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The Bureau of Educational Research-and Services attempts to
ﬂgke nvailable to nppropriate audiences the ryesults of research

Actgvitigs of students, faculty, and staff. This 19 another.in the

. ’ \1‘

: iefié; of dnnographi of research Pthat has been cond ted at the
: Ut

Univerlity of North Dakota's Center for Teaching and Learniﬁg.

~

"Robert Duncan agd Ricbard Hill have aought an answer to several -

questigg; posed that are ddrected townrds the. title oi this work,

“Expectationa‘ for the Role of \Cooperative Special Education -

‘Director." : ’

stk

Asé ﬁchoola arg more .and more {nvolved in. pfoviding special

*

A

educntion cervicel for students, the management of special services

e

:lkes on a different set of expe;tations. This 1a particularly -

true in the smaller educational setting where cooperation between

1

and _among schopln is a tequisite. -

Duncan’ and Bi1l have arrived at several conclusions from theiry

study, and offer a series of recommendat ons that range from the

_ need for additional study to implications for céllege and univer-4

*

. ‘ ‘ -
‘#ity preparation programs for special education directors. - THere

18 little doubt but that special services directers must briﬁg‘a
ﬁariety of skills to tﬂg job; " They are both special educ&tors and
educational ndminiatrators, they serve both students and staff,the

school district and the whole educntional enterprise. The task be~

" fore them‘is a significantly important.one and must Jbe considerad

a;cordingl§-as[poﬁttions are opened and subsequently filled.
Larry L. Smiley o S .
Director . .

Burefiu of Educational Reseasch and Services

March, 1979 o : “
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",," The putpo‘g af. thia study wus to attempt to clarify the role
cmcutiann held fer tbe coopentive lptcial educa‘tion director
1in §hie State of Hﬁrt.h Dakota as percei\red by publ:tc school superin-
tcndcntl, public. schopl special eduectian tenchers, éhgvblic

‘cch'ool ipecial cduu:ion tuchern'. md public scthl educntion \

dmc:&:'m-lm The conpeutive npccial aducntian director

fnm divoru expectntionl tro& many groups both in and out of the

L]
B

rillu of the public educatiponal ﬁetting. Special education ggd

Ngulfr tcnchern. - studente, parentg, pgafnh:ten&l otgmiz.ations, a
’lpcéiii\ginuru: | gro\ipa, schoal..adninistn:iop. and ltnte{ and
ifcd'm‘nl: “dcpnrtmnu nll “have’ x:hcir down expectations -for the
coapent‘ﬁvn spacial cducntion ditector. Norem?&r, the cooperative
.':peciil education direg:or belongs to a'_ dﬁveloping ptéf.eﬁio’ﬁal .
group which has ite own perception of appropriate galé;kpectgtions.
The cooﬁergtiva spccinl.educati’on director must develop &nd mintii;x .

a vnrking relationlhip Hith the district auperintendent snd specitl
tducntion directur.~ The school luperinténdent is the :anager of
che dintrict in whieh the cmpera:iva director operates the special
education progm nnd it is criticsl that nch@f the two adminis—

trators understand the role and requirments of the othcr.‘ The

—

dpccinl education teschers also must understand the role of the

- r

cmpeuti\m, special education director becgmie the dimctor manages

]
director s ability to curmctly perceive, influence. and work with

t.lie vei'y prosrm in.which the teachers teach.  The coopergtive
; DN

.

' the cxpecntiom ‘of the schcol nuperincendent and the special

T

education teachers 1is critical in -determining the director's®

~ . LN

,“;,. N



potential to th.oae’expdnio'm.' L

A three section queetipnneire' was constructed. THe first two .

“eectioni_naked the respondent to rank in order of imnnrtance seven °

role‘performences and then eix personal characteristics commonly
aeuocieted -wich the role of the cooperatﬁve special eddEa:ion.

/
director. The third eection esked the respondent to complete :venty

forced-choiee questions’ dealing with typical edminiscretive problem

‘licuetions the tooperative speciel education director’may face.

~

The questionnaire was sent to :hirty public sehool superinten-

-dentn, thirty publie school speciel education teachers, end ell

.

© twenty-two pué}ie sé§b01 epeciel education directors-in the State !
. + . . . -

of North Dakota. _ . . - ' -

‘ ,.A.‘g g 5 .
The analysis of the data was <dompleted by considering one

eonporieon. Do public school euperintendenss, | publiqﬁ school
goecial education directors,' and public school epeeial’educetion
teachers agree with each other on thé role expeccecions for the
céopern:ive special education director? 4me comparison was made on
the data . gathered from all three sections -of che ques:ionnaire
The detd were te-ted by sophisticated statisticdl anslysis whieh

ot b

‘will not be reported here in all their de:eil. Instead this summary

~NA ,

will represent only mean or averege responses §£ the group and 1t .

will represen: differing perceptions 1n chart form Often, in the‘

*

utudy, means between groups were found to be similar to one another

. aven though variance within groupq,was considerable. This variance

vas not'reported in ghis nodograph. Neﬁertheleos the reader should

.
'

. . .
be aware that different individual perceptigns did exist.

"



PRESENTATIOQ REPORT  }. .

Tha. data'reportgd in this_.chaptar repregent the responses of

82 warti;ri;;&nés. ’ 1 -tv;enty-t'ﬁo, of the épecial education directors

&

i 4n North Dakota eledted to plrtici.pam,- nll thirty “of the sample
‘ of school auperintendents ‘@lected. to partic‘ipate, and all thirty of

' the sample of special educdtian teachers _elected to participate in

s .

th 10 ntudV.

-

v | The first research quést;lon‘ asked whs : "DA PuGITc School ‘_
E Special Educqtian Directors, ,Publie Scheol Superintendents, _agd
Public S:.ml Spetial Educaticn Tenchers in North Dakota ag;ee on
the Relltiw Impott:mce of Seven Bnle Perfc&knce Related to” the
«
) Y Poﬂition of Cooperative Special Education Direptor?" * -
o | Pnrticipants in the study were asked to rank seven ;ask perf—
y fcmnca areas of the coopetative npecial education direccor 1n
- order. of importance from 1 to7, «with 1 being the most 1mportant
Jo afea and 7 being thn 1ea‘st impqrtant area. - The results of those.
rmkinga £ollows: o o
_T’ables 1 and 2 summarize the ‘c”cmposite rankings of th_é‘.seven
. tt‘mk pgrfori;anc_e ia/;eas. The composite rankings,. in denéendigs‘ order
of impottance, were:! . o
| 1. f’ersénnel ' . . | ‘ . .
_ 2. Curric&l@ and Instruction '
. 3. Pinance ' ) .
. W.J#perintegdent Relationships S : A .
5. Publickel{atil:ns | ,
W ! | ‘
. 6. Legislative Responsibility
i~ ol 7. Research gn;i Continued Study . -
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| TASK PERNRHAN@ WKINGS’ SUMMARY OF RANK ORDER- BY HEANS
. _' . ASSIGNED TO THE SEVEN TASK PEKFORHANCE AREAS BY ALL
LT GROUPS IN THE SAMPLE' pom.uxon
- | Y
' ..
. ‘ <o 7 : : " Composite
T : Dit;actors Superincendentn Taacksrs Rank Order
. . \ N . T.‘ .
" Curriculum and - . ' .
Instructidn - . 3.72 - 3.00 2,43 2.98 &

- .. r . ’ ~ . . . .. .

K ' Pinamce . T 3.04 3.30 §.53 3.68
Legislative ' | v T
ne.ponsibimy . 5.09 4,60 . 4.90 . 4.84
Persormel .81 2.50 Y2400 284

T & -
_ Public Relations:  %.36 4,90 4.53 4.62
~ . » . . . . ‘
Resedrch and . . :
: Corftinued Study  6.13 5.70 - 5.00 . .5.56
. Superintendent ‘ . . b o
Relsations 2.81 - ¢ . 4.00 ’ 4,20 3.75
' *’&Awu B " |
, - - \rw | i
~ i ﬂ-‘ﬁ.'&,,‘; T
' N 8 R “{“!
) s
‘ 7
g ) B .
< ‘ -
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Ce | TABLE 2 _—
. = _ ’
- TASK PERFORMANCE RANKINGS: -RANK ORDER*SUMMARY OF. THE SEVEN
TASK' PERFORMANCE' AREAS AS RANKED BY EACH & |
©.. ' CROUP IN THE SAMPLE POPULATION Lo
. - L. , .t . ‘ . '
' Rank Ordex Directors .Superintendents Teachers Composite Total
3 . N . . \ )
SRR U G T I , D v
. 2  .p A Y ‘ A
) 3 v
. . 3 B s. B v G B
4 A , © BEW G
W ~ * .
. E e E
6 c " B c c
7 F F ¥ S F
r ‘ - ‘ T . ‘ ' ] | , R .
* . *Finance and Public’Relations both had a Mean qf 4.533
Key: - A=Curriculum and Instruction T '
B*Finance " B A ;
C=lLegislative Responsibility o ) -
DeParsonnel . .
E=Public¢ Relations ' . .
FeResearch and Continued Study - - 4
. : G=Superintendent Relationships ,
) ot . * . . o ’ ‘ .
. 4
N .
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Superintendentn and special education teschets egreed in the

, rnnk order of curriculum end instruction (1). finnnce (2), and

: denta, tenchers, and directors all agree€ on the rank order of

resea:ch and continued study (7).

-

:eeearch-end centinned dtudy (7) but interchpnged the _remaining \

fou: tnnk orders. Directote agreed with the Superinten@?nts on the

‘ renk order of finsnce (3) and research and continued studyqiiﬂ but

interchanged public relations and lesislntive renponeibility The

directors and superintendents did not agree on the rank order of

the rennining tnsiAnetfutmancee.' Directors’ and teachers agreed on
o < . ) ’ .
the rank order nf public relations (5), legislative responsibility

(6), and research end §ontinued study (7) but disag:eea on the rank
Y
otders of the remaining four task perﬁormsnce areea. Superinten-

-

3
o

. R 3 :
. The second -reséarch questien asked was, "Do Public School.
Special Education Directors, Public $chool SuperintendEnts, _and

Public School Special Educetion 'eachers in. North Dakota Agree on

a

the Relstive Importance of Six. Personal Characteristics Related to
the Positien of‘Coopetative Specia] Educatipn pirectoxn?"

Pnrticipsnts in the study were asked to rank from 1 to 6, éix

s
persana} eheracteristics of the cooperetive special eeucation

director, with I' being the " most :important characteristic and 6

. being the least important.

" rables 3 and 4 summarize the rankings of the six personal

& .
characteristics, The composite rankings, in descending order of
importance, were:

1. Teskfﬂalnted.Chatneterigtics.

2. Personality .

¥
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¢ PERSONAL CHARACTERIS’I‘ICS RANR‘INGS.

TABLE 3

.

SUMRY OF RANK ORDER BY H'EANS

 ASSIGNED TO THE SIX PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AREAS

© BY ALL GROUPS IN TEE SAMPLE POPULATION

S

. SR o 'Conposit;
Directors Superintendents Teache¥s’ RanK Ordere
N Intn;lectual B _ T :
- ‘Ahﬂity 2,72 2.23 - 2.90 2,67 -
: Parm;nﬁli’ty ' 2,27 - 2,23 2.63 = 2,39
~ .Physical . : ' o
. Characteriatics 5.77 T 5.43 5.78 5.58
-'_l;.r " Soci&l ’ . - . .-,., :
- Background 5.13 4,83 4.66 4.85 |
, Sccitl N . o .o ‘
. Chnrlcteriatics 2.95 3.66 Y 3,00 3.23
.+ Task-Related ’ : "
: Characteﬁsticeﬁ +2.13 2.5% 2.20 2.13
: . g :
N i
v » /9
H
s N
2 . 7 ' - ‘ .
0 N -
-%. .
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» . PERSGHAL M‘RISTICS RANKINGS' SMARY OF RANK ORDER

e | ASRIGNED T0 THE SIX PERSOMAL CHARACTERISTICS AREAS BY

@
PR * ALL GROUPS IN THE SAMPLE POPULATION ‘

—

——a B

T

Rank Order Di\rl;eto‘ﬂ - superintendents  Teachers Composite Total

*

LN

1 F At g F F
2 B B B
3 A F A A
4 E. E B, 4
) ' L 4
5 D D D \ D .
K . | | | >
6 c . C . o c o, c.
i | VW ~ ‘
/- » *Intéllectual Ability _ghd Perngnnli.ty‘ both had § He}n.of 2.333
Key: A-Intellectul Abildity ) . ‘ .
: - B=Personality ' . .
.. CwPhysical Chnrnc:eristics -
* - pmSocial Background . - . ,
' EmSocial Characteristics : "
o n-nnlﬁ-mlued Characteristics.
. 'S . ~
L ' :
a
) é "




. . Lo R . . S Y t
P Iuielleecual'jhiiigy . P
" . 4. Social Charaeterintic: : ‘— - o
‘ 5. Secul Backgromd N C ‘ N L3
’ 6, 'Phytical Chnractuistics .. - | B ﬁ >

Smrinmdcnn, te:cher-, and direc:or- all ngre&d on the

rnnk order ef locill charaeteriaticn (4). .socinl backgmund (5).

"and physical characteristics (6). Dlre,t:ota and teaeh:rr agreed

,that task-relatéd ehgraécdriscica were the most i{mportant (1) of

\

tha w.x penencl chancterintic- whila nuperin:enden:u ranked

E

mullectul lhility md pafjsonality gs most mpomnt (l).

. tuk—ulatcd(charaetgrinticn ) third mt iupor::ﬁt (3) of th’e'

six pnﬂond," cb'&ucurutmn. m:ectors nnd teachers interchnnged

cho rank order of intellactual nhilif.‘y and. personality as -econd in

inportncq .

. . N

The third ugearch qmsgion asked was: '"Do Public Schcol
ot -

‘chigl Edncation Directoxs, Public School Superintendcnta, and

Public School Special Education’ TS&chers ‘4 North-Dakota ASreé on

thc Proper Course of Accion for the Cooparattve Special Educatinn

( Direc:n: to Pollow 1n Adninilttative Si:untionn as Posed by Mnty

f

+ . / A -

: Part three of the questionnaire (Appendix A) asked the p#rtic':-‘

Selectad Questinm?"
._ ipants toprespond to twenty selected administrative situations,

The responses weré always the same five choices. For the purposes

e

of data analysis, the regﬁp@es (lvete scaled’ as Always Should = 1,.

" Probably Should =.2, May or May Not = 3, Probably Should Not = &,
“and Never Should = 5. o
Tnble 5 lists che twanty administrative situationq and reportl

the responses of . the, superintendents, ‘teachers, and directors. The

A , . '9.

+

-
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- letter "S* 4indicates the mean on average responses of the

supérintendents, the letter "pIt  §ndicates .the mean or average

resppuses of the teachers, ‘the letter "D" indicates the mean or'

- &

née:age responses of the directors, and the lettef "X" 1indicates

% the composite mearf or average of all three groups. -
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. SUMMARY OF THE MEAN RESPONSES TO TWENTY SELETD ADHINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS

h

LI

TABLE 5

¢

.
.
L]
L3

2

-

.-

- 4 - ‘ r
: ) - . Probably ‘
Administrative : . Always Probably May or Should Never
Situation Role Should Should }fayi Not Should
“ 1. The cooperative special Directors - D :
e¢ducation director should Superintendents g
accept responsibility for Teachers T, _+_ I
developing long-range plans Total I D S
for the special éd. program, -
2, The cooperative special Birdctors ] '__Q’___“«_M_WJ__«_*_”ﬂm_‘“_ i .
education director should Superintendents I a* L R
work with supérintendents in Teachers LT ) )
organizing programs which ‘Total . F7TN X v . o
 provide for continuity. ‘ - —
“ . » { .
3. 'The ceoperative special Directors _ L
education direétor should ‘Superintendents 3 e
serve as a consultant for Teachers T I A
curriculum developmfit and’ Total . . X I N
’ revision. Yo L0 ¥
L'
' . = Y
v N A\ e N

14
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4 +

. »

o , o . Probably ,

- Administrative a . Always Probably May or . Should %

’ . Situation Role Should Should May Not " Not d
. T ’ .
4. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should Superintendents s ] R W"
serve as a consultant to Teachers ¢ T L
special ed. depts. in Total S 3
colleges and universities in / ;
defining needs and,resources-
5. The ccaperative\pecial , Directors AR S e . L
education director sRould Superintendents - TS IS WP |
assure that the district Teachers T L
has a policy regarding all Total . X — -
‘special ed. activity (e.g.,
screening, placement). "
. - . )
6. The cooperative special Directors D *
education difector should Superintendents S b _ L
establish a channel of Teachers N T f e . e
communfcation with all dis-. Total X e
trict personnel who deal
directly with the dqpartment. 7 1 5 '
' . Y
. -
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'TABLE 5 Continued
Q‘ : ' - .
(3 - - 3
) .Probably
, Administrative Always Prabably Should Never
© Situation Role Should Should Not Should
7. The cooperative specinl Directors X D ' .
education directer should Superintendents g
‘assure that all. district Teachers - T ]
schools that house special Total X . .
ed. pupils are following all T
established special ed .
- regulations.
-8, The cooperative special Directors . . n
education director should - Superintendents N - o L o
plan building and district- Teachers L . Tl 1 \
‘wide special ed. staff Total , X TN
meetings. .
9. !The coobetative special lDirectorsv D
education director should Superintendents, s
agsume responsibility for the Teachers . i .
teaching-léarning process in  Total X i
special ed. classes. . .
‘ « ¢
<«



£ i & L4 v -~
-t ‘ . , - TABLE 5 Continued .
. . . . . ) —_— + . ~ e . -
: ‘ ‘ ‘ : ! - " ' Probably .
. o Administrat {ve ‘ ‘ A ~ Always Probably  May or Should Never
: ~ .  situation A ‘ . Role ‘ Should " Should - May Not Not Should
’ 10. ' The cooperative special Directors -l .
e .education director should be  Superintendents s _ ) N
-  expected to develop a system Teachers ' T 1 L
1 of evaluation and supervision Total ) ' X R
/ for all special ed. personnel. R} R
z 11, The cooperative special Directors 1 D R v A . J
education director should as- Swperintendents 5. N - A‘}«
sure that consulting services Teachers T R DR A M
(psychiatric, pediatric-  Total R & S A T R
neurological, etc.) are avail-
able to the district upon . .
request., . :
12, The cooperative spetial Dirdctors N R T I U U
education director should Sup_erihtendents R R - D S 1 .
establish schedules for special Teachers I R M (S SR
" ed, personnel whose sérvices = Total Ty R N
are utilized by more than one s . . S ' o
T "school (e.g:, Speech Patholo- m - . . . )
*-  gist, School Psychologist), ! 1 , ) .

+ L]
~
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'mu.z. Continued

- : . 2 . . ‘

. . , ,; " Probably
: , Administrative T . Always , Brodhably May or Should Never
Situation .o -  Role Should * Should,' May Not Not Should
. '. . ’ ‘ ’ . e e e s ~
13. The cooperative special. Directors n
. education director should as- Superintendents ° & B
sure that 'all, special ed. Teachers 1T ] .
‘ . programs can be adapted to Total X1 . ’
- »  individual néeds of the R - ‘ ’ ,
Y students. : ; - . . o
- ., Lo * .
\ 14, The cooperative special - Directors . D I —
education director shoyld as-  Superimtendents ' | 5 ol
sure that all necessary pupil Teachers ' T
gccounting and records are Total X el .
r . established and maintained - “:"
o according to regulations.
15, The cobperatige special - ~Directors ~ - " nl. ,
- education director should act  Superintendents s | _ ’ S
as liaison between superin- Teachers [ T
tendent and offices of federal, Total ' Ly . '
state, county, and city govern~ . . 2
ment regarding special ed. - - -
: - . e ‘ , ‘
- i8 . .
! S ., g
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%
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4 ' L 2
TABLE 5 Continued
. ' - ) Probably .
.. Administrative . § Always Probably May or Should ~ Never
Situstion Role . Should Should May Not NSt .Should
16. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should as- . Superintendents __ _ 5 ) -
sure distribution of all spe~ Teachers T] -
cial ed. information and Total X T
materials to be used by ad- T

min{strators, teachers, pnpils, ‘

and guidance persomnel. \

17. The cooperative special ~  Directors D )
education director should be Superintendents S do bl
involved when a district hires Teachers # T . - R r
special ed. persomnel. Total ] X - T
18. The coopérative special ‘Dire"’ctors __ D
. education director should Superintendents N S
~ vigorously pursue all sources Teachers; R D ) .- #
of special ed. revenue. Total X _
. ‘
~ L 9
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C < TABLE 5 Continued -

. TR P Contimed

. ”P a
L S S . Probably
. Administrative ' ) Always Probably May or $hould Never
Situation _ Role Should . Should May Not * . Nots Should
2 —
19, The.cooperative special. Directors ‘ .
o " f8ucation director should ~ Superintendents ‘ S

coordinate all special ed. Teachers ™

student trsnsportation. Total X i

.20." Tha cooperative special ~ Directors ‘ n

aducation director should Superintendents g v - ‘ R

accept .responaibility for Teachers ‘ E _ B v i

~ implementing long-range ‘Total . X

plans for the special ed. , y v, M

bl PTORTaAR.
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- CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
) - Comelusions /

The cpnciuﬂionn,bgsed upon the, analysis of the data collected,
A . . - . '
vere divided intc thred parts: ‘
Part-A. Conclusions dealing with thegénalysis of the data

R :
that related to the rankings of the seven performance tasks of the
. .

cooperative special educaqtion director. T
. ‘ . ’

Part B.. Conqlusions de&lins with the analysis of the data:

.that'related to the rankings of the six ﬁerscnal‘characteriét4cs of

i

the cooperative special education director.

Part . Conclusiens deéling with the analysis of the data
that‘jelated to the responség to the twe;ty selected admi;istrative

situltion¢.

Rl

Conélusionn Related to the Rsnkiqgg of the Seven Performance Tasks

-

of the Cooperative Special Education Director (Part A).
— .

The conclusions highlight the areas of consensus and di{ffer-

_ences among the respondents in thei;‘rankings of ihe geven perfor-

mance tasks of the cooperative special education director.

A-1. Curriculum and instruction as a:task performance area

~ L}

was fanked highest by special ellucation teachers and lowest By

.

Ao .

special education directors when ranks of the three groups of re-~
sppndénts were compared. Ovérallg superintendents and teachers both
saw it as the second m&gt imﬁbrgant of the performance tasks of the

cooperative special education director. The composite ranking also

placed 1t second in importance.
' -



,

A-2. Finance, as & task performance area, wad—Yfanked highest
by the directors and lowest by the "teachers. Directors and
nuharintenﬁents demonstrated agreement on the overall ranking of -

o~

this task by ranking it third most important of the perf ce

tasks of the cpoperative‘special'education directoi. The compésite ’

.ranking also pliced it :hi;d in impo;tnnce.

~ Aié; Superintendents r;nked legillntivé responsibility, as a
fask.herfo;mance nteu,highe; than did either tencﬁcrl or directors.
All three groups ranked 'it in the lower hﬂlf of the agveékranked.
The composiﬁe ranking placed iE sixth in meortanée.'

A-4; Special education teachers ranked pérsonnel, as a task

perforﬁance'area, the‘higﬁga: and directors Einked it the loqut.'

-

‘ dvernil, teachers and superintendents 'ajreed with the camposit§ -

ranking of this task by ranking it as themost important performance

task of the cooperative special education director.

A-5. Public rel#tions, as a task perforﬁange, ‘§ss ranked
highéat by the directors and iowest by the superintendentﬂ: Not
one of the three groups placed . {1t in the top half of the séven

tasks. The composite ranking-placed 1t £4fth in importance as a
& N

performance task area of the cooperative director. ‘
A-6. Research and continued study was the seventh ranked task

of the seven performance tasks._ Tofal agreement existed among“all

three groups as to the ranking of ;his caék. .

. é é:l; Dérectors ranked superiﬁtendént relationships,gs a task

perfoAé;nce area, highef than did teachers and.superfhtendents.

Directors ranked it as the most important performance task of the

cooperative special education director. Superintendents ranked it

L]
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fourth while” special education teachers- ranked {t third. The

1

CUNESIi:f rank?ng placed it fourth in importance. _ .

R

Conclusions Related to the Rankings of thé Six Personal Character—

]

is:iﬁs of_ghe Cooperative Spec;al Education Director {(Part B).
| These concluaions, high}igbt the areag 6? consensus and
differencés among' the respondents (in.Eheir rankings of the six.
. perfonal characteristice of the Eﬂqpefative‘ special education
direcéor. : ' : ' ‘, . "
| B-1. Task-related characteristics was ranked the.mostlimpar—-

tant of the perhonal characteristics in the cbmpdsite rankings.

~

There vas aglight difference among the groups, however, with di-
_ rectors and teachers ranking it first and superintendents ranking-

‘4t third, ~when théktankinss of the three respondent groups were -

T *
compared..
‘ A
o $-2. Directors and teachers agreed in their rankings of per-
. - -

‘sonality as a personal characterdstic. Both groups ranked this
task secoad in iﬁpbrtsnce. Superintendents ranked both persopality

" and intellectual ability as most'importani,/ therefore there is no
second most important task {dentified by that group: ‘ b

\

. B-3. Intellectual ability was ranked third most important %of '

-

the, petsonalgcharacteristics in the composite rankings. There was

v

a difference amoné the rank}ngs of the three groups with teachers
and directors both ranking this task third and superintendents

ranking it and personality as first. »
_ N :
B~4. Special education directors,special education teachers,

-

and school superintendents all agreed on the composite rankings of
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Tew,

social chkracteriltics, social background; énd’physical character-

;1§tics as the fourth, fifth,and sixth most.important. respectively,

of the six personal characteristics of the cooperative speclal

0 ~

education director.

Conclusiond Related to thé Responses to Twenty Selected A&ministra~

tive Situations (Part C).

" These conclusions detail the areas of consensus and differences

’ -

among ;he Eelpondepts in their responseg to twenty selec:ei&;admin—

istrative situations.

s

C-1.- Special education directors, special education teachers

 atd school superintendents agree that the cooperative dichtor

always should accept responsibility‘fog\developing long-range plans

for‘ehe special education program. All tyree groups were pésitive
in th&irhreaction.to this situation. “This may be because they feel
that the cooperativé director is in the best position to ascertain
and ar$iculate what direction the special educatibn program should
be heading. ) '

g:g;‘ The cooperative specizl education.director always shoul&

. N € .
work with superintendents in organizing programs which provide for

continuity. - All three groups were positive in their reactions to

 this situatipn. This may reflect the-attitude that all three groups

recognize the importanée of cooperation among administrative staff
P .

.

members.

C-3. The cooperative special education director probably

should serve as a consultant for cufriculum development and revision

- Superintendents and teachers were more positive in their responses

to this situation than were directors.

21
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C-4. The cooperative ‘special education director probably

nﬁauld serve as & consultant to gpecial éducatiém departments in
éallege; and univergities 15 defining necds and “resonrces. Direc-
tors stressed this situation more than other reSpandent groups, but
still received strong support from superintendents and teachers.

g;g;' The cooperative spécial education director always should
'“iégﬁféuéﬁdt'the'ﬂisfricthEHIA‘deicy ‘yegarding all special educa-
tion activity (e.g.,screening, placehént). Directors were positive
.an this issue‘hnd teceiveq‘strong support from the superintenéents

) and tedchers.

C-6. The cooperative special education director always should,

- establish a cnannel of communication with alldis:;ictperaannel who

" deal directly with the department.

]

C~-7. The §ooperative special education director alwayé should
) accept the responsihility to assure that all district schoolﬁ that

< houge spécial education pupils are following all established apgcial
_ P . e ,
education regulations. - All respondent groups concurred.

a

A
C-8. The céoperstive special education director probably

should plan building and disttict-wide special education staff
, meetings. All three groups were in.agreement in their responses: to
this situation. | . .

C~9. Special education teachers as & gnod} did not agree with

the group responses of superinfeﬁdents and dinecsors regarding the

degrees éa\which the cooperative Bpecial education director should

 assume reuponsibiiity.foi the teaching~learning process in special

education lasdes. Teachers tended to agree = that the cooperative

22
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4 , .
director may or may not "assume this responsibility while directors

and superintendeﬁts tended to be more positive on this issue by

indicéting that the coqperative"ditecgor probably ghould assume“i

this respopsibility. This may be bécause some teachers feel that

~

. the classroom is thexf area of responsibility. It wQuld be pru&enc
bfor the cooperative directors t6 assess their own situations and v

invastigate perceptions of others in the cooperative before deciding

a course of action on this issue.
C-10. The cooperative special education director should be
. T - i - o I
. \ o
expected to develop a system of evaluation and supervision for all

: ) C e , .
special education personnel. Directors were most positive in their

- 1

responihs and refeived strong . suﬁporc from superintendents and
feachéfs. ‘ %

. g:;;L Spec!ﬁigéducation‘teachers responded Tost positively as
to'the.degfee to which cooperativé special édu;aciog directoré‘
should assure that consulting services (e.gf, psychiatric, pedia;—
ric-ne#rological) were available to Cﬁe ;is;rict upon reduest.
Teachérs felt that . the coopeéative dirgccor alway; should accepf

this responsibility whdile superintendents and directors felt that
. the coopergxive director probably should acceﬁgthis;responsibiliiy._
: -

C-12. Special education teachers were in disagreement with .
the s%perintendents and special education directors regarding
whether or not’ the coop@rative‘speciél education director should
establish séhedﬁles'for special educat%gn personnel whoséLServiceQ
are utiliied £y more thaﬁ one school (e.g., speecp pﬁéhologis;,

- school psychologist). Teachers felt that the cooperative directors

may or mMay not. accept chié responsibility while superintendents

lnéfdirecchg felt that thé cooperative director probably should -
. ‘ Y .
. ’ 23
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- N
accgpt this renpspsibility.

o

‘ ansupe_thib responsibility. Thievexpectation-suggests that perhaps

telchers felt that ythey share, or building principals shure, the
4

responsibiii:y to develop a flexible ‘schedule for itinerant per-
sonnel to fit the teacher _or client needs., The loeal‘cqoperative
may have to assess their own situation and investigate oerceptions
of others in the cooperative before deciding a course of action on
ths issue. ‘

C-13. The cooperative special education director probably
2 - :

‘should assure that all special education programs can be adapted to

the individual needs of the Btudents. “ oy
C-14. Special education directors were more positive in their
responses to the situation regarding the degree to which cooperative

-pecial gducation directors sﬁould assure that'all necessary pupil

- accounting and reCords are established and mainf&ined accotding to

-regulstions. Directors’ felt that the cooperative diréctor always

g

‘!hould assume this responsibility while auperintendents and teachers-

falt that the cooperative director probab}y should assume this
. - -

responsibility. . ' \ S o~

* v

C-15. The coope:ative special edncation directror probably

should act as a liaison between the superintendent and the officee

.

of federal, state, county, and city government regarding special

education. e . ) K

-

C-16. There éas a consistent agreement as to \the degree
which the cooperative Bpecial education director should assure the
diatribution of 311 special education information Jand materials to
hﬁ.“’ed by adninistratorﬂ teachers, pupils, and guidance personnel.

13

The three .groups felt that the cooperative director probably should :

»

a; ' | . HZb;217’
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C-17. The cooperativa'aﬁeciél education director always should . .

' be involved when a district hires. special education persomnel.

~ 4

Spacial education directors were very positive in :heir/res ion to

4

this situation. Superintendents fglt that the cooperative director

L] T

probably shouldufle mvB;ve‘; in this task. Teachers, althodgh not -
. as positive in fheir.?espénﬂé as directors, felt that the coopera-~
| tive directors m@y have to aaéees their owm situétions in deciding
a course of action on this 1ssues .
, ’ g;lg; Sﬁhcikl edu;atidn teachers and school -uperintaﬁdentn

were quite positive in their responses to what degree they felt the i\\\gk

‘

éanper: * 'npecial education difector should vigorously pursue all
~ $ . .
sources of apecial education revenue. Both groups felt that the

cooperative director always gﬁduld‘hssume this responsibility while

. A T o .
diractors felt that the cooperative director probably should assume

b

this responsibility.

v oo

€~-19. The gooperative special education director may or may

v

‘i; not coordinate all special education student transpdrtation. .This
is an issue which is becoming vefy important to school districgs

i
and one with which state legislati{ve members will be dealing during

future sessions. The respondents indicated that there is not &
definite policy regarding the responsibility for special education
transportation coardinatiah}

¢-20, - The superintendents were very positive in thelr responbes
to whether or not the‘cooperqtive_special education director should
accept responsibility for implementing long-range plans for the

lpecinl’educat;on program. Directorsialso responded very pasitiveiy

by indicating that the ccoperative difectcr always should assume

,q'

-8
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. this :eupon;ibil;ty. T;?chers Qare less positive in their responses
apd felt‘thai thf cob?erntng direccot ‘probably-ahould assume this
responsibility. Directors should be ;ware\ihat all.teaqberé are not
positive‘on this iasue éné_should; eyalu;te the léesl cooperative

y

situation before electing a courge of action. o

v i Limitations of the Study

-
-

It 1:':h3'6pinig§ of the writefwthni the‘ analysis of the data

collgc:éd supporte _the conclusions reached. However, there were

limitations to the study which sﬁould be recognized. .
~ One 1liwmitation was the fact that only s éample of the school .

superintendents and special educatisn teachers 4An North Dako;dlwere

-

asked to particYpate in the study. The study is limited by the®

potential cerrors of sampling procedures.

rs

Another limftation was that the study was confinedtc the State
&

5

of North Dakota. Conclusions and recoﬁnendations must also be con-—

v

fined to North Dakota becayse of this limitation.

(A
ho
L ¢~
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Writers' Recommendations

The results of the writers' . interpretation of the literature

reviewad snd-anllysisw of -the data. collected lead to thé following -
, TN
recommendations:

1. Additional :gggs:ch ngouré Dbe done on the ﬁasiﬁion of’
if_ . Eoéperaf?vn,;np;cill‘eduént!on édmin!!trato:.uin;worth Daﬁota and
.:ﬁténghout\thg. United States. Each of the twenty administrative
‘~h1cuat10n{ 1n'§ec&;on,A‘af-the_quescicnnaire (geg éppendix‘A)?cauld

be researched in much more depth. The situation 1listed in‘C¥19;

- . )

studeat transportation, is in pa§tiéula¥7n¢ed of more definiti@e
idiregﬁign. | Conclusion C-12, establishing scheddles for 1tiné£§nt‘
. "personnei, is g #itustion cf ﬁttsngndihigreemgnt.  This situation
. . needs to be furihef claxrified tﬁiough more extensive attention.
.o 2. Cooperative boards wmust be avare of the Hide-range‘of.
rﬁipec:ationn held for and~t£e Eééplex tagks of ‘the cooperative
diréctor. The board must support the director w%th proper backing
of detisions which the director makes. The boafd must also Pﬁpporc
thé director by providing the position with a salary comparable to
;, ‘ th§ far-rangingAdgtiea %fpected of the director.

3. CaoperntiQe directorarnee4 to make 8 self-assessment of
their utilization of time on the job. Review of research indicates
they spend.greaterypercentages of their time on wministerial tasks
which sre of lesser 1§pertance. More time needs to be spent in the
area of supervision and coordinatioh of instruction.

4. JGraduate gchool programs which presently offer programs

And'inﬂservice_saminars in special education administration should




2 S S

-~con€1nually cvaluete these progrnu: to see if they are ueeting the

.needs of prncticing and futune apecial education directors. The

courses of atudy' should be design specifieally for special educa=-

tion administration and not be ly an extension of exieting

géneral .sehopl ndminiltrntien programs. The courses of study

lhould‘enpheaize the development of thearetical perspectives related
to social lystenl,teacher subculture,client control and management,
organizational adaptation:,neintennnce of organizational stability,

/
fineance, and research techniquee and 1ﬂterpretation. This recom-

‘mendation is based: both on the results of this study lnd related

research. - o

5. The Departnenb of Public Instruction, din conjunction with

institutions of higher education in’ North *pakota, should consider g::'

nuce nere extensive service of seminars each year %hen is now pre- .
sented ténbrovide staff development activities for special education
directors in the state and to assist them in neeting the’ eertificn-
tion renewal requirements. “

6. The North Daéota Associationh of School Administrators.and
the Department of Public Instruetion in North Dakota ehoeld con-
sider a series of senminars which would bring, regulareehool adminis-

trators and special education adqinietratore together to provide

both groups with an opportunity to orient themselves to the role

expectations of each group. It would seem sensible that the * two
aém;nistrative groups whdich wo:k'so closely together should be
fully aware of the expectations of the other.

7. Graduate school programs which prepare general school ad~
3
ministrators but do not have proyisions for special education ad-

ministration training gshauld make ettemﬁts to estaﬁlish courses of

LY

28
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study which vill np&éificglly meet the needs of future and practi--

cing ﬂpecialA'eduéaticn‘sdminiéggatots. (This -recommendation is

ngcd on the results. of this study and related. researchf) The'

courses of study designed specifically fgr spécial €ducsation admin- .

istration should emphasize the develapment of theoretical perspec-
R . . -

tives related to social systems, teacher subculture, clieant control.

- and n.nlgnneni,. nrgnniznﬁional adnptntions,'hafntenipce of organt-

zational stability, finance, and research techniques and interpre-

-tation. > 7 v
) - [ . Fid

_ 8.. Potential and active special education adminint;ators need
to ke ;n‘hanéqt‘a§1f~alncasnenﬁ of thelr abilities and interests.
The§ need. to ask themnelyes if they have the ‘capahilities-to func~-
tion in the multi-iace:éd position which demands flexibility from‘

" the administrators in meeting the variety of exp;ctatidns held for
' the'gonition. They reed also to st thegselveé,if they péssess the
’ inCeiIeétual ability, personality, and task—related.charactéristics_
required of the adminietrntog‘in‘o;der to function eff%iiively.

9. 'Baards in North)p;iopn, whgn hiring a éocperative‘special

educztian director, should emphasize'persoﬁnel characteristics of

. task-related characteristics, '‘personality, and intellectual ability

and should give legs attentiomn to'gocial background and physical

-

characteristics. The Béard should look for a person who possesses
knowledge, understanding, and ability to handle administrative
responsibilities in personngl, curriculum and instruction, financg,
lnq rene;rch. !« - 7 ;

10. Certification requirements for the cooperative special
<

*education administrator in North‘ngotg_ ghoul& be reyiewed. The
A B o

P
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raising of these standards should recelve serious consideration
from the follcuing ntandppints. First, special education adminis-

trgtors should have a minimum of at least a Mdite§8 Degree in

Educationai Administration. Second, che special eduaa:ion adninis-

A

trator ahould have basic prepsration in at least cwo a?egs of the
npeci education field other ¢than administra:ion. Third, provi-
sions should be cgnsiéered whichallowfor ghecontinualprofgssional

¥
0 v

growth and development through the use of workshops, iﬁ-aerﬁipe
. S oer ‘ : s

training, allowance for visitation travel to o:hen.hpecial educa-

‘tion coop;ratives throughout the United States, and” sabbaticgl

~

leaves 1°f absence. It is 'strongly‘ recommended that the special

education administrators holds, or is in the process of obt'aining,i

an advanced degree ‘in special education adnministration. (Thése

~

. recommemdations are based -on this study and related research.)

As 8 result of this study, the writer concluded that the role

expectations held for the cooperative specinl “education administra—

tor are demanding and wide-ranging in nature. The expectations can

~

vary fyom one setting to another and, because of the rapid'change

~\ vwhich exists in special education at the present and into the pre-

dictable future, these expectations change from year to year. Be-—

cause of this constant change and flexibility, it 1s essential that

special eduéation administrators be constantly reviewing,assessing,
and updating their skills. It is also very important that much re-

search in special education administration be undertaken and pub-

iished 4in the forthcoming years. This position 1is a rapidly

~growing one and important in the total education structure,and thus,

it must be supported with proper study and information.

A »
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QUESTIONNAIRE

COQPERQTIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTOR
) - ' ,

SECTION A - Expectations for Performance

'

L - Listed below are seven performance characteristics which may be

considered when selecting a cooperative special education director.

?lgnée xgnk ‘these chgpacteriséici from L to 7 in their order of

<, .. -importanc®. - Number 1 would identify the characteristic you believe

; ' o ] B - : ~ R R . ) ‘ D
- " - to be.most 1hpor:ant;numbgr-2.wou;d 1dgntify the'éha;acterig;fg'zou\
;o  believe to be second’ in importance; amd so om. Please‘rgnk'all

characteristics, using Sach.ﬁumbe: only pncé} h ‘

Cﬁrriculum nnd.instructioh (aévelopment, evaluation,
c. o 'supervisian, innovation)

Finance (budgeting, accounting,*revenue‘procnrement)

Legislative Responsibility (competent in law; facilitates
successful contact with local, state, and federal -
“ legislative bodies) ~

N ' Personnel (staff development, staff selection, staff
supervision) L

Public Relations (works with press, establishes good
commmnications, knows comsunity) ' .
o ] J
Research and Continued Professional Study (informed of
trends, inmovations, planning)

L
#

Superintendent Relationships (copperative, knows proper
role, builds working rapport with supevintendents)

.
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.+ SECTION B - §§§ectgtionl for Personal Characteristics

. The following are six personal characteristics which may be

t

_tonnidcrediéhen selecting a éoop&rative special'educ{tion director,
Please_rank thase char;cteriatics from 1 to 6 1in theit. order of
i-ﬁortance. Number 1 wnuldlidehtify tﬁe chafacteriatié géé believe
to be most important; number 2 would 1dentify the _characteristic
you believe to be second in imé;rt;nce; and so on. Please rank all
' ﬁttlrlcterthtica, uu}ng each nuﬁhe:;only once, -

P
Intellectﬂ;laﬂhllity (judgment. scholarnhip)

Pa:lon;lity (anthulialm, confidence, objectivity, etc.)

Physical Characteristics (age, appearance, energy level,
+ . welight, health record, atc.) .

_____ Social Background (educlticn, social status, nohility,
etc. )

Social Characteristics {tact, popularity, in:erpersanal
skills, etc.)

Tn-k—Ralated Characteristics (stability, flexibility,
reliahility, drive, etc Yy
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_ SEC’LIOI@ G ~ Exgectnt.ioha' for Administrative Situations

" The following statements relate to your expectations of the

gooperative' special educatiﬁn director in certain adﬁihistrative

_nituatibn&.' Please complete each statement by checking the one

tenponse you feel is most correct. For example, 1% y&u feel the
S :
cooper&tive special education director may ar ma _~z_not be present at -

*student’ staffings,yau ‘would check that response,as shown in item 1

- e Cfige

"The, Cooperative Special Education Director . . .

1.  alvays should " accept résponéibility for
probably should - developing long-range plans
may or sdy not " for.the spécial education

probably should not program.
hever should

1

2. always should work with superintendents
probably should 7 {n organizing programs
may or may not which provide for continuity.

probably Should not
‘never should

always should serve as a consultant for

3.
probably should curriculum development and
may or may not revision.
probably should not
____mever should v . ‘
) 4
4. always should serve as a consultant to
probably should special education depart-

' may or may not ments in colleges and
probably should not universities in defining
never should needs and resources.

5. ¥ " always sbould assure that the district
probably should has a policy regarding all
may or may not - special aducation activity .
probably should not (e.g., screening, placement).
never should ,

6. always should establish a channel of
probably should © communication with all*

- may or may not district personnel who
probably should not degl directly with the
never should department.

A
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8,

9

10.

i1.

12.

13,

14.

alwlys should

____ probably ‘should

ERREIA Hl 1

1]

Il

AR AR R AR

AR

|

WAy ©Or ‘may not

probgbly should
never should

always should
probabry ‘should
may or may nof

prbblh1y~should"not»A S
‘never should : A

Riways should "~

probably should
mey Or may not
probably should
never Should -

always should

probably should
may or may not

probably should
never should

always should
probably. should
may or mdy not’
probably should’
never should

always should
probably should
may or may not
probably should
never should

always should
probably should
may or may not
probably should
never should

always should
probably should
may or may not
probably should
never should

assure that gll district
schaols that house special -
edication pupils  are following

. @11 established speciai educa-
tien regula:ions

not

plan Juilding and district-
~wide special education staff
meetings.

-

*
w

asgume responsibility for the
teaching-learning process dn
. special education classes.

not -

be expected to develop a
system of evaluatfon and
supervision for all special

not education personnel.

asgure that consulting
services (Psychiatric, pediat-
ric-neurological, etc.) are
available to the district

upon request.

not

establish schedules for
special education personnel:
whose services are utilized by
more than- one school (e.g.,
- speech pathologist, school
.psychologist).

not

assure that all special
educatiop programs can be
adapted to the individual *

not needs of students.

assure that all necessary
pupil accounting and records
are established and maintained

not according to regulatioms.
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‘probably should not ' program.
never shot_xld X '

e 15,7 . always should— act as a liaison betégen the
. - probably should superintendent and the offices
__‘« may or may not of federal, state, county and
. - probably should not city government regarding
. ___, never should special education.
16, - always should assure the distribution of all
L prébably should special education information
. may or may.not *  and materials to be used by
Py prodbably should not administrators, teachers, =~
" e never should pupils, parents, and
! ‘ R ' . , guidance personnel.
17.  always should - be involved when a district
: : probably ‘whould hires special educat {on‘
___ may or may not personnel. -
. probably should not ' .
__ never should :
18. ___ always should . vigorously pursue all sources
' ' ____ probably should of special education revenue.’
____ tay or may not ' '
g - ____ probably should not ,
____ mever should S s -
19, _ _ always should ’ coordinate all special .
___ probably should educat{on student ttanspor-
____may or may not " tation. .
____ probably should not
____never should o .
b . - N .
. 20, __ always should accept respondibility for
.~ __. probably should implementing long-range plans
___ wmay or may not for the specisal education :
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