training and certification 

of special education administrators: A 5 year follow-up study. Exceptional Children. 

53(3), 209-212. 

Stile. S.W., & Pettibone. T.J., (1980). Training and certification of administrators 

in special education. Exceptional Children. 46(7). 530-533. 

The National Association of State Directors of Special Education, (1976). Tasks 

and roles of the principal in management of special education programs. Washington, 

D.C.: The Association. 

Tukey, J. W. (1977). Exploratory Data Analysis. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Valesky, T.C., & Hirth, M.A. (1992). Survey of the States: Special education 

knowledge requirements for school administrators. Exceptional Children. 58(5): 399-406. 

Van Horn, G. (1989). The principal's role in managing Special Education 

programs at the secondary level. (Doctoral dissertation, Indiana University, 1989). 

Dissertation Abstracts International. 51/04A. 1077. 

Winkle, C. S. (1994). Acquisition of knowledge and preparation for decision

making by Oklahoma elementary principals in the area of special education. (Doctoral 

dissertation, Oklahoma State University, 1994). Dissertation Abstracts International. 

55/11 A. 3380. 



210 

Zeller, R. W. (1982). The changing nature of assessment in public schools: 

Trends. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services. (ERIC Document 

Reproduction Service No. ED 236 828). 


