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ABSTRACT 

PERCEPTIONS OF 

THE KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS NECESSARY 

FOR ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS TO IMPLEMENT 

INCLUSIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

The formal preparation of principals usually emphasizes knowledge 

and skills related to problem solving, judgment, organizational ability, 

leadership, sensitivity, stress tolerance, and communication (National Policy 

Board for Educational Administration, 1993). Unfortunately, issues related to 

special education are not specified within these standards and, therefore, not 

generally encountered in course work and experiences provided in general 

adm inistrator preparation programs. The purpose of this study was threefold. 

One was to determine the skills and knowledge elementary principals, 

general education teachers, and special education teachers perceive necessary 

for principals to implement effective special education programs w ithin 

general education settings. The second purpose was to investigate what 

differences, if any, exist between principals', general education teachers' and 

special education teachers' perceptions of the skills and knowledge necessary 

for principals to implement these programs. In addition, this study explored 

the perceptions of attitudes and behaviors which support inclusive programs 

for students with disabilities as viewed by principals, general education 

teachers, and special education teachers.

Data for this study were collected from two questionnaires mailed to a 

stratified random sampling of elementary principals, general education 

teachers and special education teachers throughout Oklahoma. Several 

procedures were utilized to determine the reliability and validity of the 

instruments. The compiled data were then statistically analyzed
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quantitatively and reported through the use of descriptive and exploratory 

statictics. Qualitative questions were analyzed uniformly using appropriate 

qualitative m ethodology.

Twenty knowledge and skills items were identified as clearly necessary 

for principals to implement inclusive special education programs in  their 

schools by all three educator groups. Although principals and teachers 

generally agreed on knowledge and skills necessary for principals, 

disagreem ent came from special education teachers on items relating to 

assessment; screening, referral, and classification; and best practice in  teaching 

and learning. Responses fiom this study also indicated conflicting 

perceptions regarding evidence that targeted schools provided educational 

services to students w ith disabilities in an age-appropriate manner or that 

instruction utilized methods and techniques consistent with inclusive special 

education practices.
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction

Background

More than twenty years have passed since the enactment of Public Law 

94-142 in 1975. Since that time, the literature in general and special education 

has witnessed widespread documentation of the crucial role principals play 

regarding the success of programs for children with disabilities at the building 

level. Research on principals' knowledge of and attitudes toward the 

im plem entation of effective inclusive educational programs for children 

with disabilities has consistently reported the inadequacy of general 

adm inistrators' preparation for their roles as special education leaders (Davis 

& McCaul, 1987; DeClue, 1990; Hyatt, 1987; Lindsey, 1986; Valesky & Hirth, 

1992; W einstein, 1989). Could this be attributed, in part, to the fact that 

neither general nor special education specifically address skills and 

knowledge necessary for aspiring principals to effectively implement special 

education programs within their schools? Moreover, although regular and 

special education have undergone much reform over the past two decades, 

little change is evidenced in the content and delivery of principal preparation 

program s throughout this time period (Stile, Abernathy & Pettibone, 1986; 

Stile & Pettibone, 1980; Valesky & Hirth, 1992).

The passage of special education legislation, which emphasizes that 

schools provide an education to students w ith disabilities in the least 

restrictive environment possible, has caused building principals to assume 

many roles as special education leaders that were once the responsibility of 

the special education admiiüstrator (Anderson & Decker, 1993; Brerman & 

Brennan, 1988; Burrello, Schrup & Barnett, 1992; Lashley, 1992; Rossow, 1990).

The attitude and willingness of building level administrators



(principals) to serve children with disabilities are vital to the effectiveness of 

special education programs within general education settings (Anderson & 

Decker, 1993; Brennan & Brennan, 1988; Rodriguez, 1994; Rossow, 1990; Van 

Horn, Burrello & DeClue, 1992). Authors in general and special education 

(Edmonds, 1989; Sweeney, 1982; Van Horn, Burrello & DeClue, 1992) have 

identified several issues regarding principals' roles in effective schools, 

which support the concept that principals must be more adequately prepared 

in  all areas of instruction, including the implementation of special education 

programs.

The Principal as an Effective School Leader

Effectiveness in the public schools has been a topic of emphasis since 

the early 1980s (Murphy, 1990). One of the most important considerations in 

this movement was the role of principals as instructional leaders. The 

characteristics of effective schools as stated by Sweeney (1982) and Edmonds

(1989) focused on the principals' (1) leadership and attention to the quality of 

instruction, (2) pervasive and broadly understood instructional vision,

(3) maintenance of an orderly, safe climate conducive to teaching and 

learning, (4) behaviors which convey the expectation that a ll students can 

achieve, and (5) use of clear instructional objectives for monitoring and 

assessing the performance of students as the basis for program  evaluation. 

The development of positive attitudes toward all aspects of the educational 

process are also a prerequisite to principals' effectiveness as instructional 

leaders (Edmonds, 1989; Sweeney, 1982). Principals are viewed as important 

figures in influencing teachers' attitudes and developing a positive school 

climate (Anderson & Decker, 1993; Van Horn, Burrello & DeClue, 1992).

Reform movements in special education have also increased the 

principals' responsibility to all students. Advocates of effective schools in the



field of special education (Van Horn, Burrello, DeClue, 1992; Will, 1986) have 

suggested that educational change start at the building level, led by principals 

as change agents. This is particularly important given the reform in special 

education law and the movement toward inclusive practices, which pose new 

challenges for principals to provide effective special education programs.

The Effect, of Special Education Reform on Principals

The 1970s witnessed the beginning of dem ands for the rights of 

children with disabilities. The determination of individuals and advocacy 

groups to achieve civil and educational rights for children and youth with 

disabilities led to the passage of the Education for All Handicapped Children 

Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-142). The Individuals w ith Disabilities Education 

Act (IDEA, Public Law 101-476), was passed in 1990 and reauthorized in 1997. 

This legislation prompted a more critical and structured look at the necessity 

to provide a free, appropriate education in the least restrictive environment, 

and stimulated a movement toward the inclusion of students with 

disabilities in public school systems throughout the country (Rogers, 1993; 

Simpson & Myles, 1990). Since the passage of Public Law 94-142 in 1975, 

num erous cases regarding educational programs and services for children 

w ith disabilities have been heard in our nation's courts. Each case has altered 

the future of special education, the rights of students w ith disabilities, and the 

responsibilities of all personnel who work with educational programs 

(Burrello, Schrup & Barnett, 1992; Data Research, 1993). Thus, the passage of 

legislation in special education and the movement tow ard inclusion have 

altered the role of the building level administrator in providing special 

education services w ithin the general education setting.

New Roles for Principals as Special Education Leaders

Brennan and Brennan (1988) have argued that principals are the most



visible school adm inistrators to parents and the ultimate authority to faculty 

and students. Principals serve as interpreters and implementors of district 

policy, and, as such, are responsible for the establishment and maintenance of 

the overall educational climate of the school. Moreover, principals are not 

only responsible for general education programs, but are also increasingly 

asked to serve as instructional leaders for special education programs w ithin 

their schools (Leibfried, 1984; Will, 1986). In  a recent paper (Burrello, Lashley, 

& Van Dyke, 1996), authors stated th a t

Administrators of district level programs will be asked to relinquish 

authority, while school principals w ill be asked to assume more 

responsibility. District and school adm inistrators will be asked to look 

at their roles and programs to see how they can change practice to 

produce equitable opportunity and excellent outcomes for all students 

(p. 29).

Although federal guidelines do not specifically designate any one 

person as coordinator of the placement process for students in need of special 

assistance, the principal has been viewed as the logical choice (Anderson & 

Decker, 1993). Principals are, therefore, expected to deal with various legal 

and ethical issues surrounding the implementation of IDEA, such as 

providing services to students in the least restrictive environment (Gargiulo, 

1990, Salisbury & Smith, 1991). In addition, school improvement program s 

such as the inclusion of students with disabilities into the general classroom 

are dependent upon the knowledge and vision of principals for these 

programs to be successful (DeClue, 1990; Lashley, 1992; Rogers, 1993). DeClue 

(1990) concluded that principals play im portant roles in  the implementation 

of inclusive programs as symbolic leaders. This belief is consistent w ith the 

philosophies of Sergiovanni (1992), that symbolic behaviors are key functions



of principals, and Rude and Rubadeau (1992), that inclusion is fostered by 

principals who model total school responsibility for all students.

Furtherm ore, principals are obligated to implement and monitor the 

prereferral and referral guidelines to ensure the student placement process 

has direction and is consistent with the law (Cochrane & Westling, 1977; 

Lashley, 1992; Sage & Burrello, 1994). They are essential to the successful 

collaboration of special education teams by allowing time for staff to schedule 

team m eetings and providing training regarding the team process (Van Horn, 

Burrello, & DeClue, 1992; Whitten, 1996). As organizers and managers of 

special education programs, principals m ust provide necessary resources for 

students and staff and act as advocates for children with disabilities 

(Anderson & Decker, 1993; Leibhried, 1984; Sage & Burrello, 1994). Another 

dem and of principals' new roles requires they provide staff development 

regarding the modification and adaption of general education curricula to 

meet the needs of students with varying abilities. In addition, principals are 

responsible for classroom observations and evaluations of special education 

staff (Burrello, Schrup and Barnett, 1988; Rude & Rubadeau, 1992).

W ith the reform of special education and the emergence of inclusive 

practices w ithin schools, the amount of time principals spend regarding the 

daily m anagem ent of students w ith disabilities has steadily increased. Raske 

(1979) found that principals devoted approximately 14% of their time to the 

performance of special education duties. However, data reported by Hariin- 

Fischer, e t al. (1994, in progress) indicated that 40% of the administrator 

respondents believe they spend a greater am ount of time, proportionately, on 

the problems of students with disabilities than w ith their nondisabled 

population. As increasing numbers of students w ith disabilities are 

integrated into general school settings and principals' leadership roles are



expanded, their knowledge base regarding students with disabilities is an 

im portant factor to be considered (Van Horn, Burrello, & DeClue, 1992). 

Principals' Training and Knowledge in Special Education

Several authors have indicated areas in which principals m ust be 

knowledgeable. Cochrane and Westling (1977) and Rude and Rubadeau (1992) 

suggested they be able to recognize the characteristics of children w ith 

disabilities in order to match learning styles w ith appropriate teaching 

strategies. Rodriguez (1994) believed principals should have the knowledge 

and skills necessary to select, foster, and evaluate a staff who practice a 

philosophy of inclusion consistent w ith federal and state law. In addition, 

principals m ust be able to utilize community resources and other means of 

support necessary for students w ith disabilities and for the general education 

staff (Burrello, Schrup, & Barnett, 1992).

However, some studies (Cline, 1981; Davis & McCaul, 1987; DeClue, 

1990; Hyatt, 1987; Lindsey, 1986; Stile, Abernathy, & Pettibone, 1986; Stile & 

Pettibone, 1980; Valesky & Hirth, 1992; Weinstein, 1989) found that general 

education principals were often inadequately prepared to adm inister 

program s for students with disabilities w ithin their schools. Valesky and 

H irth  (1992) discovered that for each principal endorsement offered, the most 

common method of acquiring knowledge of special education was through 

only a single general or introductory university course. Principals' 

knowledge about special education programs and students w ith disabilities 

has generally occurred either on the job or through their own experiences and 

pursuit of information (Van Horn, Burrello, & DeClue, 1992). One might 

argue that inadequate preparation creates potential problems for principals in 

im plem enting special education programs w ithin general education settings. 

The effect of principals' lack of competence in special education can be



observed in a variety of contexts.

Problems of Inadequate Knowledge in Special Education

Principals are often viewed as more reactive than proactive in their 

delivery of special education services due to a lack of knowledge regarding 

disabling conditions and placement options (Van Horn, Burrello, & DeClue, 

1992). Although principals are responsible for the day to day effect that special 

education legislation has on general education programs, they generally rely 

on central office special education sta^  for support and consultation, rather 

than being directly involved in building level special education decisions 

(Sage & Burrello, 1994; Weinstein, 1989). Inappropriate ethical or legal 

decisions concerning the quality of services rendered to children with 

disabilities could result when principals do not have adequate knowledge of 

special education policy and procedure, and are not involved in the process of 

referral, monitoring, and implementation of programs (Anderson & Decker, 

1993; Gargiulo, 1990; Rossow, 1990; Sage & Burrello, 1994).

Lack of knowledge about special education also causes principals to be 

hesitant in initiating new and innovative programs, such as inclusion, 

w ithin their buildings (Davis & McCaul, 1988; Kauffman, 1989). DeClue

(1990) reports that elementary principals' beliefs and attitudes toward special 

education are key factors influencing their acceptance of students with 

disabilities and their implementation of inclusive programs.

Effect of Knowledge and Experience on Beliefs and Behaviors

Principals' attitudes toward the implementation of inclusive special 

education programs are formed by the whole network of thoughts and beliefs 

which exist in regard to students with disabilities and are further influenced 

by any experiences which the principal has had in relation to them (Kleine & 

Smith, 1990; Triandis, Adamopoulos, & Brinberg, 1971). Principals' attitudes



are critical in establishing a positive school climate that accepts students w ith 

disabilities into the general classroom (Anderson & Decker, 1993; Brennan & 

Brennan, 1988; DeClue, 1990; Hyatt, 1987; Rodriguez,1994; Rossow,1990). If 

positive attitudes are to be developed w ith respect to the special education 

process, adm inistrators m ust be knowledgeable in  all aspects of working w ith 

children w ith exceptionalities. Therefore, principals should be exposed to 

situations which allow them to receive skills and actual leadership 

experiences necessary to implement, maintain, and improve special 

education program s (Burrello, Schrup, & Barnett, 1992). Special education 

programming m ust be viewed not only as a concept that merely concerns 

principals, but as a reality to be confronted w ith confidence and expertise 

in leadership (Hyatt, 1987). These and other issues have prompted the reform 

of principal preparation and guide research regarding the knowledge and 

skills needed for principals to effectively implement special education 

programs.

Reform of Principal Preparation

The literature in  general and special education has suggested new 

emphases be given through course work and clinical experiences to those 

arec.5 of knowledge and skill directly related to the implementation and 

maintenance of special education programs at the building level (Anderson, 

1991; Anderson & Decker, 1993; Burrello, Schrup, & Barnett, 1992; Hyatt, 1987; 

Jones, Robinette & Wells, 1994; Murphy, 1990; Sage & Burrello, 1994).

A recent collaborative reform effort of principal preparation programs 

by The National Associations of Elementary and Secondary School Principals 

has resulted in the form ation of the National Commission on the 

Principalship (1990). The Commission published a document describing a 

base of knowledge and skills for principals encompassing twenty-one
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performance dom ains (Appendix A). Although these skills include problem 

solving, judgm ent, organizational ability, leadership, sensitivity, stress 

tolerance, and communication, skills specifically related to special education 

are not addressed.

Recent reform efiorts of the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) 

Professional Standards and Practice Standing Committee resulted in the 

adoption of the CEC Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All 

Beginning Special Education Teachers (Swan & Sirvis, 1992). These 

standards, am ended in 1995, and retitled The International Standards for the 

Preparation and Certification of Special Education Teachers (CEC, 1995), 

include code of ethics, an international component, and a separate core of 

knowledge and skills appropriate for individual categories of exceptionality 

(Appendix B). Two years later CEC also approved knowledge and skills 

requirements for entry-level special education adm inistrators and 

educational diagnosticians (CEC Today, 1997). Unfortunately, these standards 

do not specifically address competencies for principals.

Therefore, it becomes apparent that, although an efibrt has been made 

nationally in general education to update the preparation of principals, 

knowledge and skills in special education have not been addressed. Likewise, 

although reform  in special education has specified competencies necessary for 

teachers, special education administrators, and educational diagnosticians, it 

has failed to include building level administrators. Given that principals are 

expected to perform  new roles as special education leaders, and considering 

the fact that research has indicated a lack of knowledge in special education 

causes principals to be hesitant to implement innovative programming, such 

as inclusion, one m ight hypothesize that standards fiom  the CEC Common 

Core of Knowledge and Skills could provide the criteria for what principals



should know and be able to do in special education.

Statement of the Problem 

The formal preparation of principals usually emphasizes knowledge 

and skills related to problem solving, judgment, organizational ability, 

leadership, sensitivity, stress tolerance, and communication (National Policy 

Board for Educational Administration, 1993). Unfortunately, issues related to 

special education are not specified w ithin these standards and, therefore, not 

generally encountered in course work and experiences provided in general 

adm inistrator preparation programs (Hyatt, 1987). The Council for 

Exceptional Children developed standards for preparing all special education 

teachers in  1995, and expanded on these competencies in 1997 to include the 

preparation needs of special education administrators and educational 

diagnosticians. However, a problem results from the fact that, although 

principals are now expected to be instructional leaders for special education 

programs w ithin their schools, CEC standards éure not reflected in their 

preparation.

There are several approaches to the preparation of elementary 

principals. However, as evidenced from the literature (Cline, 1981; Davis & 

McCaul, 1987; DeClue, 1990; Hyatt, 1987; Lindsey, 1986; Stile, Abernathy, & 

Pettibone, 1986; Stile & Pettibone, 1980; Valesky & Hirth, 1992; Weinstein,

1989), the current curricula are not providing the knowledge, skills, and 

experience necessary to adequately train principals for their roles as special 

education leaders. The effect of principals' lack of knowledge in special 

education is also evidenced by their lack of acceptance of students w ith 

disabilities and their hesitancy to implement innovative programming 

(DeClue, 1990). From a practical perspective, one may observe that 

elementary principals often avoid taking responsibility for students w ith

10



disabilities and are hesitant in initiating contemporary special education 

programming due to their lack of knowledge regarding special education 

policy and procedure. The development of spedtic standards which define 

minimum guidelines for w hat principals should know and be able to do in 

the area of special education, based on CEC's standards, could help ensure that 

they have an understanding of special education theory and law, as well as 

effective practices for educating students with disabilities.

Spedtically, this study was designed to answer questions that address 

the following elements regarding the competencies perceived necessary for 

elementary principals in special education, and the perception of attitudes 

and behaviors supportive of inclusive programs for students w ith disabilities:

1. What skills and knowledge identified in standards ti'om the CEC 

Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All Beginning 

Special Education Teachers do elementary principals believe are 

necessary to effectively implement special education programs?

2. What skills and knowledge identified in standards from the CEC 

Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All Beginning 

Special Education Teachers do elementary special education teachers 

believe are necessary for principals to effectively implement 

special education programs?

3. What skills and knowledge identified in standards from the CEC 

Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All Beginning 

Special Education Teachers do elementary general education 

teachers believe are necessary for principals to effectively 

implement special education programs?

4. What differences, if any, exist among the responses of elementary 

school principals, general education teachers, and special education
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teachers regarding their perceptions of the knowledge and skills 

necessary for principals to effectively implement special education 

program s?

5. To w hat extent do elementary school principals, general education 

teachers, and special education teachers believe behaviors and 

attitudes which support inclusive program s for students w ith 

disabilities are evident w ithin their schools?

Rvtf pose of th€ Study 
This study addresses an area of research which had not been well 

described w ithin general or special education. Based on earlier work which 

focused on competencies for principals in special education (Burrello, Schrup 

& Barnett, 1992; Rude & Rubadeau, 1992), this study is relevant to the fields of 

special education and educational leadership because it discloses specific 

knowledge and skills necessary for elementary principals to provide effective 

special education programs within general education schools. In addition, 

this study expands on research exploring attitudes and behaviors which 

facilitate best practice implementation of special education programs (Villa, 

Thousand, Meyers, & Nevin, 1996). Finally, while studies similar in purpose 

have been conducted (Rude & Rubadeau, 1992; Villa, Thousand, Meyers, & 

Nevin, 1996), their findings are limited due to inadequate instrum entation 

or methodological procedures. Results hom  this study may aid in the 

improvement an d /o r development of preservice and inservice training for 

elementary principals and strengthen their leadership abilities in 

implementing best practice special education program s within general 

education settings.

The purpose of this study is threefold. One is to determ ine the 

skills and knowledge elementary principals, general education teachers, and
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special education teachers perceive necessary for principals to implement 

effective special education programs within general education settings. The 

second purpose is to investigate what differences, if any, exist between 

principals', general education teachers' and special education teachers' 

perceptions of the skills and knowledge necessary for principals to implement 

these programs. In addition, this study explores the perceptions of attitudes 

and behaviors which support inclusive programs for students with 

disabilities as viewed by principals, general education teachers, and special 

education teachers.

Organization of the Study

This study has been organized into five chapters. The first chapter is an 

introduction. Chapter 11 is a review of the literature related to the history and 

reform movements in special education programming as they relate to the 

knowledge and skills needed by principals in these areas. Chapter 111 describes 

the methods and procedures used to answer the questions posed by this study. 

Chapter IV presents the Hndings and analyses of data. Chapter V includes the 

discussion, conclusions, limitations, and recommendations.

Summary

This chapter provided an overview of the new roles of principals as 

special education leaders within general education settings. It presented an 

argument regarding the need to explore the knowledge and skills necessary 

for principals in the area of special education. Furthermore, attitudes and 

behaviors which support effective special education programs are reported by 

elementary principals, teachers, and special education teachers. The 

following chapter provides a review of literature related to the problem of 

investigation.
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CHAPTER n  

Review of Related Literature 

This chapter provides a review of literature related to the following 

areas: (1) the historical development of legislation regarding the least 

restrictive environment and placement practices (2) the reform movement to 

provide inclusive educational programs to students w ith disabilities and its 

effect on principals (3) principals as special education leaders (4) principals' 

training in special education and (5) the competencies necessary for principals 

to face their new roles as special education leaders.

The Least Restrictive Mandate H.RE1 

Historically, students with disabilities had little or no opportunity to 

interact with nondisabled peers of the same age, until university professors 

and practitioners across the country questioned this and recognized the 

importance of an age-appropriate, functional curriculum (Brinker & Thorpe, 

1984). Social interaction between students with and without disabilities was 

also viewed as critical (Sailor, 1989). The Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-142) and the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA, Public Law 101-476) in 1990 were designed to improve 

the quality of education for students with disabilities by providing them an 

education in the "least restrictive" environment possible (Simpson & Myles,

1990). Placement for all students with disabilities is regulated by the 

Individuals With Disabilities Act (IDEA) (P.L.lOl- 476). These regulations 

require, in part, the following:

34 CRF 300.550 General

(b) Each public agency shall ensure...

(1) That to the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, 

including children in public or private institutions or other care
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facilities, are educated with children who are non disabled; and 

(2) That special classes, separate schooling or other removal of children 

with disabilities hrom the regular education environment occurs only 

when the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in 

regular classes with the use of supplemental aids and services cannot 

be achieved satisfactorily.

Therefore, schools are required to make significant efforts to find the least 

restrictive environment (LRE) for children with disabilities. Least restrictive 

has been interpreted to mean that instruction be provided within general 

education settings to the greatest extent possible (Luzader, 1995; Rogers, 1993; 

Smith, 1979). The reauthorization of IDEA in 1997 expanded on LRE 

requirements by not only ensuring that students with disabilities receive 

services but that they also be furnished the supports necessary to achieve 

success in appropriate educational settings (CEC Today, 1997).

Challenges for Principals to Maintain the Least Restrictive Environment 

The passage of special education legislation and the emphasis on the 

least restrictive environment have influenced the role of building principals. 

Principals are expected to communicate special education laws, policies, and 

procedures to parents, staff, advocacy organizations, the courts, social service 

agencies, and the community in order to effectively implement programs for 

students with disabilities (Cochrane & Westling, 1977; Lashley, 1992; Rude & 

Rubadeau, 1992; Sage & Burrello, 1994). One study by Gargiulo (1990) found 

that principals had concerns regarding their knowledge regarding the 

implementation of Public Law 94-142, which addresses serving students with 

disabilities in the least restrictive environment.

Frincipals'-Concerns Regarding Knowledge of the LRE
Gargiulo (1990) investigated concerns of superintendents, special
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education directors, and principals regarding fiscal, legal, staff and 

curriculum, and social and personal issues. Participants came from a random 

sampling of the 129 public school districts in Alabama, with 59 of the 60 

targeted school districts responding to the survey. The instrument used, the 

General Concerns Inventory: Least Restrictive Environment (GCLLRE) 

(Gargiulo, 1990), contained 25 items addressing specific personal, managerial, 

and programmatic issues relevant to the implementation of the LRE. 

Gargiulo discovered that the principals in his investigation showed greater 

concern for items relating to students' social and personal issues than did the 

superintendents or special education directors surveyed. This factor, he 

believed, combined with the fact that principals are responsible for day-to-day 

conflict management and acceptance issues concerning children with 

disabilities, indicated that principals have training needs in the area of LRE 

implementation.

Salisbury and Smith (1991) supported Gargiulo's findings by stating, 

"...professionals must continually reconcile what is most appropriate for the 

child w ith how to deliver those services in the least restrictive environment. 

There are no easy answers." (p. 25). Given this, it seems logical to presume 

that differences in terminology regarding the LRE may create difficulty for 

principals in determining best practice and /or placement for students with 

disabilities served in general education settings.

Terminology Regarding LRE and Placement Options

The Regular Education Initiative (REI), first proposed by Will (1985) 

and later described by Kauffman (1989) as either the merger of special and 

general education programs or the merger of funding of each, was probably 

the first important move to help clarify the LRE. In addition to the REI, 

several terms have been used to describe the least restrictive environment.
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These include (1) mainstreaming, (2) inclusion, (3) full inclusion, and 

(4) supported education. Although none of these terms actually appears in 

federal law, all have been used to express varying belief about what the law 

means (Rogers, 1993).

Primary theories of the REI movement were that (1) students with 

disabilities are best served by the improvement of education for all students,

(2) no student be labeled, and (3) the focus should be on excellence for all. 

However, Kauffman (1989) claimed that REI proposals were aimed at 

decreasing federal support for the education of students who were the most 

vulnerable and needy. He stated that "REI was a complicated set of policies 

and issues which demanded careful analysis" and challenged educators to 

"seek a more effective way of educating students with disabilities" (p. 275).

Mainstreaming generally referred to the selective placement of 

students with disabilities in one or more regular education classes. It required 

that students with disabilities "earn" the opportunity to be in regular 

education through their ability to work with nondisabled students (Rogers,

1993). Although proponents of mainstreaming agreed its goal was to provide 

optimal social and educational opportunities for children with disabilities, 

confusion surfaced over where these opportunities were best provided 

(Lindsey, 1986).

Inclusion is a more recent term which communicates a commitment 

that all children be included in the educational and social life of their 

neighborhood schools and classrooms. In inclusive schools the focus is to 

build a system of education structured to meet the needs of all students 

(Stainback, Stainback, & Jackson, 1992). This is in contrast to mainstreaming 

which implied a need to fit previously excluded students into already existing 

programs. Full inclusion is primarily used to refer to a belief that
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instructional practices and technological supports must be available to 

accommodate all students in general education classes, regardless of the 

severity of their disabilities (lipsky & Gartner, 1992).

Supported education expanded on inclusion by suggesting that students 

with disabilities be placed in general education according to individual needs 

(Hightower, Williams & Clarke, 1994). It is an  option for all students based on 

two main theories: (a) "pull out" programs and current instructional practices 

are not effective (Meyers, Gelheiser & Yelich, 1991) and (b) educational and 

social inclusion in neighborhood schools is most appropriate for students 

with and without disabilities (O'Neil, 1995). The amount of time students 

with disabilities spend in general education in supported education 

environments is determined by the Individual Educational Plan (lEF) team 

for each student (Brown, Schwartz, Udvari-Solner, Kampschroer, Johnson, 

Jorgensen, & Gruenewald, 1991).

Salisbury and Smith (1991) suggested that there are both conceptual and 

legal explanations regarding the least restrictive environment. Therefore, it 

seems appropriate to conclude that principals m ust be cognizant of current 

terminology regarding the LRE in order to implement effective programs for 

students with disabilities within their buildings. The reauthorization of 

IDEA in 1997 requires that states provide more quality professional 

development for general and special education teachers regarding the LRE 

and best practice in the field of special education (CEC Today, 1997). The 

literature has recognized principals as key persons responsible for upgrading 

and maintaining appropriate educational experiences for all students w ithin 

schools (Anderson & Decker, 1993; Brennan & Brennan, 1988; Rodriguez,

1994; Rossow, 1990).
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Summarv-Qf the LRE^nd its Challenges for Principals

The passage of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 

(Public Law 94-142) and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 

Public Law 101-476,1990), with its reauthorization in 1997, have improved the 

quality of education for students with disabilities and challenged the building 

principal as a special education leader. This legislation requires that students 

with disabilities be provided an education in the least restrictive setting 

possible (Burrello, Schrup & Barnett, 1992; Luzader, 1995; Rogers, 1993; 

Simpson & Myles, 1990; Smith, 1979). Research by Gargiulo (1990) identihed 

concerns of principals regarding Public Law 94-142 and indicated a need for 

training in the area of LRE implementation. Although several terms have 

been used to describe the LRE, inclusion is probably most appropriate when 

defining the expectations CEC holds for leaders of special education programs.

The Inclusion Movement and its Influence on Principals 

The passage of special education legislation, with an emphasis on LRE, 

has stimulated a movement toward inclusion in public school systems 

throughout the country. This movement further altered the role of general 

education principals. As organizers and managers of special education, 

principals were now expected to implement and maintain the instructional 

program, provide the necessary resources for students and staff, and be 

advocates for children with disabilities (Anderson & Decker, 1993; Cochrane 

& Westling, 1977; Lashley, 1992; Leibfried, 1984; Sage & Burrello, 1994). They 

were also required to provide staff development on (1) integrating the regular 

education curricula to meet individual student needs, (2) teaming and 

collaborative practices, and (4) inclusive instruction and learning strategies 

(Luzader, 1995; Rude & Rubadeau, 1992). The movement toward inclusion 

grew mainly from two concepts.
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Rationale for the Inclusion Movement

One line of reasoning for the inclusion movement stemmed from the 

civil rights argument (Warren, 1954) that segregated education was inherently 

unequal and, therefore, a violation of rights of the segregated children 

(Kauffman, 1989). Stainback and Stainback (1992) believed that the inclusion 

of students with disabilities into the regular educational environment 

prevented the negative effects of racial segregation, such as lack of self- 

confidence or motivation, and promoted positive expectations for 

achievement. An assumption underlying the concept and practice of 

educational equality is that schooling success can be obtained for all students. 

This, however, requires incorporating effective strategies from research on 

practice in order to implement programs that provide for the education of all 

children (Wang, 1992).

Another rationale for the inclusion movement was that children 

served in segregated special education programs do not show the expected 

progress in their development of academic, social, or vocational skills.

Gartner and lipsky (1987) reviewed several programs for students with 

disabilities and concluded that it was imperative they spend time in the 

regular classroom in order to improve their achievement, self-esteem, and 

emotional adjustment.

Challenges for Principals in Inclusive Settings
Davis and McCaul (1988) and Kaufhnan (1989) suggested several factors 

which create challenges for building administrators and, thus, hinder 

inclusive efforts in public schools. One is the fact that m uch of the literature 

on inclusion is written by higher education faculty with little participation at 

the local level. Principals have remained uninformed and frequently ignored 

regarding knowledge and skills related to inclusion. They are often,
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therefore, apprehensive concerning the implementation of this reform 

movement (Davis & McCaul, 1988; DeClue, 1990; Kaufftnan, 1989). In 

addition, differing viewpoints on inclusion create confusion for principals 

who are crucial to the process of change and for the climate in which 

meaningful change occurs (Anderson, 1993, Brennan & Brennan, 1988; First, 

1988; KauAnan, 1989).

The Effect of Differing Viewpoints About Inclusion on Principals

There is a growing body of literature and research which promotes the 

inclusion of students with disabilities in general education classrooms 

(Brinker & Thorpe, 1984; Chin-Perez, Hartman, Park, Wershing & Gaylord- 

Ross, 1986; Gartner & Lipsky, 1987; Hunt, Farron-Davis, Beckstead, Curtis & 

Goetz, 1994; Maxson, Tedder, Lamb, Geisen & Marimon, 1989; Stainback & 

Stainback, 1984; York, Vandercook, MacDonald, Heise-Neff & Caughey, 1992). 

Supporters believe the current dual system of education uses elaborate and 

expensive assessment procedures to determine students' eligibility for special 

education services, rather than operate on the premise that all students have 

that all students have unique needs which require individualization (Gartner 

& Lipsky, 1987; Stainback & Stainback, 1984). They argued that emphases 

should be placed instead on effective instruction and training for educators 

who are lesponsible for the success of all students.

Research on the inclusion of students with disabilities has focused not 

only on the effect of inclusion on the students themselves, but also on their 

nondisabled peers. Feedback ffom educators and classmates on the 

integration of students with severe disabilities generally indicated that 

inclusion was positive for students and teachers alike (Brinker & Thorpe, 

1984; York, Vandercook, MacDonald, Heise-Neff, & Caughey, 1992). One 

study (Brinker & Thorpe, 1984) found that students with disabilities in
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inclusive settings not only had increased opportunities for social interaction 

with nondisabled peers but also experienced a more meaningful curriculum. 

The Brinker and Thorpe (1984) study also reported that inclusion offered 

nondisabled classmates an increased awareness of the differences in people 

and how to relate to those differences. Authors agreed that, through exposure 

and experience, students with disabilities in regular classrooms help change 

attitudes and stereotypes about disabilities (Chin-Perez, Hartman, Park, 

Wershing, & Gaylord-Ross, 1986; Hunt, Farron-Davis, Beckstead, Curtis & 

Goetz, 1994; York, Vandercook, MacDonald, Heise-Neff, & Caughey, 1992). 

However, despite the widespread support of inclusive programs, not 

everyone was enthusiastic about this particular educational reform, and that 

resulted in a series of articles critical of inclusive programming.

KauAnan (1989) opposed inclusion based on the concept that some 

children need instruction different from the mainstream and general 

education teachers have not received the specialized training to adequately 

teach these students. In a recent interview, Kauffman stated that "research is 

not yet available which indicates that all students can be taught effectively in 

regular schools" (0'Neil,1995, p. 8). He believed children are reflexively 

placed in general education classrooms which, he suggested, not only 

constitutes poor practice but is also illegal. Similarly, the Chairman of the 

Learning Disabilities Association of America, Justine Maloney, argued that 

until regular educators receive the training they need, students with 

disabilities will fail in regular classrooms and should, therefore, continue in 

alternative instructional settings with special materials. Opposition to 

inclusion has also come from the American Council on the Blind, the 

Commission on the Education of the Deaf, and the Council for Children with 

Behavioral Disorders (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994).
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Differing viewpoints on inclusion create difficulty for principals as 

change agents, essential to the overall success or failure of special education 

programs. Principals are key individuals responsible for the improvement 

and maintenance of appropriate educational programs for students with 

disabilities. In this endeavor, they must be knowledgeable of effective 

inclusive teaching and learning strategies in order to provide the leadership 

necessary to achieve unbiased opportunity and successful outcomes for all 

students (Burrello, Lashley, & Van Dyke, 1996; Luzader, 1995; Rude & 

Rubadeau, 1992). Several factors have been identified as instrumental to the 

success of inclusive programs (NCERI, 1994; Villa, Thousand, Meyers, & 

Nevin, 1996).

Eactors_Which Contribute to Successful Inclusive Programs

The National Center on Educational Restructuring and Inclusion 

(NCERI, 1994) conducted a national survey to identify successful inclusive 

education programs. The subjects of the study were local districts identified 

by chief state school officers in each of the fifty states of the United States as 

districts where inclusive activities were taking place. Identified districts were 

contacted and asked for information concerning policy, funding and 

evaluation of their programs. Although this study was limited due to a 

failure to report statistical data, a number of common characteristics of 

successful inclusive programs were suggested. The most important 

ingredient mentioned was a visionary leader. This leader was essential for 

creating positive views regarding the value of education to students with 

disabilities.

The importance of a visionary leader is further supported in the 

literature by a variety of authors. Westling (1989) and Giangreco (1992) 

maintained that appropriate educational policies and administrative support
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are necessary to ensure the successful inclusion of children with disabilities 

into the schools. Leibfried (1984) suggested that building administrators, or 

principals, are key individuals shaping teacher attitudes and the overall 

school climate. In  order to create an atmosphere and culture conducive to 

change, Rodriguez (1994) suggested that principals must articulate a vision of 

inclusion to parents, students, and teachers and provide the resources and 

training necessary for a successful transition. Giangreco (1992) supported this 

perception by adding that instructional practices must be compatible w ith the 

goals of an inclusion-oriented curriculum and leadership approaches should 

be consistent w ith these goals. Based on the NCERI survey (1994), another 

factor essential to the success of inclusive programs is building collaborative 

relationships among all concerned school parties. Administrative support is 

essential to this success by allowing time for teachers to schedule collaborative 

team meetings and providing inservice training regarding the team process 

(Van Horn, Burrello, & DeClue, 1992; Whitten, 1996).

A study by Villa, Thousand, Meyers, and Nevin (1996) surveyed 

teachers and principals to explore attitudes regarding the education of 

children of varying disabilities and determined additional factors which 

facilitated the implementation of exemplary inclusive practices. Thirty-two 

sites, hrom the United States and Canada, were selected for the study based on 

their efforts to provide heterogeneous educational programs for all children. 

One component of this study was to survey the entire staff at each school 

through the use of an instrument developed by the researchers, entitled the 

Heterogeneous Teacher Survey (HETS). General education teachers, special 

education teachers, and principals in each school were asked about their 

attitudes toward the implementation of educational programs for students of 

varying disabilities. Factor analysis was performed on the HETS survey, and
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two factors were identified: (1) one pertained to the impact of heterogeneous 

education on students (2) the other was related to changes which occur in the 

organizational structure and culture of schools as a result of inclusion.

Subsequent ANOVA indicated statistically significant differences 

between general and special education teachers on both factors. The authors 

concluded that general educators who had previous experience educating 

students with disabilities were in significantly greater agreement with items 

in both factors than were general educators without such experience. There 

were also significant differences in general educators' agreement w ith factors 

based on  their geographic location, age, and grade level of students. The 

extent to which general and special educators collaborated also increased 

significantly special educators' and principals' agreement with factor items. 

However, years of experience were not significantly related to beliefs of 

general or special education teachers for any of the factors. Although 

responses to items by elementary educators were more positive than 

secondary educators, the majority of total respondents favored inclusive 

school practices and supported the idea of coequal partnerships between 

general and special educators.

This study also explored the evidence of attitudes which support the 

implementation of inclusive programs for students with disabilities in 

general education settings as viewed by principals, general education teachers, 

and special education teachers. Results indicated that the implementation of 

successful programs is enhanced by administrative support and time to 

collaborate. In addition, authors of this study concluded that the actual 

experience of practicing inclusive education developed educators' abilities 

and their perception of personal competence in educating a heterogeneous 

classroom of children. Limitations may have existed, however, due to the
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use of attitudinal surveys, rather than reports of actual behaviors, to convey 

evidence of best practice.

Summary of the Inclusion Movement

The passage of special education legislation is considered foremost in 

altering the role of the building administrator as a special education leader. 

The second reason principals' responsibilities increased in special education 

programming was the movement to include students w ith disabilities into 

the regular education environment (Rogers, 1993). This movement grew 

hrom two concepts. One was that education equality promotes success for all 

students (Stainback & Stainback, 1992; Wang, 1992). The other maintained 

that children served in segregated settings do not benefit academically, 

socially or emotionally (Buysee & Bailey, 1993; Gartner & Lipsky, 1987; Hunt, 

Farron-Davis, Beckstead, Curtis, & Goetz, 1994). Research on inclusion 

identified a visionary leader as essential to its successfulness (Giangreco, 1992; 

Leibfried, 1984; NCERI,1994; Rodriguez, 1994; Westling, 1989). Other factors 

identified as instrumental to the success of inclusive programs include 

(1) administrative support, (2) sufficiency and flexibility of time for principals 

and teachers, (3) the collaboration of general and special education, and (4) 

actual experience practicing inclusive education (Villa, Thousand, Meyers, & 

Nevin, 1996).

Challenges for principals to implement appropriate educational 

experiences for students with disabilities are compounded by conflicting 

viewpoints toward inclusion, the lack of knowledge regarding inclusion, and 

the lack of participation at the local level (Davis & McCaul, 1989; Kauffinan, 

1989). The role principals assume as special education leaders is crucial to the 

success of students with disabilities in general education settings (Anderson & 

Decker, 1993; Rodriguez, 1994; Van Horn, Burrello & DeClue, 1992).
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Principals as Special Education Leaders 
The passage of special education legislation and the inclusion 

movement have caused building principals to assume many roles as special 

education leaders that were once the responsibility of the special education 

administrator (Anderson & Decker, 1993; Brennan & Brennan, 1988; Burrello, 

Schrup & Barnett, 1992; Lashley, 1992; Rossow, 1990). These new roles include 

implementing and maintaining the instructional program, providing the 

necessary resources for students and staff, and advocating for children with 

disabilities (Anderson & Decker, 1993; Cochrane & Westling ,1977; Lashley, 

1992; Leibfried, 1984; Sage & Burrello, 1994). The attitude and willingness of 

the building principal to serve children and youth with disabilities are vital to 

the success of special education programs (Anderson & Decker, 1993; Brennan 

& Brennan, 1988; Rodriguez, 1994; Rossow, 1990; Van Horn, Burrello & 

DeClue, 1992). Research in special education has focused on factors which 

influence principals' attitudes toward the integration or inclusion of students 

with disabilities into the regular education environment (Cline, 1981; 

Jamieson, 1984; Koenecke & Clark, 1986; Overline, 1977; Payne & Murray,

1974; Rogers, 1987).

Influences on Principals as Special Education Leaders

Early efforts to study factors which impacted building principals' 

willingness to implement special education programs concentrated on the 

location and /o r type of building in which the students were educated 

(Overline, 1977; Payne & Murray, 1974) and category of exceptionality of the 

student (Cline, 1981; Jamieson, 1984). Payne and Murray (1974) found that 

elementary principals from urban communities were less likely to include 

students with disabilities in regular classrooms than were suburban 

principals. Overline's study (1977) indicated that rural principals had more
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positive attitudes toward including students with disabilities in general 

education than did those in suburban or urban areas.

Differences in the category of exceptionality of students with disabilities 

has also influenced the degree of acceptance or rejection of students' inclusion 

into the mainstream of educatioru In general, students with moderate 

physical and cognitive impairments receive greater acceptance than those 

with severe disabilities (Harlin-Fischer, e t al, 1994, in progress; Jamieson, 1984; 

Rogers,1987). Jamieson (1984) found that educators were more positive 

toward students categorized as learrüng disabled than they were toward those 

categorized mentally retarded or emotionally disturbed. In contrast, Cline 

(1981) reported that principals had more positive attitudes toward students 

with severe disabilities than did the special education "experts" he surveyed. 

However, Cline's (1981) study also found that principals did not fully 

understand the needs of students with disabilities.

Rogers (1987) conducted a study which examined whether significant 

differences existed in the attitudes of elementary, middle, and secondary 

educators toward serving students with disabilities. The "Mainstreaming 

Questionnaire" developed by Schmelkin (1981) was given to 92 educators in a 

large metropolitan school district and inferential statistics were used to 

analyze the differences in the subjects' scores. Rogers (1987) concluded that 

elementary level teachers and support staff were more positive in their 

attitude and willingness to mainstream students with disabilities into the 

regular educational setting than were high school or middle school educators.

Studies investigating educators' age, certification level, an d /o r years of 

experience (Rogers, 1987; Koenecke & Clark, 1986) reported conflicting 

findings concerning these factors' impact on the willingness of teachers and 

principals to integrate students with disabilities into the regular school
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environment. Rogers (1987) found no significant differences in the attitudes 

of groups based on years of experience or certification level. Koenecke and 

Clark (1986), however, discovered that administrators over the age of 61 

indicated a greater concern regarding the integration of students with 

disabilities than did their younger counterparts. Administrators with 

doctoral degrees were more positive toward serving students with disabilities 

in general education settings than were their colleagues with less formal 

university preparation. Research which focused on principals' knowledge 

and experience as factors influencing their implementation of inclusive 

programs for students w ith disabilities (Davis & McCaul, 1987; DeClue, 1990; 

Hyatt, 1987; Lindsey, 1986; Valesky & Hirth, 1992; Weinstein, 1989) concluded 

that administrators were hesitant to be involved in special education because 

they were inadequately prepared in this area.

Summary of Principals as Special Education Leaders

The passage of legislation in special education and the move toward 

inclusive practices has pu t more responsibility on general education 

principals to implement effective programs for students with disabilities.

Early efforts to study factors which impacted principals' attitudes toward the 

inclusion of children with disabilities into general education settings 

concentrated on location an d /o r type of building in which the students were 

educated (Overline, 1977; Payne & Murray, 1974; Rogers, 1987) and the 

category of exceptionality of the student (Cline,1981; Jamieson, 1984).

Although studies investigating educators' age, certification level, and/or years 

of experience (Rogers, 1987; Koenecke & Clark, 1986) reported conflicting 

findings concerning the impact of these variables on the willingness of 

principals to integrate students with disabilities into the general education 

environment, research on principals' knowledge of special education has

29



consistently reported (Davis & McCaul, 1987; DeClue, 1990; Hyatt, 1987; 

Lindsey, 1986; Valesky & Hirth, 1989) the inadequacy of their preparation to 

implement effective special education programs.

Principals' Training in Special Education

It is intriguing that, during the course of over a decade, researchers 

have reported similar findings regarding training needs of principals in the 

area of special education. In 1980, Stile and Pettibone conducted a national 

survey to determine (a) whether state certification for special education 

administration existed, (b) the requirements for this certification, and (c) the 

existence of training programs leading to this certification. Their findings 

indicated that only 12 states (24%) required special education course work for 

certification in general education administration. Results from a five-year 

follow-up study conducted by these researchers (Stile, Abernathy, & Pettibone, 

1986) indicated that little change had occurred since the 1980 study. Some 

improvement was noted, however, by an increase in the number of states 

requiring special education course work as part of the general administration 

program of study. In 1986, sixteen states (35%) required special education 

course work for certification in general administration.

Hyatt (1987) conducted a study which explored perceptions of 

elementary school principals in Virginia regarding their ability to administer 

special education programs in their schools and their attitudes toward 

additional training needs. A survey instrument was developed by the 

researcher which addressed preparation and training, confidence levels of 

principals, and future inservice training needs. It was administered to 173 

elementary school principals in fourteen school districts in Virginia w ith a 

return rate of 69%. Results of the study indicated that, despite the fact that 

Public Law 94-142 had been in effect for more than ten years, state certification
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standards for general administrators in Virginia did not specify special 

education related course work. Ninety percent of the principals surveyed felt 

strongly that additional graduate courses in special education were needed.

Davis and McCaul (1987) found that 70% of the principals they 

surveyed, using an instrument they developed entitled Principals' Attitudes 

Toward Special Education (EASE), had very little or no exposure to special 

education issues. Ninety percent felt that training in special education was 

important. Consistent with the Hyatt (1987) study in Virginia, Davis and 

McCaul (1987) found that 52% of the principals in Maine had not taken any 

course work in special education as part of their university preservice 

program and approximately 15% received only one such course.

A national survey conducted five years later by Valesky and Hirth 

(1992) determined little reform had occurred in program requirements for 

principals regarding special education. Valesky and Hirth (1992) reported that 

there were no state requirements for a general knowledge of special education 

in 45% of the regular administration endorsements offered nationally. The 

most common method of acquiring knowledge in special education was 

through only one general or introductory special education course. Even 

with the reform in special education legislation, only one state (2%) required 

general education administrators to complete a course devoted to the study of 

special education law and 10% required a general school law course with a 

special education law component.

Two pilot studies conducted by Harlin-Fischer et al. (1992; 1994; in 

progress) focused on principals' preparation in special education and their 

willingness to provide inclusive services for students with disabilities. The 

first study (Harlin-Fischer & Kleine, 1992) consisted of five interviews with 

principals ffom several suburban Midwestern school districts. Questions
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were structured around the principals' (a) background, (b) initial interest in 

educational administration, (c) strengths and weaknesses in preservice 

preparation, (d) prior experience in education, and (e) situations which caused 

them the greatest pleasure or frustration as administrators. Themes which 

frequently emerged from the data related to the need for more university 

preparation in special education and student behavior management.

Another concern which surfaced was the need for more field experiences or 

an extended internship which provided exposure to special education 

programs.

The second study (Harlin-Fischer, Gardner, Poillion & Langenbach,

1994) examined factors which influence administrators' willingness to serve 

students w ith disabilities in general education settings. One hundred 

fourteen of the 133 administrators present at the 1994 annual meeting of the 

Council of Administrators in Special Education (CASE) in Tampa, Florida, 

completed a 24 item survey comprised of questions regarding demographic 

data as well as the adequacy of their preservice preparation and clinical 

experience. Responses of general and special education administrators were 

compared. Descriptive statistics were reported for each survey item followed 

by analysis of variance to determine differences between groups. The results 

indicated that administrators' greatest areas of concern regarding service 

provision for students with disabilities were their lack of university 

preparation and clinical experience. Although limitations existed in the fact 

that respondents in this study had, for the most part, chosen to attend an 

institute on integrated practices, participants did represent a wide range of 

program types and geographic regions.

Research on principals' knowledge in special education consistently 

reports the inadequacy of general administrator preparation programs to train

32



aspiring principals for their roles as special education leaders (Davis & 

McCaul, 1987; DeClue, 1990; Hyatt, 1987; Lindsey, 1986; Valesky & Hirth, 1992; 

Weinstein, 1989). Principals' lack of knowledge in special education has 

prevented the accomplishment of essential administrative functions.

Effects, of Principals' Lack of Training in Special Education

The research bears evidence that principals in general education 

settings are not adequately prepared in special education to effectively 

implement inclusive programs for students with disabilities. DeClue (1990) 

and Weinstein (1989) found that, while principals viewed themselves as 

competent in the areas of organizing, directing and coordinating special 

education programs, they were unsure of or unaware of student placement 

procedures, spedal education teacher evaluations, and adaptive instructional 

techniques. Weinstein gathered data from four separate studies of special 

education programs conducted in three northeastern United States school 

districts. Data for these studies were collected through surveys, interviews, 

program audits, and curriculum mapping. Although the results were limited 

due to differences in purpose and methodology of each of the original studies, 

Weinstein found similarities existed in all four. Each indicated that 

principals in targeted districts did not take full responsibility for their school's 

special education programs because they were unaware of (a) special 

education policy and procedure, (b) guidelines for special education 

classification, and (c) criteria for determining appropriate placement for 

students with disabilities. Ninety percent of the administrators surveyed 

indicated that they relied on the school psychologist to make decisions 

concerning special education.

DeClue (1990), whose findings were similar to those of Weinstein 

(1989), conducted case studies on three elementary principals selected by their
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districts' special education directors on the basis of their successful 

management of special education programs. DeClue discovered that the 

elementary principals from her study relied on central office special education 

staff for support and consultation rather than being directly involved with 

special education programs. This caused them to be more reactive than 

proactive in the delivery of special education services in their buildings.

New leadership roles for principals and the evidence of an inability to 

manage these new responsibilities have initiated a movement in general and 

special education which supports reform in the training of administrators 

(Anderson, 1991; Burrello, Schrup, & Barnett, 1992; Murphy, 1990; Will, 1986). 

This reform addresses not only the content of the training, but also the 

delivery system. The movement supports a more broad content and field- 

based program which would offer aspiring principals opportunities for 

exposure to and experience with all aspects of education (Murphy, 1990). 

Reform Efforts to Enhance Principals' Knowledge and Skills

In 1986 the National Governors Association reported that certification 

of principals was based more on educational requirements than on 

competencies (Anderson, 1991). A year later the University Council for 

Educational Administration (UCEA, 1987) expanded on these same concerns 

by issuing a report which identified two specific problems. The first was the 

lack of collaboration between school districts and universities. A second 

problem related to principal preparation was the lack of programs which 

focused on relevant to job-related demands encountered by school 

administrators.

The National Policy Board for Educational Administration (1989) 

published four recommendations for reforming the preparation of school 

administrators. One was to dramatically raise the standards for entrance to
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preparation programs. Another focused on ensuring quality in educational 

administration faculty. Recommendations also suggested that a doctoral 

degree be required for all those in charge of schools or school systems. The 

National Policy Board also endorsed the creation of formal relationships 

between school districts and universities in an effort to develop clinical sites.

Finally, the National Association of Elementary School Principals, in 

its report Principals for a 21st Century (1990), urged more collaboration 

among colleges, local school districts, professional administration 

associations, and state education agencies. This, they believed, would 

strengthen prerequisites for entry into administration programs. In addition, 

this collaborative effort provided greater specialization opportunities for 

elementary and secondary principals. A combined effort of The National 

Associations of Elementary and Secondary School Principals resulted in the 

formation of the National Commission on the Prindpalship (1990) which 

published a document describing a base of knowledge and skills 

encompassing twenty-one performance domains (Appendix A). Although 

these skills included problem solving, judgment, organizational ability, 

leadership, sensitivity, stress tolerance, and communication, skills specifically 

related to the special education process were not addressed.

Reform in Special Education Préparation
Reform efiorts in special education stemmed from the Council for 

Exceptional Children (CEC) Professional Standards and Practice Standing 

Committee (PSPSC). The PSPSC was charged with the task of developing and 

validating a set of knowledge and skills that the special education profession 

would agree are minimum requirements for all entry-level professionals in 

special education (Swan & Sirvis, 1992). The committee formed to develop 

this set of knowledge and skills was comprised of representatives from each

35



of CEC's professional divisions, student CEC members, local service 

providers, colleges and universities, and recipients of CEC's Teacher of the 

Year Award. Over 2,000 CEC members and others served on committees and 

working groups to develop and validate these standards and guidelines.

Their efforts, which resulted in the adoption of the CEC Common Core of 

Knowledge and Skills Essential for All Beginning Special Education Teachers, 

surpass any endeavor by another profession in the field of education to define 

standards and guidelines for the preparation and certification of its 

professionals (CEC, 1995).

The CEC Common Core Standards (Appendix B) were later amended as 

"The International Standards for the Preparation and Certification of Special 

Education Teachers" (CEC, 1995), and included a code of ethics, an 

international component, and a separate core of knowledge and skills 

appropriate for individual categories of exceptionality. Two years later CEC 

approved the knowledge and skills requirements for entry-level special 

education administrators and educational diagnostidans (CEC Today, 1997). 

Similarly to the knowledge and skills developed by the National Commission 

on the Prindpalship, CEC standards do not address specifically the minimum 

competency requirements for prindpals in spedal education.

Summary of Principals' Training in Spedal Education

Several studies (Davis, 1980; Davis & McCaul, 1987; DeClue, 1990; Hyatt, 

1987; Lindsey, 1986; Stile, Abernathy, & Pettibone, 1986; Stile & Pettibone, 1980; 

Valesky & Hirth, 1992; Weinstein, 1989) concluded that administrators in 

general education facilities were inadequately prepared to administer 

programs for students with disabilities. Moreover, little change has been 

evidenced in the content and delivery of these preparation programs 

since the passage of PL 94-142 in 1975 (Stile, Abernathy, & Pettibone, 1986;
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Stile & Pettibone, 1980; Valesky and Hirth, 1992). Two studies (DeClue, 1990; 

Weinstein, 1989) reported that, due to inadequate preparation, principals were 

often unsure of or unaware of policy and procedure regarding special 

education and tended to rely on others to make decisions in these areas.

Efforts have been made to enhance the university preparation of 

building administrators (Anderson, 1991; Burrello, Schrup, & Barnett, 1992; 

M urphy, 1990). However, neither educational administration nor special 

education have addressed specifically the knowledge and skills needed by 

principals to implement effective programs for students with disabilities in 

general educational environments. Therefore, it seems logical to conclude 

that, based on the failure of previous reform efforts, competencies must be 

developed which address what principals must know and be able to do within 

the domain of special education.

Competencies Necessary for Principals in Special Education 

A topic of interest for several years has been the knowledge and skills 

principals need in special education (Anderson & Decker, 1993; Burrello, 

Schrup, & Barnett, 1992; Cochrane & Westling, 1977; Gargiulo, 1990; Rude & 

Rubadeau, 1992). Most research in this area related to the implementation of 

the provisions of special education legislation such as the least restrictive 

environment (Gargiulo, 1990) and individualized educational plans (lEPs) 

(Anderson & Decker, 1993). However, with the move toward inclusive 

programing, competencies for principals have expanded to include skills 

relating to leadership and the commitment to successfully meet the 

educational needs of aU children (Burrello, Schrup, & Barnett, 1992).

Principals must now maintain authority over the daily function of all 

staff within their buildings and effectively implement coordinated, integrated 

special education programs. Cochrane and Westling (1977) suggested several
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areas in which principals should be knowledgeable. First, principals should 

know the characteristics of children with disabilities éuid communicate 

students' educational needs to school and community members. Rude and 

Rubadeau (1992) expanded on this by emphasizing that principals should be 

able to recognize student learning styles and match them with teaching 

strategies in order to effectively evaluate special education programs. In 

addition, they stressed that principals be able to utilize special educators to 

exercise alternative means of support for general education teachers and 

provide integrated programs for students. Some authors (Cochrane & 

Westling, 1977; Rude & Rubadeau, 1992) agreed that principals should know 

how to combine special and regular education funding and encourage 

teachers to educate all students about various disabilities.

A commonly referenced study conducted by Rude and Rubadeau (1992) 

compared perceptions of building level principals from two school districts 

regarding their priorities on selected special education competency areas. The 

sixteen item survey used for this study was developed in an earlier project 

conducted by the researchers from items reviewed and critiqued by practicing 

principals and central office administrators in two different settings. An open 

response question was also provided to determine whether additional skills 

or competencies were needed. A total of 52 of 57 (91%) possible respondents 

completed and returned the survey and multiple analysis of variance was 

used to determine statistical significance of differences between variables.

The results yielded a list of competency statements in rank order from the 

most important to least important for the total group. Inferential statistics 

found statistically significant differences on several items that were compared 

according to individual demographic variables. The sixteen competencies 

reported most important by this study were:

38



1. Selection of a special education staff who espouse the philosophy

of integration.

2. Recognizing the ongoing need for program and staff 

development in special education.

3. Fosters the inclusion of special education students by modeling 

total school responsibility for all students.

4. Ability to recognize student learning styles and match with 

teaching strategies.

5. Philosophical orientation that indicates integration of special needs 

students benefits all students.

6. Recognition of specialized instructional needs and appropriate 

access of technical support.

7. Ability to identify and access human services organizations on 

behalf of students in need.

8. Ability to select appropriate decision-making skills ranging from 

directive to delegating.

9. Recognizing the importance of accountability in special education 

programs

10. Communication with diverse audiences such as parents, advocacy 

organizations, the courts, social services agencies, etc.

11. Understanding and applying the continuum of special services 

concept to meet the needs of all learners

12. Legal aspects of special education

13. Tolerance for uncertainty in special education situations.

14. Use of technology to enhance instruction.

15. Use of technology in special education to assist admiiüstrative 

record keeping.
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16. Knowledge and application of special education finance and 

reimbursement systems.

Rude and Rubadeau's conclusions were consistent with the belief 

that principals should not only understand federal and state requirements for 

student evaluation and placement, but also foster and participate in staff 

development programs which strengthen the faculty's ability to work 

coUaboratively toward meeting the needs of students with disabilities 

(Rodriguez, 1994).

Although the Rude and Rubadeau study specified essential knowledge 

and skills necessary for building administrators to implement effective special 

education programs, its findings were based on a small sampling of principals 

from only two school districts. The study also relied too heavily on self- 

reports, since only principals were asked what they believed to be necessary 

knowledge and skills and teachers' perceptions were not considered.

Although principals' beliefs are important, the reliability of data collected 

from only one source is limited. In addition, the validity of the survey 

instrument may be in question because it was reviewed by only a small 

sampling of principals and central office administrators from the two targeted 

school districts.

Summary of Competencies Necessary for Principals in Special Education 

The literature has emphasized the need to ensure that building 

principals have specific skills related to program development for students 

with disabilities (Anderson & Decker, 1993; Burrello, Schrup, & Barnett, 1992). 

Several essential competencies necessary for principals in the area of special 

education have been identified (Cochrane & Westling, 1977; Rude & 

Rubadeau, 1992). However, due to limitations of previous studies, a reliable 

study has not yet been conducted which could potentially impact the
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improvement and/or development of university training for principals and 

strengthen the possibility that those who administer special education 

programs in general education settings have an understanding of special 

education theory and law, as well as effective practices for educating students 

with disabilities.

Summary of Chapter H

Principals occupy important roles as visionary leaders in establishing 

the climate and instructional organization necessary to ensure the successful 

inclusion of children with disabilities into general education. However, 

reform in special education legislation and the movement toward inclusion 

have created challenges for principals. These challenges, which resulted, in 

part, from differences in special education terminology regarding the LRE and 

disagreement among scholars on the relevance of inclusive practices, include 

(a) effectively communicating special education laws, policies, and procedures 

to school staff and parents, (b) determining best practice and /or placement for 

students with disabilities served in general education settings, and (c) 

implementing innovative special education programs, such as inclusion, 

within their schools.

Research has indicated that principals are inadequately prepared to 

effectively administer programs for students with disabilities. Although 

reform efforts have been made in general and special education regarding the 

preparation of their professionals, the knowledge and skills necessary for 

principals to implement programs for students with disabilities have not yet 

been adequately addressed. Certainly, studies have been conducted which 

suggest competencies necessary for principals in the area of special education. 

However, due to the limitations of previous research, reliable data has not yet 

been presented which has impacted the university training of principals to
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the extent that a set of minimum standards in special education have been 

adopted.

Chapter n  provided a review of literature related to the knowledge and 

skills necessary for principals in special education and attitudes and behaviors 

which support successful inclusive programming in general education 

settings. Specifically, the literature reviewed provided the rationale for the 

following research questions:

1. What skills and knowledge identified in standards from the CEC

Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All 

Beginning Special Education Teachers do elementary principals 

believe are necessary to effectively implement special education 

programs?

2. What skills and knowledge identified in standards firom the CEC 

Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All 

Beginning Special Education Teachers do elementary general 

education teachers believe are necessary for principals to 

effectively implement special education programs?

3. What skills and knowledge identified in standards from the CEC 

Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All 

Beginning Special Education Teachers do elementary special 

education teachers believe are necessary for principals to 

effectively implement special education programs?

4. What differences, if any, exist among the responses of 

elementary school principals, general education teachers, and 

special education teachers regarding their perceptions of the 

knowledge and skills necessary for principals to effectively 

implement special education programs?
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5. To what extent do elementary school principals, general education 

teachers, and special education teachers believe behaviors and 

attitudes which support inclusive programs for students with 

disabilities are evident within their schools?

Chapter XU presents the research design and methodology of the study.
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CHAPTER m  

Research Design and Methodology 

This chapter addresses the research design, or the plan for the study, 

which includes a description of the population, the development of the 

survey instruments, and data collection procedures. The methods used to 

analyze the study are also explained. The definition of terms used in this 

study are located in Appendix C.

Selection of the Population 

The population for this study was selected hom certified elementary 

principals, special education teachers, and general elementary teachers 

throughout Oklahoma. The rationale for remaining within a single state 

population was based on several factors. First, the willingness of key 

individuals in Oklahoma to support the study made it a desirable location. 

Also, upon careful examination of each research question and consideration 

of the fact that Oklahoma contains a wide range of program types and 

geographic variations, there was no clear reason for conducting the research 

in another single state or combination of locations. Moreover, one might 

predict that conducting a study within the home state of the researcher 

increases the likelihood its findings will be realized. The population selection 

utilized the following process.

Lists of all elementary principals (approximately 1,000) and all special 

education teachers (approximately 6,000) in Oklahoma were obtained hrom 

the Oklahoma State Department of Education. Using the list of elementary 

principals, all elementary schools were divided into two groups, according to 

buildings which provided programs for students with mild to moderate 

disabilities versus those which provided programs for students with severe to 

profound disabilities. Special education teachers' assignments, as coded by the
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State Department of Education, were used as the criteria for discriminating 

between the two categorical areas. Whenever a building indicated service 

provision to students within both mild/moderate and severe/profound 

categories, it was assigned to the severe/profound group. This decision was 

based on the fact that there are more programs for students in the mild to 

moderate category of exceptionality than the severe to profound. Once the 

two groups were established, participants were selected proportionately from 

each group.

Principal participants were chosen first. This was accomplished by 

selecting a random sample (20% of the total) of elementary principals from 

each of the two categorical areas, using a table of random numbers to assign 

subjects to groups. Thus, 100 principals were chosen from the group which 

provided programs for students with mild/moderate disabilities and 100 were 

selected from the severe/profound group. This process also identified the 200 

participant schools for the study, from which teacher participants were then 

selected.

Two hundred special education teacher participants were selected 

randomly from the list supplied by the State Department of Education, 

according to schools previously targeted and each teacher's specific teaching 

assignment. Each special education teacher participant was requested, in the 

letter which accompanied the initial survey, to select one general education 

teacher in their building to participate in the study. The letter specified that 

the selection of general education teachers be based upon their knowledge of 

special education and experience working with students with disabilities. 

Thus, the final sample was comprised of one elementary principal, one 

special education teacher, and one general education teacher from each of the 

200 targeted schools.
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Development of the Instruments 

This study utilized two questionnaires to obtain data (Appendix D). 

Because appropriate survey instruments were not available for this study, 

surveys were developed by the researcher. Survey I, entitled Knowledge and 

Skills in Special Education (KSSE), gathered demographic data and sought 

information addressing the knowledge and skills necessary for principals in 

special education. The second instrument, entitled Programs for Students 

with Disabilities (PSD), was designed to investigate the evidence of behaviors 

and attitudes which support inclusive practices for students with disabilities 

in general education settings. Separate versions of the instruments were 

developed for elementary principals, general elementary teachers and special 

education teachers in order to collect individualize demographic data and 

obtain responses to open ended questions unique to each group. The 

development of the instruments utilized the following process.

Survey I: Knowledge and Skills in Special Education (KSSEl

The purpose of the KSSE was to identify knowledge and skills necessary 

for principals in special education. Section I was designed to gather 

demographic information regarding respondents' program location, number 

of years experience as a teacher or principal, prior teaching and/or special 

education experience, highest degree earned, present school enrollment, and 

gender. Within the demographic section in the version of KSSE sent to 

principals, additional questions were included regarding respondents' 

internship experiences. The demographic section in the version of KSSE sent 

to special education teachers contained questions which identified their 

individual teaching assignments. The version of KSSE sent to general 

education teachers contained questions designed to elicit responses regarding 

teachers' "in classroom" experiences teaching students with disabilities.
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Section II of the KSSE investigated the perceptions of elementary 

principals, elementary general education teachers, and elementary special 

education teachers regarding the knowledge and skills necessary for principals 

to effectively implement special education programs. Responses were rated 

on a Likert-type scale from 1-4, with 1 indicating lowest and 4 indicating the 

highest degree each knowledge/skill was perceived necessary. Statements in 

this section of the KSSE were identical for the three participant groups and 

were chosen from the CEC Common Core of Knowledge and Skills (CEC,

1995) which were representative of special education competencies needed 

for principals, as indicated within current literature. Appendix D provides 

copies of the KSSE.

Survey U: Programs for Students with Disabilities (PSD)

The second questioimaire was designed to gather data regarding the 

perceptions of attitudes and behaviors which support inclusive practices.

Two checklists were used as models in the development of this survey. One 

was the School Inclusion Assessment in South Dakota Statewide Systems. 

Change Project. A Closer Look at Inclusion. (South Dakota Statewide Systems 

Change Project, 1993). The other checklist used was the Inclusion Practice and 

Priorities Instrum ent (Montie, Vandercook, York, Rower, Johnson, & 

MacDonald, 1992). Both of these instruments were used previously to 

investigate the evidence inclusive practices for students with disabilities.

A different version of the PSD was sent to each participant group upon 

receipt of the first survey. Appendix D provides copies of the PSD.

Principal Version of the PSD

Section I of the PSD sent to principals was designed to elicit specific 

information from principals concerning the types of programs provided for 

students w ith disabilities and the categories of exceptionality of students
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identified by spedal education in their buildings. Section II contains 

individual statements which gathered data regarding the evidence of 

behaviors and attitudes supportive of inclusive practices for students in their 

schools. The statements were rated by respondents on a Likert-type scale from 

1-4, with 1 indicating lowest and 4 indicating the highest degree of evidence of 

each practice.

Section HI contained five open-ended questions. These questions 

investigated factors which influenced prindpals' involvement in spedal 

education, their attitudes toward the integration of students with disabilities 

in general education, and their perceptions regarding training needs for their 

staff. Prindpals were also asked one question which was not asked of spedal 

or general education teacher partidpants. This question explored what, if any, 

professional training they believed was necessary to enhance their skills in 

effectively implementing programs for students with disabilities in their 

schools.

Spedal Education Teacher Version of the PSD 

Section I of the spedal education teacher version of the PSD was 

identical to the prindpal version, except that it asked partidpants to report the 

number of students eligible for spedal education services in their schools. It 

did not seem necessary to question spedal education teachers about their 

involvement in spedal education programs. Consequently, Section m  of this 

version of the PSD contained three open-ended questions which allowed 

spedal education teachers to expand on their perceptions regarding the 

knowledge and skills necessary for prindpals, as well as training needs for 

their staff in spedal education.

General Education Teacher Version of the PSD

The general education teacher version of the PSD had only one
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question in Section I which was not asked of either principals or special 

education teachers. General education teachers were asked how many 

students eligible for special education services remained in their classrooms 

all day. General education teachers were given four open-ended questions 

which investigated their attitudes regarding inclusive special education 

progrcunming. These questions were identical to the principals' version, with 

the omission of the question regarding professional training necessary to 

implement programs for students with disabilities.

Validity and Reliability of Instruments

Validity of the surveys was determined in two ways. Content validity 

of the KSSE was established by searching the literature for competencies 

needed by principals in the area of special education and selecting those 

which compared to standards from CEC Common Core of Knowledge and 

Skills. Content validity of the PSD was established through the use of two 

checklists which had been used previously to determine the adequacy of 

schools to provide inclusive education programs for students with disabilities 

(Montie, Vandercook, York, Flower, Johnson, & MacDonald, 1992; South 

Dakota Statewide Systems Change Project, 1993).

Secondly, three principals, three special education teachers, and three 

general education teachers who were employed in public education at the 

time of the study examined both surveys and offered suggestions to improve 

the content and darity of the statements. In addition, both surveys were 

reviewed thoroughly by two university professors accomplished in survey 

research. The instruments were then revised to incorporate the educators' 

suggestions.

Internal reliability of the instruments was first tested using Cronbach's 

Alpha Coefficient. This test is employed when using survey instruments

49



with multipie answers, each having dihFerent weights, such as the Likert-type 

items used in this study. Both instruments were found to have a reliability 

above acceptable (.70) (Henerson, Morris, & Fitz-Gibbon, 1987).

Procedure
Data were collected hrom the two questionnaires mailed to a stratified 

random sampling of elementary principals, general education teachers and 

special education teachers throughout Oklahoma. Prior to the initial survey, 

a letter of introduction was mailed to all participants to introduce and 

describe the study and assure them of confidentiality (Appendix E). The 

surveys were sent in two separate mailings, each with self-addressed, stamped 

envelopes to facilitate their return. A post card followed ten days after the 

first mailing to all participants as a reminder to complete and return the first 

questionnaire and alert them that a second survey would be forth-coming 

upon receipt of the initial survey Two weeks after mailing the post card, 

follow-up phone calls were also made to schools which had not yet responded 

to the KSSE in an effort to increase the return rate before mailing the PSD.

The researcher made every attempt to receive as many responses to the KSSE 

as possible.

Within two months after mailing the KSSE, the PSD was sent to all 

participants in each school which responded to the first questionnaire. A 

short note accompanied each survey, either thanking the participant for 

completing and returrüng the KSSE or encouraging the participant to 

complete and return both surveys. This method was successful in increasing 

the return rate of the KSSE and in obtaining an  acceptable response rate on 

the PSD.

Although, in most educational studies respondents are asked to 

identify themselves, anonymity is sometimes appropriate if data reported
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may be threatening to the subjects. Because participants in this study 

responded to identical items concerning the implementation of special 

education programs within their buildings, they may have felt threatened or 

uneasy about identifying themselves. Therefore, this study was conducted 

anonymously. A system of coding the surveys was used for analysis purposes 

only. There were no known risks to participants in this study and results 

from this research could benefit the field of education by identifying specific 

competencies necessary for principals to implement effective special 

education programs within their schools.

Data. Analysis
The compiled data were statistically analyzed through the use of the 

SAS/STAT Version 1.1 (1989). Each question in this study was individually 

analyzed first using descriptive quantitative methodology. Questions one, 

two, three and four were analyzed through data collected firom the KSSE, 

which elicited responses on items regarding the knowledge and skills 

necessary for principals to implement special education programs. 

Quantitative results were supported qualitatively through the analysis of 

specific open-ended questions from the PSD. Question four was examined 

through exploratory analysis (analysis of variance) to infer differences among 

groups, and post hoc analysis was conducted to evaluate the results of the 

ANOVA.

Question five utilized data collected from the PSD, which gathered 

information regarding the degree to which inclusive practices were evidenced 

within participant schools. Descriptive statistics were initially reported. 

Analysis of variance was then employed as a test of differences among groups 

and post hoc analysis was conducted to examine group differences, once the 

null hypothesis was rejected. In addition, the use of qualitative methodology
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was employed to analyze the open-ended questions.

There was a uniform procedure for the analysis of all open-ended 

questions. The questions were first interpreted individually and emerging 

themes were noted for each question within each respondent group. 

Responses were categorized by recurring themes which surfaced in relation to 

the knowledge requirements for principals, professional development needs 

in special education and factors which influence attitudes and behaviors 

regarding principals' involvement in and implementation of inclusive 

special education programs. A coding system was then devised to identify 

each category and provide organization for analysis of the content (LeCompte 

& Preissle, 1993).

Summary of Chapter HI
Data for this study were collected from two questionnaires which were 

mailed to a stratified random sampling of elementary principals, general 

education teachers and special education teachers throughout Oklahoma. 

Several procedures were utilized to determine the reliability and validity of 

the instruments. The compiled data were then statistically analyzed 

quantitatively through the use of the SAS/STAT Version 1.1 (1989). Results 

were reported using descriptive and exploratory statistics. Qualitative 

questions were analyzed uniformly using appropriate qualitative 

methodology. Chapter IV will present and display a detailed analysis of each 

research question.
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CHAPTER IV 

Results

The purpose of this study was to determine the skills and knowledge 

necessary for principals to implement effective special education programs 

within general education settings. In addition, this study investigated 

perceptions regarding attitudes and behaviors supportive of inclusive 

programs for students with disabilities in general education buildings as 

reported by principals, general education teachers, and special education 

teachers.

The results presented in this chapter will begin by addressing the 

surveys response rates. Subsequently, data are organized and presented in a 

manner which address the five research questions posed in this study.

Survey Response Rates on the KSSE and PSD

The KSSE was the first mailing sent to principals, special education 

teachers, and general education teachers (N=600) throughout Oklahoma.

From this initial mailing, a total of 223 (37%) surveys were completed and 

returned. This total represented 110 (55%) of the schools surveyed. Principals 

returned 77 (39%) surveys, special education teachers returned 85 (43%), and 

general education teachers completed and returned 71 (36%). The PSD was 

mailed to principals, special education teachers, and general education 

teachers in 110 schools (N=330) upon completion of the first survey. A total 

of 185 (56%) surveys were completed and returned, representing 62 (56%) 

principals, 71 (65%) special education teachers, and 52 (47%) general education 

teachers.
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Knowledge and Skills Necessary for Principals

in Special Education 
Participants' responses on the KSSE were analyzed to determine the 

knowledge and skills necessary for principals to implement effective special 

education programs. The methodological procedure used to interpret the 

data gathered from the KSSE is explained in this section of Chapter IV. 

Reliability of the KSSE

Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha was used to test the reliability of the 

KSSE. This particular analysis excluded demographic data (Section I). 

Reliability factors greater than .70 were considered acceptable (Henerson, 

Morris, & Fitz-Gibbon, 1987). Analysis yielded Cronbach's Coefficients which 

indicated a high degree of reliability in five of the six factors extracted from 

the KSSE. A moderate degree of reliability (.61) was indicated in the factor 

relating to ethics. Results are presented later in this chapter (Table 14). 

Demographics of the KSSE

Characteristics of educators responding to the KSSE are included in this 

demographic section and represent 233 participants. Respondents' specific job 

types, degree(s) earned, gender, and years of experience are presented in 

Table 1. Community population, teaching assignment, and classroom 

experience regarding students with disabilities are also reported relevant to 

individual job types in Tables 2,3, and 4.

jQb Types, Pegrees-EarnedJjendeL-Experience 

A total of 233 educators responded to the KSSE. Job types were evenly 

matched in number across the responding population. Principals comprised 

33% of the respondents, special education teachers made up 36.5% of the 

respondents and 30.5% of the responding population were general education 

teachers. Demographic data for all respondents is reported in Table 1.
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Table 1
Demographic Data of All Respondents fN=233)

Demographic Item Frequency Percent of Responses

n %

SpççifttjQi?-TirtÊ
Principal 77 33
Special Education Teacher 85 36.5
General Education Teacher 21 3&5

233 100%

Degreefs) Earned

BSED 74 31.7
Master's 77 33.1
Master's +30 75 32.2
Doctoral 6 2.6
Missing UL 0,4

233 100%

Gender
Male 38 16.4
Female 188 80.6
Missing _ z 3.0

233 100%

Years Experience.
1-10 years 117 50.2
11-20 years 75 32.2
21-35 years iz a

233 100%
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Thirty-two percent of the respondents held a Bachelors degree, 33% 

held a Masters degree and 32% held a Masters degree plus 30 hours. Only a 

small percentage (2.6%) of the responding population held a doctorate.

As one might expect when surveying elementary principals and 

teachers, there was a very disproportionate number of female to male 

respondents. Eighty-three percent of the respondents were female and only 

17% were male.

Fifty percent of the respondents had at least ten years of experience in 

the education field. Thirty-two percent of the participants had between 11-20 

years of experience and 18% had over twenty years of teaching or 

administrative experience.

Principals' Community Population. Prior Experience

and Internship Experience

Some demographic questions were asked only of principals. This 

section presents principals' responses relating to the population of their 

community, their prior teaching experiences and whether or not they had 

participated in an internship as part of their university preparation. Data is 

reported in Table 2.

Principals reported that 36% came firom urban or suburban school 

districts and 61% firom rural districts. Although care was taken to survey a 

proportionate population firom each geographic area, it is not uncommon in 

Oklahoma to receive a heavy rural responding group, since a large portion of 

the state is rural.

Typically for elementary principals, the majority (87%) reported prior 

experience in the elementary teaching category because most elementary 

principals are hired from an elementary teacher pool. However, 27% 

reported they had some junior high/middle school experience, 10% indicated
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prior high school teaching experience, and 17% reported they had taught 

special education before becoming an administrator.

Only 22% of the principal respondents indicated that they had received 

an internship experience as part of their administrator university 

preparation. Since such a small percentage of the total principal population 

participated in an internship experience, it was not feasible to use this data to 

assess a relationship between the internship and principals' responses on 

knowledge and skills items.

Table 2
Demographic Data of Principals fN=77)

Demographic Item Frequency Percent of Responses

Community Population
Urban/Suburban 28 36.4
Rural 47 61.0
Missing JL . J J l

77 100%
Prior Teaching Experience

Elementary 67 87

Junior High/Middle 21 27.3

High School 8 10.4

Special Education 13 16.9

Internship Experience

None 60 77.9
Yes IZ 221

77 100%
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Spgdal Education Teachers'.Assignments
Special education teachers were asked to specify whether they taught 

students in the mild to moderate category of exceptionality or if the students 

they served were categorized as severe to profound. Although an etibrt was 

made, when creating the sample population, to equalize these groups as 

closely as possible, 74% of the special education teacher respondents indicated 

they taught students within the mild to moderate category. Twenty-two 

(25.9%) of the special education teacher participants served students 

categorized as severe to profound. This information is reported in Table 3.

Table 3
Spgdal Education Teachers' Teaching Assignment (N=85)

Demographic Item Frequency Percent

Category of Exceptionality

a %

Mild/Moderate 63 74.1

Severe/Profound 22 2&9

85 100%

General Education Teachers' Experience in Special Education 

General education teachers were asked to specify the amount of 

classroom experience they had with students identified in special education. 

Although all respondents reported some classroom experience teaching 

students with disabilities, 11% of the general education teachers indicated 

limited experience in this area. Forty-nine percent of the general education 

teachers reported classroom experience with students categorized only as mild 

to moderate, while 39% specified they had experience working with students
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o f mild to m oderate and severe to profound disabilities (Table 4).

Table 4
General Education Teachers' in Classroom Experience with
Students with Disabilities fN=711

Demographic Item Frequency Percent

a

No Experience 0 0.0

Little experience with
students w ith disabilities 8 11.3

Experience often with students
in mild/m oderate category only 35 49.3

Experience with students in both 
mild/moderate and severe/ 
profound categories 2S 39.4

71 100%

Summary of KSSE Demographic Data

Thirty-three percent of the 233 respondents were principals, 37% were 

special education teachers, and 31% were general education teachers. The 

majority (68%) of respondents held Masters degrees or better. Principal 

respondents indicated predominately elementary teaching experience (87%), 

with 17% reporting prior teaching experience in  special education. Seventy- 

four percent of the special education teachers taught children categorized as 

mild to moderate, 26% taught students in the severe/profound category. 

Thirty-nine percent of the general education teacher respondents had worked 

with students categorized as both mild/moderate and severe/profound, while 

49% had classroom experience only with those categorized as mild/moderate.
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Responses of All Educators to KSSE

Data in this section relate to the first four research questions. Data are 

presented to illustrate responses of all participants regarding the knowledge 

and skills necessary for principals in special education. First, frequency 

distributions are reported by raw numbers and percentages (Table 5). Then a 

rank order of the means of individual knowledge and skills items is 

presented (Table 6) according to the perceived degree each is necessary.

Data reported in Table 5 indicate the majority of respondents believed it 

"extremely necessary" that principals be knowledgeable of (1) special 

education law as it pertains to the rights and responsibilities of all 

parties involved (K 4,79%), (2) due process procedures related to eligibility 

and placement (K 3,73%), (3) guidelines for assessment (K 10, 67%), and (4) 

ethics involved in confidential conununication (K 26, 60%). In addition, the 

majority of respondents believed it "extremely necessary" that principals 

understand the guidelines for the behavior management of students with 

disabilities (K 20,63%) and be cognizant of teacher attitudes that affect student 

behaviors (K 21, 51%). Understanding the roles of all individuals involved in 

planning student individualized educational programs was considered 

"necessary" by most (K 25,52%) of the respondents and "extremely necessary" 

by an additional 39%. A majority of participants considered it "extremely 

necessary" that principals be able to model appropriate behavior toward 

students with disabilities (S 8, 83%) and demonstrate a commitment to the 

highest educational goals and quality of life (S 7,73%) for them. Most 

respondents also reported it "extremely necessary" that principals be able to 

collaborate with students, parents, the school staff, and the community 

(S 6, 53%) and implement the least restrictive placement or intervention for 

students with disabilities (S 5, 51%).
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Table 5
Frequency and Percent of Ail Respondents' Perceptions Regarding 
the Knowledge and Skill Principals Need in Special Education (N=233)

Survey Items Respondaits' Perceptions

Not at Some Extremely
An what Necessary Necessary

Principals should know: N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%)

Kl. Models, theories, and philosophies 7 (3.0) 49 (21.0) 118 (51) 59(25)
K2. Definition and identification issues 1 (0.4) 20 ( 8.6) 102(44) 110 (47)
K3. Due process ri^ts assessment/placement 0 (0.0) 6 ( 3.0) 55(24) 172 (73)
tC4. Rights and responsibilities of team 0 (0.0) 2 ( 1.0) 47(20) 184 (79)
K5. Typical and exceptional learners 4 (2.0) 36 (16.0) 129 (55) 64(27)
K6. Cultural /environment effect on families 4 (1.0) 44 (19.0) 137 (59) 48(21)
K7. Effects of medications 4 (2.0) 45 (19.0) 97(42) 87(37)
K8. Basic terminology used in assessmait 2 (1.0) 28 (12.0) 130(56) 73(31)
K9. Ethical concerns related to assessment 1 (0.4) 35 (15.0) 119 (51) 77(33)
KIO. Legalities and guidelines of assessment 1 (0.4) 13 ( 5.6) 63(27) 156(67)
K ll. Screening,prereferral, referral, classification 3 (13) 21 ( 9.0) 122(52) 87(37)
K12. Application/interpretation of test scores 5 (2.0) 51 (22.0) 118 (51) 59(25)
K13. Relationship betwn assessment /placement 1 (0.4) 25 (11.0) 138 (59) 69(30)
K14. Methods of monitoring student progress 4 (2.0) 51 (22.0) 134 (58) 44(19)
K15. Adapt learning styles to teaching styles 3 (13) 58 (25.0) 103(44) 69(30)
K16. Life skills instruction 8 (3.4) 55 (24.0) 117 (50) 53(23)
K17. Classroom management theories / methods 2 (1.0) 53 (23.0) 116 (50) 62(27)
K18. Research/ best practice of teaching/ learning 2 (0.9) 69 (30.0) 111 (48) 51 (22)
K19. How technology can assist in teaching/learning 2 (1.0) 74 (32,0) 113 (48) 44(19)
K20. Laws, rules, and regulations of students' behavior 0 (0.0) 8( 3.0) 79(34) 146(63)
K21. Teacher attitudes/behaviors that affect students 2 (1.0) 18 ( 8.0) 95 (41) 118 (50)
K22. Strategies for crisis prevention/intervention 1 (0.4) 18 ( 8.0) 102 (44) 112 (48)
K23. Preparing students to live independent 6 (3.0) 61 (26.0) 115 (49) 51 (22)
K24. Dealing with concerns of parents 0 (0.0) 25(11.0) 131 (56) 77(33)
K25. Role of all involved in planning lEP 1 (0.4) 22 ( 9.0) 12(52) 90(39)
K26. Ethical/confidential communication 1 (0.4) 18 ( 8.0) 76(33) 138 (60)
K27. One's own biases that afiect attitudes 5 (2.0) 46 (20.0) 114 (49) 68(29)

Principals should be able to:

51. Articulate philosophy of sp ed / gen ed 4 (2.0) 26(11.0) 117(50) 86(37)
S2. Construct activities with laws/regs 2 (1.0) 48 (20.0) 90 (39) 93(40)
S3. Interpret assessment for instruction 16 (7.0) 74 (32.0) 109(47) 34(15)
S4. Use varied of behav mgt techniques 4 (2.0) 41 (18.0) 121 (51) 67(29)
S5. Use least restrictive placement/intervention 2 (1.0) 26 (11.0) 86(37) 119 (51)
S6. Collaboration with complete team 1 (0.4) 16 ( 7.0) 93(40) 123 (53)
S7. Commitment to education/quality of life 0 (0.0) 7 (3.0) 55(24) 171 (73)
S8. Model appropriate behavior toward students 0 (0.0) 5 (2.0) 34(15) 194 (83)

Note: K=Knowledge items; S=Skills items
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Table 6 displays a rank order of mean scores on knowledge and skills 

items from the most necessary to least necessary perceived by all respondents.

Table 6
Ranking of All Respondents' Perceptions Regarding the Knowled^ 
and Skills Prinripais Need in Special EduraKnn fM=

Survey Items Respondents' Perceptions

Principals should know:
Mean (SD)

Rights and responsibilities of parents^tudents and school staff (K4) 3.78 (0.43)
Due process rights in assessment, eligibilitŷ  and placement (K3) 3.71 (0.51)
Legalities and guidelines related to assessment (KIO) 3.61 (0.61)
Laws, rules, and regulations regarding special students' behavior (K20) 3.59 (0.55)
Ethical practices for confidential communication (K26) 3.50 (0.68)
Teacher attitudes/t>ehaviors that affect student behaviors (K21) 3.41 (0.67)
Issues in definition and identification procedures (K2) 338 (0.66)
Roles of all involved in planning students' lEP (K25) 338 (0.65)
Screening,prereferral, referral, and dassification procedures (Kll) 3.26 (0.67)
Strategies for dealing with concerns of parents (KZ4) 3.22 (0.62)
Relationship between assessment and placemont (K13) 3.18 (0.62)
Basic terminology used in assessment (K8) 3.18 (0.66)
Ethical concerns related to assessment (K9) 3.17 (0.69)
Effects of medication on students' educational and sodal behavior (K7) 3.15 (0.79)
Similarities and differences of typical and exceptional learners (K5) 3.09 (0.71)
One's own cultural biases that affect attitudes (K27) 3.05 (0.76)
Classroom management theories and methods (K17) 3.02 (0.73)
Adaption of learning styles to teaching styles (K15) 3.02 (0.77)
Application and interpretation of test scores (K12) 2.99 (0.75)
Characteristics /effects of cultural and environment on families (K6) 2.98 (0.68)
Models, theories, and philosophies in special education (Kl) 2.98 (0.77)
Methods of monitoring student progress (K14) 2.94 (0.69)
Life skills instruction for independent living and employment (K16) 2.92 (0.79)
How research relates to best practice in teaching/learning (K18) 2.91 (0.74)
Strategies for preparing students to live in world (K23) 2.91 (0.76)
How technology can assist in teaching/learning (K19) 2.85 (0.72)

Principals should be able to:

Model appropriate behavior toward students (S8) 3.82 (0.44)
Demonstrate conrunitment to highest education/quality of life (57) 3.70 (032)
Collaborate with students, parents, community and school staff (%) 3.45 (0.64)
Implement least restrictive placement/intervention (55) 3.39 (0.71)
Articulate a philosophy of sp education/ gen education (51) 3.22 (0.71)
Construct activities consistent with sp ed laws/regulations (52) 3.17 (0.78)
Demonstrate a variety of behavior mgt techniques (54) 3.08 (0.73)
Interpret assessment data for instructional planning (53) 2.69 (0.80)

Note: Means closer to l=not at all necessary, 2=somewhat necessary, 3= necessary, 4= extremely 
necessary; Item number follows item in parentheses
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ErincipalsJerceptions of the Knowledge and Skills 

Necessary in Special Education

The data presented in this section answer research question one:

What skills and knowledge identified in standards from the CEC 

Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All 

Beginning Special Education Teachers do elementary principals 

believe are necessary for them to effectively implement special 

education programs?

Both quantitative and qualitative sources were used to answer this question. 

Principals' responses on each Likert-type item are reported in Table 7 by 

frequency counts and means, with standard deviations.

Principals' average mean scores did not indicate any of the knowledge 

and skills to be "not at all necessary" or "somewhat necessary" . Five 

knowledge items principals perceived "extremely necessary" were (1) the 

rights and responsibilities of parents, students, teachers, and schools as they 

relate to special education (K4, M=3-79), (2) due process rights for assessment 

and placement (K3, M=3-68), (3) the legalities and guidelines of assessment 

(K10,_M=3 64), (4) laws, rules, and regulations regarding student behavior 

(K20, M=3.57), and (5) the ethics of confidential communication (K26, M= 

3.54). Principals reported it "extremely necessary" that they be able to model 

appropriate behavior toward students (S8, M=3.82) and demonstrate a 

commitment to the highest quality of education and quality of life (57, 

M=3.57). Knowledge regarding definition and identification issues (K2, 

M=3.38) and the screening, prereferral, referral, and classification process (K ll, 

M=3.36) were considered "necessary". Overall, principals' mean response 

scores on 28 of the 35 (80%) knowledge and skills items were M= 3.00 or 

above.
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Table 7
Frequency and Mean Scores of Principals' Regpongei^garding the Kngwledgg and Skills Necessary 
in special Education (N=77)

Survey Items Frequency (Percent) Mean (SD) Degree of Need

Notât
all

Some
what

Neces
sary

Extremely

P r in d p a b  ehuuld kOQw; 1 (%) 2 (%) 3 (%) 4 (%) M.(SD) Degree of Need

Kl. Models, theories, and philosophies sped 1 (1.3) 17 (22.1) 46(59.7) 13 (16.9) 2.92 (0.66) Necessary
K2. Definition and identification issues 0(0.0) 6( 7.8) 36 (46.8) 35 (45.5) 3.38 (0.63) Necessary
K3. Due process rights assessment /  placement 0(0.0) 2 (2.6) 21 (27.3) 54 (70.1) 3.68 (052) Extremely
K4. Rights and responsibilities of team 0(0.0) 0 (0.0) 16 (20.8) 61 (79.2) 3.79 (0.41) Extremely
K5. Typical anq exceptional learners 0(0.0) 12 (15.6) 45 (58.4) 20 (26.0) 3.10 (0.64) Necessary
K6. Cultural /environment effect on families 1 (1.3) 14 (18.2) 49 (63.6) 13 (16.9) 2.96 (0.64) Necessary
K7. Effects of medications 0(0.0) 16 (20.8) 35 (45.5) 26 (33.8) 3.13 (0.73) Necessary
K8. Basic terminology used in assessment 0(0.0) 1( 1.3) 50 (64.9) 26 (33.8) 3.32 (0.50) Necessary
K9. Ethical concerns related to assessment 1 (1.3) 5( 6.6) 44 (57.9) 26 (34.2) 3.25 (0.64) Necessary
KIO. Legalities and guidelines of assessment 0(0.0) 3( 3.9) 22 (28.6) 52 (67.5) 3.64 (0.56) Extremely
Kll. Screening,prereferral, referral, classification 0(0.0) 1( 1.3) 47 (61.0) 29 (37.7) 3.36 (0.51) Necessary
K12. Application/interpretation of test scores 0(0.0) 12 (15.6) 49 (63.6) 16 (20.8) 3.05 (0.60) Necessary
K13. Relationship betwn assessment /placement 0(0.0) 6 ( 7.8) 53 (68.8) 18 (23.4) 3.16 (0.54) Necessary
K14. Methods of monitoring student progress 0(0.0) 11 (14.3) 52 (67.5) 14 (18.2) 3.04 (0.57) Necessary
K15. Adapt learning styles to teaching styles 0(0.0) 10 (13.0) 46 (59.7) 21 (27.3) 3.14 (0.62) Necessary
K16. Life skills instruction 1 (1.3) 19 (24.7) 43 (55.8) 14 (18.2) 2.91 (0.69) Necessary
K17. Classroom management theories /methods 0(0.0) 8 (10.4) 47 (61.0) 22 (28.6) 3.18 (0.60) Necessary
K18. Best practice in teaching/learning 0(0.0) 18 (23.4) 42 (54.5) 17 (22.1) 2.99 (0.68) Necessary
K19. How technology can assist in teaching /  learning 1 (1.3) 22 (28.6) 42 (54.5) 12 (15.6) 2.84 (0.69) Necessary
K20. Laws, rules, and regulations of students' behavior 0(0.0) 2( 2.6) 29 (37.7) 46 (59.7) 3.57 (0.55) Extremely
K21. Teacher attitudes/behaviors that affect students 0(0.0) 6( 7.8) 31 (40.3) 40(51.9) 3.44 (0.64) Necessary
K22. Strategies for crisis prevention/intervention 0(0.0) 5( 6.5) 37 (48.1) 35 (45.5) 3.39 (0.61) Necessary 
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Table 7 (Continued)
Frequency and Mean Scores of Principals' Responses Regarding the Knowledge and Skills Necessary 
in Special Education (N=77)

Survey Items Frequency (Percent) Mean (SD) Degree of Need

Not at Some Neces Extremely
all what sary

1 (%) 2 (%) 3 (%) 4 (%) M(SD) Degree of Need

K23. Preparing students to live independent 1(1.3) 15 (19.5) 39 (50.6) 22 (28.6) 3.06 (0.73) Necessary
K24. Dealing with concerns of parents 0(0.0) 6 ( 7.8) 51 (66.2) 20 (26.0) 3.19 (0.56) Necessary
K25. Role of all involved in planning lEP 0(0.0) 4 ( 5.2) 46 (59.7) 27 (35.1) 3.30 (0.56) Necessary
K26. Ethical/confidential communication 0(0.0) 4 ( 5.2) 27 (35.1) 46 (59.7) 3.54 (0.60) Extremely
K27. One's own biases that affect attitudes 2(2.6) 13 (16.9) 45 (58.4) 17 (22.1) 3.00 (0.70) Necessary

Principals should be able to:

SI. Articulate philosophy of sped/ gen ed 0(0.0) 5( 6.5) 48 (62.3) 24 (31.2) 3.25 (0.57) Necessary
82. Construct activities with laws/regs 1(1-3) 10 (13.0) 42 (54.5) 24 (31.2) 3.16 (0.69) Necessary
S3. Interpret assessment for instruction 3 (3.9) 18 (23.4) 44 (57.1) 12 (15.6) 2.84 (0.73) Necessary
S4. Use variety of behav mgt techniques 0(0.0) 11 (14.3) 45 (58.4) 21 (273) 3.13 (0.64) Necessary
S5. Use least restrictive placement/intervention 0(0.0) 5( 6.5) 36 (46.8) 36 (46.8) 3.40 (0.61) Necessary
S6. Collaborate with complete team 0 (0.0) 3( 3.9) 34 (44.2) 40 (51.3) 3.48 (0.58) Necessary
S7. Commitment to education/quality of life 0 (0.0) 3( 3.1) 27 (35.1) 47 (61.0) 3.57 (0.57) Extremely
S8. Model appropriate behavior toward students 0(0.0) K 1.3) 12 (15.6) 64 (83.1) 3.82 (0.42) Extremely

Note: Mean scores 1.00-1.50= Not at All Necessary; 1.51-2.50 = 1Somewhat Necessary; 2.51-3.49 = Necessary; 3.50-4.00 = Extremely Necessary



One open-ended question asked principals what professional 

training, if any, they believe is necessary to enhance their skills in effectively 

implementing programs for students with disabilities within their schools. 

Table 8 identifies the most frequently recurring responses of principals to this 

question.

Training mentioned by principals which supported responses on the 

Likert-type items pertained to special education policies and procedures, legal 

issues and identification and characteristics of students with disabilities. 

Although infrequently, viewing successful programs and/or participating in 

special education field experiences, and being able to m odify/adapt the 

curriculum for instruction was also mentioned. There were two main 

distinctions between principals' responses on the open-ended questions and 

on the survey items. Although principals scored knowledge concerning 

assessment and behavior management issues high on the list of Likert-type 

items, these training needs were rarely mentioned in the open-ended 

questions.

Table 8
Professional Training Needs that Principals Believe Are Necessary to 
Effectively Implement Special Education Programs (N=62)

Professional Training Needs Frequency

Updates on Policies and Procedures/Laws 11

Identification and characteristics issues 6

Field Experiences, View Successful Programs 6

Missing/No Response 39
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special Education Teachers' Perceptions of the 

Knowled^e and Skills Principals Need in Special Education

The data presented in this section are organized around research 

question two:

What skills and knowledge identified in standards from the CEC 

Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All Beginning 

Special Education Teachers do elementary special education teachers 

believe are necessary for principals to effectively implement special 

education programs?

Quantitative data hrom survey items in the form of Likert-type scores 

and qualitative data from open-ended questions were analyzed to answer 

question two. Table 9 presents frequency counts and mean responses 

regarding the knowledge and skills special education teachers believe are 

necessary for principals in the area of special education.

O n the average, special education teachers did not indicate that any 

knowledge and skills items were "not at all necessary". They reported it 

"necessary" that principals understand the legal issues of assessment (KIO, 

M=3.49), b u t perceived it only "somewhat necessary" that principals be able to 

interpret assessment for instruction (S3, M= 2.29). It is worthwhile to note 

that, although several items (K12, K15, K18, and K19) fell into the range of 

"necessary" by the criteria set, these items were reported by 40% or more of 

the special education teacher respondents to be either "not at all" or "some

what" necessary. Specifically, these items related to a knowledge of (1) the 

application and interpretation of test scores, (2) differing learning styles of 

students w ith disabilities and how to adapt teaching to these styles, (3) 

research and best practice for effective management of teaching and learning, 

and (4) ways in which technology can assist in teaching and learning.
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Table 9
Frequency and Mean Scores of Special Education Teachers' Responses Regarding the Knowledge and 
Skills Necessary for Principals in Special Education (N=85)

Survey Items Frequency (Percent) Mean (SD) Degree of Need

Notât
all

Some
what

Neces
sary

Extremely

Principals should know: 1 (%) 2 (%) 3 (%) 4(%) M-(SD) Degree of Need

Kl. Models, theories, and philosophies sped 5 (5.9) 25 (29.4) 37 (43.5) 18(21.2) 2.80 (0.84) Necessary
K2. Definition and identification issues 1 ( 1.2) 12 (14.1) 34 (40.0) 38 (44.7) 3.28 (0.75) Necessary
K3. Due process rights assessment/placement 0 (0.0) 3( 3.5) 20 (23.5) 62 (72.9) 3.69 (0.54) Extremely
K4. Rights and responsibilities of team 0 (0.0) 2( 2.4) 15 (17.6) 68 (80.0) 3.78 (0.47) Extremely
K5. Typical and exceptional learners 1 (4.7) 16 (18.8) 44 (51.8) 21 (24.7) 2.96 (0.79) Necessary
K6. Cultural /environment effect on families 3 (3.5) 18 (21.2) 48 (56.5) 16 (18.8) 2.91 (0.73) Necessary
K7. Effects of medications 3 (3.5) 18 (21.2) 38 (44.7) 26 (30.6) 3.02 (0.82) Necessary
K8. Basic terminology used in assessment 2 (2.4) 20 (23.5) 44 (51.8) 19 (22.4) 2.94 (0.75) Necessary
K9. Ethical concerns related to assessment 0 (0.0) 21 (24.7) 45 (52.9) 19 (22.4) 2.98 (0.69) Necessary
KIO. Legalities and guidelines of assessment 1 ( 1.2) 7( 8.2) 26 (30.6) 51 (60.0) 3.49 (0.70) Necessary
Kll. Screening,prereferral, referral, classification 1 ( 1.2) 15 (17.6) 43 (50.6) 26 (30.6) 3.11 (0.72) Necessary
K12. Application/interpretation of test scores 4 (4.7) 30 (35.3) 34 (40.0) 17 (20.0) 2.75 (0.83) Smwht/Nec
K13. Relationship betwn assessment /placement 0 (0.0) 12 (14.1) 50 (58.8) 23 (27.1) 3.13 (0.63) Necessary
K14. Methods of monitoring student progress 4 (4.7) 28 (32.9) 41 (48.2) 12 (14.1) 2.71 (0.77) Necessary
K15. Adapt learning styles to teaching styles 3 (3.5) 31 (36.5) 28 (32.9) 23 (27.1) 2.83 (0.87) Smwht/Nec
K16. Life skills instruction 5(5.9) 23 (27.1) 39 (45.9) 18 (21.2) 2.81 (0.87) Necessary
K17. Classroom management theories /methods 2(2.4) 25 (29.4) 40 (47.1) 18 (21.2) 2.88 (0.77) Necessary
K18. Best practice in teaching/learning 2 (2.4) 32 (37.6) 39 (45.9) 12 (14.1) 2.72 (0.73) Smwht/Nec
K19. How technology can assist in teaching/learning 1 (1.2) 37 (43.5) 36 (42.4) 11 (12.9) 2.67 (0.71) Smwht/Nec
K20. Laws, rules, and regulations of students' behavior 0 ( 0.0) 3( 3.5) 33 (38.8) 49 (57.6) 3.54 (0.57) Extremely
K21. Teacher attitudes/behaviors that affect students 1 ( 1.2) 6( 7.1) 34 (40.0) 44 (51.8) 3.42 (0.68) Necessary
K22. Strategies for crisis prevention/intervention 0 (0.0) 9(10.6) 36 (42.4) 40(47.1) 3.36 (0.67) Necessary 

[Table Continued]
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Table 9 (Continued)
Frequency and Mean Scores of Special Education Teachers' Responses Regarding the Knowledge and 
Skills Necessary for Principals in Special Education (N=85)

Survey Items Frequency (Percent) Mean (SD) Degree of Need

Not at Some Neces Extremely
all what sary

1 (%) 2 (%) 3 (%) 4 (%) M(SD) Degree of Need

K23. Preparing students to live independent 4 (4.7) 28 (32.9) 43 (50.6) 10 (11.8) 2.69 (0.74) Necessary
K24. Dealing with concerns of parents 0 (0.0) 10 (11.8) 46(54.1) 29 (34.1) 3.22 (0.64) Necessary
K25. Role of all involved in planning lEP 1 ( 1.2) 11 (12.9) 43 (50.6) 30 (35.3) 3.20 (0.70) Necessary
K26. Ethical/confidential communication 1 ( 1.2) 8( 9.4) 29 (34.1) 47 (55.3) 3.42 (0.76) Necessary
K27. One's own biases that affect attitudes 1 ( 1.2) 20 (23.5) 37 (43.5) 27 (31.8) 3.06 (0.78) Necessary

Principals should be able to:

SI. Articulate philosophy of sped/ gen ed 3 ( 3.5) 12 (14.1) 41 (48.2) 29 (34.1) 3.13 (0.78) Necessary
S2. Construct activities with laws/regs 1 ( 1.2) 25 (29.4) 23 (27.1) 36 (42.4) 3.11 (0.87) Necessary
S3. Interpret assessment for instruction 12 (14.1) 42 (49.4) 25 (29.4) 6( 7.1) 2.29 (0.79) Somewhat
S4. Use variety of behav mgt techniques 2 ( 2.4) 23 (27.1) 37 (43.5) 23 (27.1) 2.95 (0.80) Necessary
S5. Use least restrictive placement/intervention 1 ( 1.2) 15 (17.6) 28 (32.9) 41 (48.2) 3.28 (0.80) Necessary
S6. Collaborate with complete team 1 ( 1.2) 11 (12.9) 34 (40.0) 39 (45.9) 3.30 (0.74) Necessary
S7. Commitment to education/quality of life 0 ( 0.0) 1( 1.2) 16 (18.8) 68 (80.0) 3.79 (0.44) Extremely
S8. Model appropriate behavior toward students 0 ( 0.0) 2( 2.4) 9 (10.6) 74 (87.1) 3.85 (0.42) Extremely

On

Note: Mean scores 1.00-1.50= Not at All Necessary; 1.51-2.50 = Somewhat Necessary; 2.51-3.49 = Necessary; 3.50-4.00 = Extremely Necessary 
•Somewhat to Necessary (Smwht/Nec) is designated when combined percentages for Not at All and Somewhat are 2:40% , and M >2.50.



Special education teachers' mean response scores on 20 of the 35 (57%) 

were M= 3.00 or above. Five knowledge and skills items were reported to be 

"extremely necessary" by special education teachers. These items were (1) the 

rights and responsibilities of parents, students and staff regarding special 

education (K4, M=3.78), (2) due process rights of assessment and placement 

(K3, M= 3.69), and (3) the laws and regulations concerning student behavior 

(K20, M=3.54). Special education teachers also indicated it "extremely 

necessary" that principals model appropriate behavior toward students (58, 

M=3.85) and demonstrate a commitment to the highest educational and 

quality of life potential for all students (57, M=3.79).

One open-ended question asked special education teachers what 

professional training, if any, they believe is necessary for principals to 

enhance their skills in effectively implementing programs for students with 

disabilities within their schools. Table 10 displays the most frequently 

recurring responses of special education teachers to this question.

Table 10
Professional Training 5pecial Education Teachers Believe is Necessary 
for Principals to Effectively Implement 5pedal Education Programs (N=71)

Professional Training Needs Frequency

Policies and procedures/legal issues 32

Identification and characteristics of students 9

Experience with students with disabilities 8

Dealing with parent 6

Empathy/compassion/ understanding 6

Missing/No Response 10

Policies, procedures, and legal issues were mentioned most often.
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Although the response rate on subsequent items appears insignificant, 

it may be noteworthy to point out that special education teachers qualitative 

comments supported the quantitative data concerning principals' need for 

information on the identification and characteristics of students w ith 

disabilities. Several also agreed with principal respondents that actual 

experience in special education is beneficial. One teacher stated:

Clearly, principals need training in legal issues of disabilities.

However, the main thing that makes the greatest difference is personal 

experience, positive or negative, with those who have disabilities. 

Special education teachers also mentioned that principals need to have 

specialized training in dealing with parents of students with disabilities.

One statement indicative of several was:

Major training should be in what the parents' rights are and what 

parents' major concerns are.

Special education teachers also suggested that cultivating an understanding 

and sympathetic attitude for students with disabilities overshadowed any 

training needs principals may have. Two teachers reflected:

...training is secondary to having intelligent people who care first 

about kids

All the training in the world will not help if they do not have 

compassion for the special education students.

General Edacation Teachers' Perceptions of Ihe 

Knowledge-and Skills-Principals Need-in-Special Education

Responses of general education teachers to special education 

knowledge and skills necessary for principals was addressed in research 

question three:

What skills and knowledge identified in standards from the CEC
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Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All Beginning 

Special Education Teachers do elementary general education teachers 

believe are necessary for principals to effectively implement special 

education programs?

Table 11 presents frequency counts and mean scores related to this question.

General education teachers' mean response scores on 34 of the 35 (97%) 

knowledge and skills items were 3.00 or above. On the average, they did not 

indicate any items to be "not at all necessary" or "somewhat necessary". Items 

perceived to be "extremely necessary" by general education teachers related to 

a knowledge of (1) due process rights of assessment and placement (K3, 

M=3-77), (2) rights and responsibilities of parents, students, and staff regarding 

special education (K4, M=3.77), (3) legalities and guidelines of assessment 

(KIO, M=3.70), (4) laws and regulations regarding student behavior (K20, 

M.=3.68), (5) the role of all involved in planning the lEP (K25, M=3.67), and 

(6) ethics related to contidential communication (K26, M= 3.55). General 

education teachers also indicated it "extremely necessary" that principals be 

able to (1) use collaboration strategies in working with students, parents, the 

school, and community personnel (56, M=3.59), (2) demonstrate a 

commitment to developing the highest educational and quality of life 

potential for all students (57, M= 3.75), and (3) model appropriate behavior for 

student and teachers toward individuals with disabilities (58, M= 3.76). 

5ummary of Principals' and Teachers' Responses on the KSSE

Principals, special education teachers, and general education teachers 

responded to 39 knowledge and skills items and indicated the degree to which 

they perceive each is necessary for principals to effectively implement special 

education programs. None of the respondent groups' average mean scores on 

knowledge and skills items fell within the "not at all necessary". Only one
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Table 11
Frequency and Mean Scores of General Education Teachers' Responses Regarding the Knowledge and 
Skills Necessary for Principals in Special Education (N=71)

Survey Items Frequency (Percent) Mean (SD) Degree of Need

Notai
all

Some-
ivhal

Neces
sary

Extremely

Principals should know: 1 (%) 2 (%) 3 (%) 4 (%) K(SD) Degree of Need

Kl. Models, theories, and philosophies sped 1(1.4) 7 ( 9.9) 35 (49.3) 28 (39.4) 3.27 (0.70) Necessary
K2. Definition and identification issues 0(0.0) 2 ( 2.8) 32 (45.1) 37 (52.1) 3.49 (0.56) Necessary
K3. Due process rights assessment/placement 0(0.0) 1 ( 1.4) 14 (19.7) 56 (78.9) 3.77 (0.45) Extremely
K4. Rights and responsibilities of team 0(0.0) 0 (0.0) 16 (22.5) 55 (77.5) 3.77 (0.42) Extremely
K5. Typical and exceptional learners 0(0.0) 8 (11.3) 40 (56.3) 23 (32.4) 3.21 (0.63) Necessary
K6. Cultural /environment effect on families 0(0.0) 12 (16.9) 40 (56.3) 19 (26.8) 3.10 (0.66) Necessary
K7. Effects of medications 1(1.4) 11 (15.5) 24 (33.8) 35 (49.3) 3.31 (0.79) Necessary
K8. Basic terminology used in assessment 0(0.0) 7( 9.9) 36 (50.7) 28 (39.4) 3.30 (0.64) Necessary
K9. Ethical concerns related to assessment 0(0.0) 9(12.7) 30 (42.3) 32 (45.1) 3.32 (0.69) Necessary
KIO. Legalities and guidelines of assessment 0(0.0) 3( 4.2) 15 (21.1) 53 (74.6) 3.70 (0.54) Extremely
Kll. Screening,prereferral, referral, classification 2 ( 2.8) 5( 7.0) 32 (45.1) 32 (45.1) 3.32 (0.73) Necessary
K12. Application/interpretation of test scores 1 ( 1.4) 9(12.7) 35 (49.3) 26 (36.6) 3.21 (0.72) Necessary
K13. Relationship betwn assessment /placement 1 ( 1.4) 7( 9.9) 35 (49.3) 28 (39.4) 3.27 (0.70) Necessary
K14. Methods of monitoring student progress 0(0.0) 12 (16.9) 41 (57.7) 18 (25.4) 3.08 (0.65) Necessary
K15. Adapt learning styles to teaching styles 0(0.0) 17 (23.9) 29 (40.8) 25 (35.2) 3.11 (0.77) Necessary
K16. Life skills instruction 2 ( 2.8) 13 (18.3) 35 (49.3) 21 (29.6) 3.06 (0.77) Necessary
K17. Classroom management theories /methods 0(0.0) 20 (28.2) 29 (40.8) 22 (31.0) 3.03 (0.77) Necessary
K18. Best practice in teaching/learning 0(0.0) 19 (26.8) 30 (42.3) 22 (31.0) 3.04 (0.76) Necessary
K19. How technology can assist in teaching/learning 0(0.0) 15 (21.1) 35 (49.3) 21 (29.6) 3.08 (0.71) Necessary
K20. Laws, rules, and regulations of students' behavior 0(0.0) 3( 4.2) 17 (23.9) 51 (71.8) 3.68 (0.55) Extremely
K21. Teacher attitudes/behaviors that affect students 1(1.4) 6( 8.5) 30 (42.3) 34 (47.9) 3.37 (0.70) Necessary
K22. Strategies for crisis prevention/ intervention 1 ( 1.4) 4( 5.6) 29 (40.8) 37 (52.1) 3.44 (0.67) Necessary 

(Table Continued]
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Table 11 (Continued)
Fiequency-and. Mcan Scores of General Education Tgachers' Responses Regarding the Knowledge and
Skills Necessary for Principals in Special Education (N=71)

Survey Items Frequency (Percent) Mean (SD) Degree of Need

Notai Some Neces Extremely
all what sary

1 (%) 2 (%) 3 (%) 4 (%) M.(SD) Degree of Need

K23. Preparing students to live independent 1(1.4) 18 (25.4) 33 (46.5) 19 (26.8) 2.99 (0.77) Necessary
K24. Dealing with concerns of parents 0(0.0) 9 (12.7) 34 (47.9) 28 (39.4) 3.27 (0.68) Necessary
K25. Role of all involved in planning lEP 0(0.0) 7( 9.9) 31 (43.7) 33 (46.5) 3.67 (0.66) Extremely
K26. Ethical/confidential communication 0(0.0) 6( 8.5) 20 (28.2) 45 (63.4) 3.55 (0.65) Extremely
K27. One's own biases that affect attitudes 2 ( 2.8) 13 (18.3) 32 (45.1) 24 (33.8) 3.10 (0.80) Necessary

Principals should be able to;

Si. Articulate philosophy of sp ed/ gen ed 1 ( 1.4) 9 (12.7) 28 (39.4) 33 (46.5) 3.31 (0.75) Necessary
S2. Construct activities with laws/regs 0(0.0) 13 (18.3) 25 (35.2) 33 (46.5) 3.28 (0.75) Necessary
S3. Interpret assessment for instruction 1 ( 1.4) 14 (19.7) 40 (56.3) 16 (22.5) 3.00 (0.70) Necessary
S4. Use variety of behav mgt techniques 2(2.8) 7( 9.9) 39 (54.9) 23 (32.4) 3.31 (0.75) Necessary
S5. Use least restrictive placement/intervention 1(1.4) 6( 8.5) 22(31.0) 42 (59.2) 3.48 (0.71) Necessary
S6. Collaborate with complete team 0(0.0) 2 ( 2.8) 25 (35.2) 44 (62.0) 3.59 (0.55) Extremely
S7. Commitment to education/quality of life 0(0.0) 3( 4.2) 12 (16.9) 56 (78.9) 3.75 (0.53) Extremely
S8. Model appropriate behavior toward students 0(0.0) 2 ( 2.8) 13 (18.3) 56 (78.9) 3.76 (0.49) Extremely

Note: Mean scores 1.00-1.50= Not at All Necessary; 1.51-2.50 = !somewhat Necessary; 2.51-3.49 = Necessary; 3.50-4.00 = Extremely Necessar)'



item, which related to the principals' ability to interpret assessment for 

instruction, was considered by special education teachers to be "somewhat 

necessary". The majority of knowledge and skills items were reported by all 

respondents to be either "necessary" or "extremely necessary".

Differences in Perceptions Among Principals and Teachers

Research question four addressed the differences in perceptions among 

groups according to job type:

What ditferences, if any, exist among the responses of elementary 

school principals, general education teachers, and special education 

teachers regarding their perceptions of the knowledge and skills 

necessary for principals to effectively implement special education 

programs?

Exploratory analysis was employed to answer research question four. Mean

responses on  items and comparisons among groups are reported in Table 12.

The knowledge and skills items listed received mean scores of 3.00 or above

by all three educator groups, as indicated from data generated in the KSSE.

(K2) Issues in definition and identification procedures for studoits with disabilities 
(K3) Due prcKess rights related to assessment, eligibility and placement 
(K4) Rights and responsibilities of parents, students, teachers, and schools as they 

relate to special education 
(K7) Effects of various medications on the educational, cognitive, physical, social, and 

emotional behavior of students with disabilities 
(KIO) Legal regulations, provisions, and guidelines regarding student assessment 
(Kll) Typical procedures used for screening, prereferral, referral, and classification 
(K13) The relationship between assessment and placement decisions 
(K20) Applicable laws, rules, and regulations, and procedural safeguards regarding the 

management of special students' behaviors 
(K21) Teacher attitudes and behaviors that positively or negatively influence student 

behaviors
(K22) Strategies for crisis prevention/intervention
(K24) Typicèd concerns of parents of students with disabilities and appropriate strategies 

to help parents deal with these concerns 
(K25) Roles of students, parents, teachers, and other school and community personnel in 

planning a student's individualized educational plan 
(K26) Ethical practices for confidential communication to others about studmits with 

disabilities
(K27) One's own cultural biases and differences that affect one's attitude toward 

students with disabilities
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Table 12
M ean S co res w itliS la n d a r d  P e v ia t io n s  o f  R espondent^' Perception? R eg a rd in g  
the Knowledge and Skill Principals Need in Special Education According to lob Type

Survey Items Respondents' Perceptions Significant Comparisons*

Principal 
N=77 

Mean (SD)

SpEd Teacher 
N=85 

Mean (SD)

Gen Ed Teacher 
N=71 

Mean (SD)

Principal Principal 
SpEd Gen Ed

SpEd 
Gen Ed

[dncipal& should jieJsnsmledgeable-oL
Kl. Models, theories, philosophies of sped 2.92 (0.66) 2.80 (0.84) 3.27 (0.70) * *

K2. Definition/identification issues 3.38 (0.63) 3.28 (0.75) 3.49 (0.56)

K3. Due process of assessment/placement 3.68 (0.52) 3.69 (0.54) 3.77 (0.45)

K4. Rights and responsibilities team 3.79 (0.41) 3.78 (0.47) 3.77 (0.42)

K5. Typical and exceptional learners 3.10 (0.64) 2.96 (0.79) 3.21 (0.63)

K6. Cultural/environment effect on families 2.96 (0.64) 2.91 (0.73) 3.10 (0.66)

K7. Effects of medications 3.13 (0.73) 3.02 (0.82) 3.31 (0.79)

K8. Terminology used in assessment 3.32 (0.50) 2.94 (0.75) 3.30 (0.64) *

K9. Ethical concerns related to assessment 3.25 (0.64) 2.98 (0.69) 3.32 (0.69) * *

KIO. Legalities/guidelines of assessment 3.64 (0.56) 3.49 (0.70) 3.70 (0.54)

Kll. Screening, referral, classification 3.36 (0.51) 3.11 (0.72) 3.32 (0.73) *

K12. Application/interpretation of test scores 3.05 (0.60) 2.75 (0.83) 3.21 (0.72) * *
[Table Continued]



Table 12 (Continued)
Mean Scores with Standard Deviations of Respondents' Perceptions Regarding
the Knowledge and Skill Principals Need in Special Education According to lob Type (Continued)

Survey Items Respondents' Perceptions Significant Comparisons*

Principal SpEd Teacher Gen Ed Teacher Principal Principal SpEd
N=77 N=85 N=71 to SpEd to Gen Ed to Gen Ed

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

K13. Relationship assessment/placement 3.16 (0.54) 3.13 (0.63) 3.27 (0.70)

K14. Monitoring student progress 3.04 (0.57) 2.71 (0.77) 3.08 (0.65) 4 4

K15. Adapt learning styles to teaching styles 3.14 (0.62) 2.83 (0.87) 3,11 (0.77) 4

K16. Life skills instruction 2.91 (0.69) 2.81 (0.87) 3.06 (0.77)

K17. Classroom management theories /methods 3.18 (0.60) 2.88 (0.77) 3.03 (0.77) *

K18. Best practice in teaching/learning 2.99 (0.68) 2.72 (0.73) 3.04 (0.76) 4 4

K19. Technology in teaching/learning 2.84 (0.69) 2.67 (0.71) 3.08 (0.71)

K20. Laws, rules/regulations of student behavior 3.57 (0.55) 3.54 (0.57) 3.68 (0.55)

K21. Teacher attitudes/behaviors affect students 3.44 (0.64) 3.42 (0.68) 3.37 (0.70)

K22. Crisis prevention/intervention 3.39 (0.61) 3.36 (0.67) 3.44 (0.67)

K23. Strategies for independent living 3.06 (0.73) 2.69 (0.74) 2.99 (0.77) 4 4

K24. Dealing with concerns of parents 3.19 (0.56) 3.22 (0.64) 3.27 (0.68)

K25. Role of all involved in planning lEP 3.30 (0.56) 3.20 (0.70) 3.67 (0.66)
[Table Continued]



Table 12 (Continued)
Mean Scores with Standard Deviations of Respondents' Perceptions Regarding 
the Knowledge and Skill Principals Need in Special Education According to lob Type

Survey Items Respondents' Perception Significant Comparisons*

Principal 
N=77 

Mean (SD)

SpEd Teacher 
N=85 

Mean (SD)

Gen Ed Teacher 
N=71 

Mean (SD)

Principal 
to SpEd

Principal
toGoiEd

SpEd 
to Gen Ed

K26. Ethical/confidential communication 3.54 (0.60) 3.42 (0.76) 3.55 (0.65)

K27. One's own biases that affect attitudes 3.00 (0.70) 3.06 (0.78) 3.10 (0.80)

Principals should be able to:
SI. Articulate philosophy of sp ed/ gen ed 3.25 (0.57) 3.13 (0.78) 3.31 (0.75)

82. Construct activities with laws/regs 3.16 (0.69) 3.11 (0.87) 3.28 (0.76)

S3. Interpret assessment for instruction 2.84 (0.73) 2.29 (0.79) 3.00 (0.70) « *

S4. Use variety of behav mgt techniques 3.13 (0.64) 2.95 (0.80) 3.17 (0.72)

85. Use least restrictive placement/intervention 3.40 (0.61) 3.28 (0.80) 3.48 (0.71)

S6. Collaboration with complete team 3.48 (0.58) 3.30 (0.74) 3.59 (0.55) *

87. Commit to highest education/quality of life 3.57 (0.57) 3.79 (0.44) 3.75 (0.53) *

88. Model appropriate behavior toward students 3.82 (0.42) 3.85 (0.42) 3.76(0.49)

Note: Means closer to l=not at all necessary, 2=somewhat necessary, 3= necessary, 4= extremely necessary; 
^Significant at 0.05 level



(51) Articulate a personal philosophy of special education, including its relationship 
to/with general education

(52) Construct instruction and other professional activities consistent with the 
requirements of special education law, rules, and regulations

(55) Implement the least restrictive placement/intervention consistent with the needs 
of the student

(56) Use collaborative strategies in working with students, paroits, and community
(57) Demonstrate commitment to developing the highest educational quality of life 

potential
(58) Model appropriate behavior for students and teachers toward individuals with 

disabilities

Of the twenty essential knowledge and skills items identified, perceptions 

regarding the necessity of three were found to differ significantly when 

compared among job types. These items related to (1) procedures for 

screening, prereferral, referral, and classification (Kll); (2) collaboration with 

students, parents, and community (S6), and (3) a commitment to developing 

the highest education and quality of life potential for all students (ST). 

Differences on items occurred most often between principals and special 

education teachers or between general education and special education 

teachers.

Demographic Variables which Influence Respondent's Perceptions

Although it was important to examine survey items individually 

when determining specific knowledge and skills necessary for principals to 

effectively implement special education programs, it became necessary to 

reduce the data set in order to more efficiently explore other independent 

variables which might account for differences in responses.

Principal components factor analysis with promax rotation was 

performed on the 27 knowledge items. Table 13 reports loadings of the 

knowledge items. The level of loading used as a cutofi for variables was <.40. 

From the five factors extracted, four items (K2, K22, K24, and K25) were 

excluded because, conceptually, they were not related to the other items with 

which they loaded. All factors accepted were internally consistent and well
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Table 13
FactoiLXoadinys for Principal Factors Extraction with Promax Rotation on 
Knowledge Items of KSSE

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factors
Item (1/M) (E) (A) (T/P) (L)

Oassroom mgt issues (KIT) jia i 0.00 0.01 -0.03 0.10
Mgt of teaching/learning (K18) jLai 0.00 0.01 -0.02 0.14
Technology in teaching (K19) 022 -0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02
Different learning styles (K15) iLZl -0.08 0.10 0.12 -0.12
Monitoring student progress (K14) 05Z 0.01 028 0.04 -0.10
Teacher attitudes /student behavior (K21) 031 030 -0.28 -0.12 028
Life skills instruction (K16) JLSfl -0.03 0.00 039 -0.05
Multicultural skills (K23) 0.40 020 0.05 0.34 -0.24
Cultural biases/attitudes (K27) -0.13 o z i -0.15 033 -0.12
Confidential communication (K26) -0.13 Q2Z 0.17 -0.03 -0.05
Roles of all involved in ŒP (K25) 0.19 027 -0.16 -0.07
Concerns of parents (K24) 0.17 -0.06 0.15 -0.03
Crisis prevention/intervention (K22) 0.18 JL5Q -0.17 0.09 025
Ethics related to assessment (K9) -0.13 SIM 039 0.07 0.13
Screening, referral, classification (Kll) 0.06 0.05 Q2A -0.03 0.08
Terminology for assessment (K8) -0.09 0.07 0Z2 0.03 0.08
Application/interpretation scores (K12) 028 -0.13 IM 0.04 -0.12
Assessment/placement (K13) 0.18 0.06 JL6& 0.02 0.03
Effects of child's culture (K6) 0.08 0.15 -0.01 (LZl 0.06
Models/theories of sped (Kl) 0.03 0.11 -0.06 QM 0.00
Cognitive/ physical/social needs (K5) 0.08 -0.00 0.06 SIM 0.11
Effects of medications (K7) 0.07 -0.02 0.11 SL5S 0.06
Due process rights/assessment (K3) 0.02 -0.12 0.03 0.11 QM
Rights /  responsibilities of team (K4) 0.04 -0.03 -0.02 0.02 m
Legalities of assessment (KIO) -0.12 024 030 0.01 055
Laws/rules of discipline (K20) 0.06 0.42 0.15 -0.16 QJ2
DefirUtion/identification issues (K2) -0.01 -0.18 030 0.43 ÛJÛ

Factor labels: 1/M= litstruction/Management; E= Ethics; A= Assessment; T/P= Theoretical/
Philosophical Issues; L= Legal issues
Factor loadings of 0.4 or greater are underlined

defined by the variables. The construct underlying the five factors accepted 

were defined as (1) instruction and management, (2) ethics, (3) assessment.
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(4) theoretical and philosophical issues, and (5) legal issues.

Although factor analysis was not conducted on the skills items, these 

variables were conceptually related and Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha was 

used to test their reliability. Table 14 reports Cronbach's Coefficients of 

knowledge factors and skills items on the KSSE.

Table 14
Reliability of KSSE

Factors Cronbach Coefficient

Instruction/M anagement .87

Ethics .62

Assessment .80

Theoretical/Philosophical Issues .77

Legal Issues .80

Skills .77

Once factors were extracted, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to 

examine individual principal and teacher demographic data (such as 

community population, teaching assignment, degree(s) earned, gender, 

and prior experience in special education) as independent variables, in an 

attempt to explore differences in dependent variables. When significant 

differences were found, post hoc analysis was conducted to evaluate the 

results of the ANOVA.

The ANOVA found no significant differences relating to the variables 

community population, gender or the special education teachers' 

assignments. Although variable groups of principals with prior special 

education experience (N=13) and without prior special education teaching 

experience (N=64) were not evenly matched, when these variables were
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compared with responses on items, a significant difference was noted on 

factors relating to instruction and management M= 3.02 vs 3.32, £  (63,12) = 

2.05, p  < 05 and skills M=3.29 vs 3.53, £  (63,12) = 1.61, p  < .05. Principals with 

special education experience indicated that knowledge of factors relating 

to instruction and management and skills were more necessary than did 

those without prior special education experience.

The most significant differences were found when the degree of general 

education teachers' classroom experience in special education was compared 

with mean responses on knowledge and skills factors. General education 

teachers described their own personal experience regarding students with 

disabilities as: (1) never having a student with disabilities in their classroom, 

(2) having a little experience working with students with disabilities, (3) often 

having students with mild to moderate disabilities only, or (4) having worked 

with a wide variety of students categorized both mild to moderate and severe

None of the general education teachers reported "no experience". The 

means of teachers reporting "a little", "often with mild to moderate only", 

and "a wide variety of students categorized both mild/moderate and severe/ 

profound "were compared by use of ANOVA. Statistically significant 

differences were found at the .05 level on factors relating to ethics, 

assessment, legal issues and skills. Post hoc analysis (Ryan-Einot-Gabriel- 

Welsch Multiple Range Test) was conducted to evaluate the results of 

ANOVA. The greatest differences occurred between teachers who had "a 

little" experience and those who had " a variety of experiences with students 

categorized both mild/moderate and severe/profound". Table 15 presents 

data which reports these differences.

To expand on data regarding the knowledge and skills necessary for
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Table 15
Post Hoc Comparisons of General Education Teachers' in Classroom Experience with 
Factors from the KSSE

Factors Teachers' Degree of in Classroom Experience

Little Expereince 

N Mean

Mild/Moderate Only 

N Mean

Wide Variety 

N Mean Significant Comparisons*

Instruction /  Management 8 2.84 35 3.06 28 3.21

L/MM L/WV MM/WV

Ethics 8 2.79 35 3.30 28 3.51 *

Assessment 8 3.09 35 3.14 28 3.49 *

Theoritical /Philosophical 8 3.09 35 3.14 28 3.36

Legal Issues 8 3.34 35 3.78 28 3.79 » *

Skills 8 2.94 35 3.46 28 3.50 * *

8S

Note: *Comparisons significant at p<.05 level
L/MM= Little Experience to Mild/Moderate Only; L/WV= Litte to Wide Variety; MM/WV= Mild to Moderate to Wide Variety



principals to implement special education programs, participants were given 

an open-ended question relating to staff development needs for their schools: 

What staff development activities, if any, do you believe are 

necessary to improve your school's effectiveness in providing 

educational programs which include students with disabilities?

Table 16 summarizes training needs which emerged in data gathered from all 

three respondent groups in response to this question.

Table 16
Staff Develooment Activities Necessarv to Improve Programs for Students
with Disabilities fN= 185)

Factors Frequency

M odifications/Adaptations of curriculum/instruction 31

Identification/characteristics of specific disabilities 24

Team planning and collaboration 12

Integrated practices 8

Behavior management 7

Roles/responsibility of staff 7

M issing/no response 96

Responses from open-ended questions comparable to data from Likert- 

type items regarding knowledge and skills necessary for principals in special 

education related to issues involving student définition and identification. 

This item was also mentioned frequently as a training need for principals 

(Tables 8 and 10). Although data collected regarding knowledge of guidelines 

for the behavior management of students with disabilities and understanding 

the roles of all individuals involved in planning student individualized 

educational programs appears insignificant, it does support earlier
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quantitative findings (Tables 7, 9, and 11).

Many respondents also stressed that principals participate in staff 

development activities:

...Principals should attend the same inservice as special education 

teachers and should do at least four weeks of teaching in a special 

education class before becoming a principal.

...Principals benefit from attending workshops on methods for 

teaching so that they understand what the teachers is doing in  her 

classroom as well as being able to assist and/or supervise.

Team planning/collaboration was a skill principals and teachers alike 

scored within the "necessary" or "extremely necessary" range. However, 

significant differences were found on items related to teaming when mean 

responses were compared individually among groups (Table 12). The open- 

ended responses clearly supported the need for teaming/collaboration skills 

training by indicating that, at least for twelve participants, collaborative 

teaming was considered a necessary training need for principals and staff:

We need workshops pairing special education teachers with regular 

classroom teachers, each helping to adapt materials in a collaborative 

m anner.

Seminars for regular education and special education teachers to 

improve collaboration.

Principals should encourage teaming and teachers need to be trained 

in it.

Summaiy.of the Knov^edgg and Skills Principals Need.
in Special Education

The previous sections of Chapter IV answered the first four research 

questions. Each of these questions related to the knowledge and skills
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necessary for principals to effectively implement special education programs. 

First, responses of the entire participant group were presented using 

univariate analysis. Then individual principal and teacher groups were 

analyzed in order to explore differences among groups and determine a 

consensus agreement on specific knowledge and skills items which are 

necessary for principals.

Twenty knowledge and skills items were identified as necessary for 

principals to implement special education programs in their schools. These 

items received mean scores of 3.00 or above by all three educator groups. 

Although principals and teachers generally agreed on knowledge and skills 

necessary for principals, disagreement came from special education teachers 

on items relating to assessment; screening, referral, and classification; and best 

practice in teaching and learning. No significant differences were found in 

participants' responses relating to demographic variables such as community 

population, gender, or teaching assignments. Principals with prior special 

education teaching experience were found to differ significantly on items 

relating to instruction/management and skills. The most significant 

differences were found when the degree of general education teachers' 

classroom experience in special education was compared with mean 

responses on knowledge and skills factors.

Programs for Students with Disabilities 

The following sections of Chapter IV present and describe research 

question five:

To what extent do elementary school principals, general education 

teachers, and special education teachers believe behaviors and 

attitudes which support inclusive programs for students with 

disabilities are evident within their schools?
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The purpose of this question was to gather information regarding the 

perceptions of attitudes and behaviors which support inclusive programs for 

students with disabilities and further assess preparation needs of principals in 

special education. Initial analysis of this question was calculated by the use of 

univariate statistics and responses were reported in means and standard 

deviations for each participant group. Analysis of variance was employed to 

determine significant differences among groups.

Demographic Information on the PSD

To answer question five, participants first completed and returned the 

PSD. This questionnaire was designed to elicit responses regarding the 

evidence of attitudes and behaviors which support students with disabilities 

and promote inclusive practices in general education settings. The survey 

was mailed to all educators in each school which responded to the first 

questionnaire. The PSD was sent to principals, special education teachers, and 

general education teachers in 110 schools (N=330). Table 17 reports data 

regarding respondents' position, the predominate type of special education 

program in each building, and the categories of exceptionality of students 

identified by special education in each building.

A total of 185 educators responded to the PSD. Job types were evenly 

matched in number across the population. Principals comprised 34% of the 

total, special education teachers accounted for 38% of respondents, and 28% of 

the responding population were general education teachers. The majority of 

schools (81%) described their special education programs as predominately 

pull-out for a portion of the day. Fourteen percent of the respondents 

reported they fully integrated students with disabilities into general education 

classrooms and 5% described their special education programs as self- 

contained. Most (52%) of the schools served only students with mild to
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moderate disabilities. However, 47% indicated they served students with 

both mild to moderate and severe to profound disabilities.

Table 17
Demoeraohic Data of All Resoondents on the PSD fN=1851

Demographic Item Frequency Percent of
Responses

Specific lob Type

Principal 62 33.5

Special Education Teacher 71 38.4

General Education Teacher SZ 2SJL
185 100%

EK?gram.Typ€S
Self-contained special education 9 5

Pull-out programs 145 79

Fully integrated in general education 26 14

Missing _2
185 100%

Categories of Exceotionalities Served in B u i l d i n g s

Only Mild to Moderate 95 51

Only Severe to Profound 2 1

Mild/Moderate and

Severe/Profound 85 46

Missing _2
185 100%
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Differences in Respondents' Perceptions Regarding Evidence of Inclusive. 

Practices in Programs for Students with Disabilities

A significant difference was reported among participant groups at the 

.05 level regarding the responsibility the principal assumes in implementing 

special education programs ( Table 18, P4). Differences were noted on several 

items relating to the training of general education stafi and students about 

special education (P9, P25, P31, and P 36). On items referring to instruction 

and curriculum, significant differences at the .05 level were also reported (P20, 

P21, P22, P23, P24, and P27). Due to the high number of comparisons, a 

conservative alpha value of p_< .003 was also set to reject the null hypothesis. 

At the .003 level, four items were found to be statistically significant among 

groups. Table 18 reports these differences:

(5) There is a defined plan/process for supporting staff in 

implementation of education services

(15) Instruction uses age-appropriate materials for all students

(16) Instructional methods facilitate the interaction of students with 

and without disabilities.

(17) Student lEPs include behavior management strategies that are 

positive and use natural cues and consequences.
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Table 18
D ifferences in  M ean  Scores o f  R esp on d en ts' P grceptions R egard in g  
Evidence of Practices in Programs for Students with DisabilitiesAccording to lob

Survey Items Respondents' Perceptions

Principal 
N=62 

Mean (SD)

Sp Ed Teacher 
N=71 

Mean (SD)

Gen Ed Teacher 
N=52 

Mean (SD)

PI. Students included in age-appropriate gen ed class 3.83 (0.49) 3.73 (0.45) 3.65 (0.72)

P2. School building is accessible to all persons 3.69 (0.64) 3.56 (0.75) 3.63 (0.71)

P3. Students have same calendar as nondisabled peers 3.92 (0.27) 3.92 (0.28) 3.76 (0.47)*

P4. Principal responsible for implementation of sp ed 3.61 (0.66) 3.13 (0.92) 3.19 (0.79)*

g  P5. Definite plan for supporting staff 3.27 (0.73) 2.54 (0.90) 2.77 (1.04)**

P6. Students socialize with other students with disabiblites 2.87 (0.95) 2.77 (0.82) 2.78 (1.03)

P7. Gen ed has little knowledge of students w /  disabilities 2.52 (0.96) 2.78 (0.73) 2.90 (1.01)

PS. School reflects philosophy ttiat every child can learn 3.80 (0.54) 3.57 (0.72) 3.58 (0.85)

P9. School supports need for staff inservice in special education 3.25 (0.89) 2.79 (0.92) 2.85 (0.87)*

PIO. Sp ed and gen ed staff attend separate faculty meetings 3.38 (1.05) 3.30 (1.03) 3.25 (1.03)

P11. Sp ed staff participate in supervisory duties 3.39 (0.88) 3.23 (0.93) 3.52 (0.83)

(Table Continued]



Table 18 (Continued)
Differences in Mean Scores of Respondents' Perceptions Regarding 
Evidence of Practices in Programs for Students with Disabilities According to lob

Survey Items Respondents' Perceptions

Principal 
N=62 

Mean (SD)

Sp Ed Teacher 
N=71 

Mean (SD)

Gen Ed Teacher 
N=52 
Mean (SD)

PI 2. Sp ed staff follow same procedures/protocol as gen ed 3.76 (0.54) 3.70 (0.60) 3.54 (0.73)

PI3. Instruction - positive attitudes/appropriate interactions 3.68 (0.51) 3.52 (0.56) 3.54 (0.64)

P14. Teachers/administrators are verbally age-appropriate 3.71 (0.58) 3.49 (0.61) 3.65 (0.48)

PI 5. Instruction uses age-appropriate materials 3.73 (0.52) 3.18 (0.57) 3.35 (0.71)**

^  P16. Instruction -interaction of students w/wo disabilities 3.66 (0.54) 3.23 (0.66) 3.46 (0.61)**

PI7. lEPs include positive/natural behavior mgt strategies 3.52 (0.57) 2.99 (0.80) 3.35 (0.80)**

PIS. Gen educators hold lower expectations for students w/dis 2.34 (0.87) 2.71 (0.84) 2.47 (0.86)*

P19. Gen ed staff consistently participate in lEP meetings 3.74 (0.48) 3.44 (0.69) 3.60 (0.60)*

P20. Cooperative strategies are used to include students w/dis 3.50 (0.59) 3.09 (0.76) 3.29 (0.73)*

P21. Gen ed and sp ed staff share instructional responsibilities 3.56 (0.56) 3.18 (0.80) 3.27 (0.82)*

P22. Objectives for students w / disabilities included in curriulum 3.39 (0.55) 2.94 (0.77) 3.27 (0.77)* 

[Table Continued]



Table 18 (Continued)
Differences in Mean Scores of Respondents'Perceptions Regarding 
Evidence of Practices in Programs for Students with Disabilities According to lob

Survey Items Respondents' Perceptions

P23. Gen and sp ed staff collaborate on adaptions for sp ed students 

P24. Gen ed staff allow modified/ alternative curriculum in class 

P25. Gen ed students have training/informal discussions on sp ed 

P26. lEP reflects parent input 

P27. Instruction occurs in natural environments 

P28. Gen and sp ed collect data on student performance 

P29. Curriculum/instruction are adapted for independence 

P30. Sp ed and related services in consultative/direct as needed 

P31. Consultative services include training and follow-up 

P32. Parents/staff have little opportunity for services outside 

P33. Students w/ disabilities attend age-approgriate electives

Principal Sp Ed Teacher Gen Ed Teacher
N=62 N=71 N=52

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

3.43 (0.67) 3.04 (0.83) 3.31 (0.64)*

3.59 (0.94) 3.29 (0.72) 3.43 (0.67)*

2.83 (0.81) 2.32 (0.94) 2.65 (0.99)

3.68 (0.50) 3.27 (0.76) 3.35 (0.76)*

3.58 (0.50) 3.27 (0.76) 3.35 (0.76)*

3.55 (0.56) 3.21 (0.75) 3.25 (0.68)*

3.51 (0.54) 3.29 (0.70) 3.38 (0.63)

2.72 (1.09) 2.89 (0.90) 2.71 (0.92)

3.08 (0.77) 2.69 (0.83) 2.84 (0.90)*

2.00 (0.68) 2.27 (0.92) 2.10 (0.78)

3.87 (0.34) 3.90 (0.30) 3.85 (0.41)

[Table Continued]



Table 18 (Continued)
Differences in Mean Scores of Respondents' Perceptions Regarding 
Evidence of Practices in Programs for Students with Disabilities According to lob

v£>

Survey Items Respondents' Perceptions

Principal Sp Ed Teacher Gen Ed Teacher
N=62 N=71 N=52

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

P34. Communication between disabled/nondisabled encouraged 3.56 (0.67) 3.44(0.67) 3.31 (0.78)

P35. Instructional program for each lEP objective 3.34 (0.70) 3.01 (0.90) 3.14 (0.75)

P36. Training /monitoring of paraprofessionals 3.19 (0.85) 2.74 (1.01) 2.84 (1.06)"

P37. Students w/ dis have opportunities to interact 3.84 (0.37) 3.70 (0.54) 3.79 (0.46)

P38. Related services/therapy provided in integrated setting 2.97 (1.00) 2.54 (1.04) 3.06 (0.87)»

P39. Written plan for transition 3.15 (0.91) 2.61 (0.98) 3.12 (0.91)"

Total Means 3.39 (0.30) 3.14 (0.30) 3.24 (0.39)""

*Note: Means closer to 1= no evidence, 2= little evidence, 3= evident, and 4= clearly evident 
"Comparisons significant at the 0.05 level 

Comparisons significant at the 0.003 level



To reduce the raw data set, principal components extraction was 

utilized and identified four possible factors. Factor analysis with promax 

rotation was then employed. Two factors proved internally consistent and 

well defined by the variables. Utilizing the Cronbach's Alpha Correlation, 

both factors scored well above .70. This data is reported in Table 19.

Table 19
Reliability of PSD

Factors Cronbach Coefficient

Instruction/Training .90

Age Appropriateness .74

Table 20 presents the factor loadings for items on the PSD. Although 

four factors are shown, only Factor 1 and Factor 2 were accepted. Inspection 

of Factor 1 loadings indicates that the first 19 items correlated highly or 

moderately with the construct of instruction and training. With a cut off of 

<.40 for inclusion, variables P26, P18 were excluded because they did not load 

on any factor. The succeeding six items, which comprised Factor 2, correlated 

highly and related to the construct of age-appropriateness.

The remaining items were either excluded or analyzed individually. 

Item P16, which loaded on two factors and did not relate conceptually to age- 

appropriateness, was excluded. Items P24, P7, P32 and P3 were also excluded 

because, although they related conceptually to instruction and training, their 

loadings did not correlate with that factor. The remaining items, which 

related to assessability (P2), teaming (P19), duties (P ll), protocol (P12), school 

mission (P8), staff (PIO), and socialization (P6), were analyzed individually.

94



Table 20
Factor Loadings for Principal Factors Extraction with Promax Rotation on PSD Items

Item Factor 1
(I/T)

Factor 2 
(A/A)

Factor 3 Factor 4

Training of service providers (F31) 0Z5 0.03 -0.12 0.04
Plan for educational services (P5) o a -0.23 036 0.16
Train/monitor paraprofessionals (P36) Q £Z -0.03 -0.07 0.01
Plan to return to gen ed class (P39) Q M -0.00 0.10 0.12
Staff inservice/training (P9) Q £1 -0.08 0.02 0.01
Document student performance (P28) o m 0.16 0.04 -0.19
Gen ed learn about sped ed (P25) 039 0.05 -0.12 0.03
Instruction in natural setting (P27) o a 0.12 0.09 0.00
Beh mgt strategies positive (PIT) 05Z 0.10 0.12 0.19
Gen/sped share instr duties (P21) JL51 039 0.04 -0.05
Instr plan for each ŒP (P35) 051 -0.01 0.15 -0.03
Related services in intg setting (P38) 051 0.16 -0.20 030
Services provided consultative (P30) 051 -0.18 0.08 0.12
Objectives in core curriculum (P22) 05Û 030 0.02 -0.06
Adapt to develop independence ̂ 2 9 ) 05Q 030 0.10 -0.18
Cooperative learning strategies (P20) 05Û 030 -0.02 -0.15
Gen/sped collaborate materials (P23) OM 0.40 0.07 -0.07
Principal responsible for sped (P4) OM -0.19 036 -0.08
Increase communication (^4) 0É2 0.17 035 -0.07
lEP reflects parent input (P26) 038 032 033 -0.08
Gen ed holds low expectations (P18) -0.32 0.15 0.12 034
Instr models app interactions (P13) 0.12 (L6Z -0.12 0.00
Opportunities to interact w/age (M7) -0.13 (166 031 0.01
Age-appropriate activities (P33) -0.29 (165 031 0.05
Age app terminology/lang (P14) 036 d55 -0.13 0.11
Age app materials (P15) 036 d5& 0.09 0.15
Sped in age app classrooms (PI) -0.05 d55 0.02 0.12
Interaction w/wo disabilities (P16) 0.45 0.48 -0.09 -0.01
Building accessible to all (P2) -0.01 0.47 -0.13 0.11
Gen ed staff on lEP team (P19) 0.16 0.45 032 -0.11
Gened allow modifications (P24) 036 0.42 -0.03 -0.11
Sped staff do duties (Pll) 0.12 -0.04 0.64 -0.10
Sped staff follow same protocol (P12) -0.05 034 0.61 0.10
Mission reflects all can leam (P8) 0.41 -0.07 0.46 0.05
Gen/sped separate meetings (PIO) 0.15 0.01 0.05 0.76
Sped socialize primarily w/sped (P6) 0.28 -0.25 -0.09 0.67
Gen ed has little know of sped (P7) -0.04 030 -0.17 0.65
Training/follow-up (P32) -0.38 0.15 037 0.45
Sped has same calendar yr (P3) -0.05 038 0.06 037

Factor labels: l/T= Instruction and training; A/A = Age-appropriateness
Loadings of .04 or greater and conceptually related to factor are underlined

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine differences 

in perceptions regarding the evidence of behaviors and attitudes supportive
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of students with disabilities according to job types. Significant differences 

were found in instruction and training, £.(2,182) = 10.87, p  = 0.0001 and age- 

appropriateness, £  (2,182) = 5.18, ji= 0.006. Post hoc analysis of the ANOVAs 

(Tukey's Studentized Range Test) revealed that differences in instruction and 

training practices occurred between principal and special education teacher 

groups and between principal and general education teacher groups. 

Significant comparisons between principals' and special education teachers' 

responses were indicated on items related to age-appropriateness. These 

differences are reported in Table 21.

Table 21
Comparisons of Perceptions Regarding Evidence of Practices which

Factor All Jobs 
(N=185) 
M(SD)

Principals Sped 
(N=62) (N=71) 
M(SD) M.(SD)

Gened
(N=52)
M.(SD)

Significant Comparisons* 
P/SE P/GE SE/GE

Instruction/
Training 3.10(.50) 3.3K.43) 2.92(.46) 3.08(.54) * »

Age-
Appropriate 3.66(.35) 3.78(.35) 3.59(.33) 3.64(36) *

Note: * Comparisons significate at p<.05 level

Significant differences found in factors on PSD compare with previous 

hndings when items were analyzed individually (Table 18). Specifically, they 

relate to differences found at p. < 003 level in the following items:

( 5) There is a defined plan for supporting staff in implementation of 

educational services,

(15) Instruction uses age-appropriate materials

(16) Instructional methods facilitate the interaction of students with 

and without disabilities.

(19) General education staff consistently participates as lEP team
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members 

(26) lEP reflects parent input

In addition to similarities among quantitative findings regarding 

instruction/training and age-appropriateness, staff development needs 

relating to these practices were firequently mentioned in responses on open- 

ended questions (Table 16), specifically in regard to the modification of 

curriculum  for instruction.

Summary of Evidence of Inclusive Programs

Quantitative data gathered from the PSD clearly indicated that 

participating schools in this study were accessible to all students. Their school 

mission reflected a philosophy that every child can leam and they considered 

themselves accountable for serving all students. Special education and 

general education teachers in these schools generally followed the same 

procedures and protocol. However, it was not "clearly evident" that these 

elementary schools provided age-appropriate instruction or that their 

educational practices demonstrated attitudes and behaviors supportive of 

students with disabilities Although principal respondents reported that their 

schools were providing instruction/training supportive of inclusive practices, 

teachers' responses from these same schools differed significantly. 

Participants' Involvement in Special Education and their Attitudes 

Toward Inclusive Practices

In addition to the Likert-type responses, two open-ended questions 

addressed influences on participants' involvement in special education 

programs and attitudes and behaviors which promote integrated practices for 

students with disabilities. These questions were:

W hat factor(s) or experience(s) have influenced your 

involvement in special education programs within your school?
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Why? and What factor(s) or experience(s) have influenced your 

attitude and behavior toward the integration of students with 

disabilities in the general education environment? Why?

Principals and general education teachers were asked what factor(s) or 

experience(s) prohibited their involvement in special education programs 

within their schools. Table 22 summarizes recurring themes which emerged 

from these two participant groups in regard to factors which have affected 

their participation in special education programs.

Table 22
Negative Influences on Involvement in Special Education (N=114)

Factor Frequency
Principal Teacher Total

On the job experience 8 22 30
Time constraints 16 9 25
Quality of teachers 0 12 12
Prior education/experience

in special education 8 4 12
M issing/no response 35

Time constraints were mentioned many times by principals and 

teachers alike as barriers to involvement in programs for students with 

disabilities. Several general education teachers noted;

Time is a severe limitation for collaboration and planning 

...limited time and opportunities to interact at school.

One theme mentioned many times (12) expanded on earlier 

quantitative findings regarding the knowledge and skills necessary for 

principals to implement special education programs within their schools. 

When responses of principals with and without prior special education
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teaching experience were compared, a significant difference was noted in 

Table 12 (p.77). Open-ended responses of principals and general education 

teachers regarding prior education or teaching experience in special education 

corroborated the perception that this variable does influence one's attitude 

and behavior regarding involvement and best practice implementation of 

programs for students with disabilities:

I was the special education teacher last year at my school that I 

presently teach in. My experiences in that position allow me to be 

more involved in the special education program at my school.

My Bachelors and Masters degrees are in special education. My 

influence on my statf due to my background enabled them to be 

more receptive of special needs kids. Mainstreaming is promoted and 

regular education teachers are supported hands-on. We hold high 

expectations for all students.

The limited number of participants who mentioned their lack of 

knowledge and training in special education as a variable which impacted 

their involvement in special education, prohibits this factor from being 

considered a significant influence. However, it seemed evident from the 

responses that lack of knowledge influenced greatly some participants' 

participation in programs for students with disabilities:

I am negative because of lack of training and help I receive as a regular 

class teacher. I feel the children are put into the class without any help 

from special education services.

...I think that general educators feel overwhelmed because we don't 

have certification in the various areas of special education and yet,
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we're expected to take on all the problems that arise.

Lack of training makes me feel inadequate in dealing with special 
education.

Knowledgeable special education leaders have also influenced principal 

and teacher respondents' involvement in programs:

My special education director has influenced my involvement a lot. 

She's very knowledgeable of its numerous laws and policies and 

communicates that knowledge to staff members where we can 

understand it better and help make it fit our needs for our 

classroom.

Training under as special education director who strongly believes in 

inclusion.

Responses regarding respondents' attitudes and behaviors toward the 

integration of students with disabilities were similar to the data received from 

the open-ended question concerning participants' involvement in special 

education programs. Table 23 summarizes recurring themes which emerged 

from all three educator groups in regard to factors which affect their attitude 

and behavior toward the implementation of inclusive practices.

Although there are some inconsistencies between the qualitative and 

quantitative data concerning behaviors and attitudes that support inclusive 

programs, it appears clear from these responses that having actual experience 

in a successful program is a factor influencing respondents' involvement in 

programs for students with disabilities. Several principal and teacher 

participants related influences on their own attitudes and behaviors:

Observation of students in self-contained classrooms as well as fully 

integrated into the regular class has led me to believe that these student

100



should be in  the regular class as much as possible...

Had six years of success in an integrated program. We all loved it!... 

....They saw too much good for the students to not have inclusion. It 

was better than the pull-out program.

Table 23
Influences on Attitude and Behavior Toward Inclusive Practices (N=1851

Factors
Principal

Frequency
Teacher Total

Seeing inclusion work successfully 10 22 32
Influence on classroom 14 10 24
Personal philosophy of integration 4 10 14
Seeing inclusion work successfully 8 2 10
Acceptance and support by staff 5 11 16
Quality of teachers/administrators 0 8 8
On the job experience 
Prior education/

0 3 3

experience in special education 2 2 4
Time 1 1 2
Money
M issing/no response

1 0 1
72

Principals also expressed their hrustration by stating:

Factors that prohibit integration are money and time....

Time to effectively work with special education teachers and regular 

education teachers.

TIME!!!

The influence integration has on the classroom as a whole was viewed 

by principals and teachers as both positive and negative. Some stated that:

By allowing students with disabilities to interact with their nondisabled 

peers, it lessens barriers between students.
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I feel that all students benefit from integration .... Children learn a lot 

from each other and that interaction helps them a lot.

We all benefit when general education and special education kids leam 

from each other.

Others responded conversely. One general education teacher expressed:

Having two students with emotional disabilities in my classroom took 

my emotions and attention away firom the other members of m y class. 

This is unfair to regular class students.

Principals also had strong feelings regarding the influence of students 

with disabilities on other students:

Everything depends on the individual and what best fits their needs. 

Some are successful in the regular class, some cannot function well at 

all. Disruption of the educational process of all students by one 

or two students has caused me to believe students' rights to an 

education is being disrupted when students on lEPs cannot function in 

the reg class.

Summary of Programs for Students With Disabilities

Question 5 investigated perceptions regarding behaviors and attitudes 

in targeted elementary schools which demonstrate support for students with 

disabilities and promote successful inclusive special education practices. 

Participant schools reported data which indicated clear evidence of (1) a 

mission which reflected accountability for all students, (2) accessibility to all 

persons with disabilities, and (3) appropriate protocol and procedures for the 

school staff.
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However, responses from this study indicated conflicting perceptions 

that the targeted schools provided educational services to students with 

disabilities in an age-appropriate manner or that instruction u t i l i z e d  methods 

and techniques consistent with inclusive special education practices. The 

findings were also unclear regarding the perception of attitudes and behaviors 

supportive of collaborative teaming within respondents' schools.

Open-ended questions addressed factors which potentially influence 

educators' involvement in special education and implementation of practices 

which support students with disabilities. Themes which emerged relating to 

factors affecting participants' participation in and attitudes toward special 

education included (1) on the job experience, (2) students' influence on the 

rest of the classroom, (3) viewing successful programs, and (4) prior 

education/ experience in special education.

Summacyjpi Chapter IV 
The purpose of this study was to determine the skills and knowledge 

necessary for principals to implement effective special education programs 

within general education settings. In addition, this study explored 

perceptions of principals and teachers regarding attitudes and behaviors 

which support the implementation of inclusive programs for students with 

disabilities in general education.

This study utilized two surveys, the KSSE and the PSD, to gather 

information which addressed the research questions. Analysis of the KSSE 

determined twenty knowledge and skills items necessary for principals in 

special education. Results from the PSD indicated that, although respondents 

appeared to support a school mission which conveys the expectation that all 

students achieve, there is not a clear perception that inclusive, age- 

appropriate instructional practices were actually being provided within
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participant schools.

Chapter V includes a discussion of the results of the study, conclusions 

of the researcher, limitations of the study, and recommendations for 

practitioners and researchers.
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Chapter V

Discussions, Conclusions, Limitations,

Recommendations and Summary

This chapter summarizes the purpose of the study and the research 

questions addressed. Prominent findings are then reviewed as contributions 

or exceptions to the existing literature. Conclusions and implications are also 

reported based on these findings. Finally, recommendations are made for 

future research and limitations of the study are stated.

Review of the Study

Eutposg
The purpose of this study was to determine the skills and knowledge 

believed necessary for elementary principals to implement effective special 

education programs within general education settings as perceived by 

principals, special education teachers, and general education teachers. In 

addition, this study reported the extent to which attitudes and behaviors 

supportive of best practice inclusive programs for students with disabilities 

were perceived as evident in participant schools. This study was guided by 

the following research questions:

1. What skills and knowledge identified in standards firom the 

CEC Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All 

Beginning Special Education Teachers do elementary principals 

believe are necessary to effectively implement special education 

programs?

2. What skills and knowledge identified in standards firom the CEC
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Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All 

Beginning Special Education Teachers do elementary special 

education teachers believe are necessary for principals to 

effectively implement special education programs?

3. What skills and knowledge identified in standards ffom the CEC 

Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for All 

Beginning Special Education Teachers do elementary general 

education teachers believe are necessary for principals to 

effectively implement special education programs?

4. What differences, if any, exist among the responses of 

elementary school principals, general education teachers, and 

special education teachers regarding their perceptions of the 

knowledge and skills necessary for principals to effectively 

implement special education programs?

5. To what extent do elementary school principals, general education 

teachers, and special education teachers believe behaviors and 

attitudes which support inclusive programs for students with 

disabilities are evident within their schools?

Discussion and Conclusions 

Principals' Knowledge and Skills in Special Education

Although it is often best in survey research to combine related items 

before analysis, the researcher believed it critical to look at each knowledge 

and skill item individually to determine which were believed most necessary 

for principals to be able to implement effective special education programs. 

This decision was based on the fact that the survey items utilized were 

validated by CEC and adopted as minimum criteria for professionals in the 

field of special education. Responses on individual items were compared
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among educator groups. The following section presents a discussion of these 

findings.

Principals' Perceptions of Knowledge and Skills Necessary in 

Special Education

Principals in this study strongly indicated that training in special 

education was necessary for them to effectively implement programs for 

students with disabilities in their schools. Their mean response scores on 28 

of the 35 (74%) survey items were 3.00 or above. The five knowledge and 

skills ranked highest by principals (Table 7) are:

1 Model appropriate behavior for students and teachers toward

individuals with disabilities (58)

2. Rights and responsibilities of parents, students, teachers and schools

as they related to special education (K4)

3. Due process rights related to assessment, eligibility, and placement

(K3)

4. Legal regulations, provisions, and guidelines regarding student

assessment (KID)

5. Applicable laws, rules and regulations, and procedural safeguards

regarding the management of special students' behaviors (K20)

Furthermore, firom responses to open-ended questions, principals indicated a 

need for training regarding the identification and characteristics of students 

with disabilities and expressed a desire to receive field experiences in which 

they would have an opportunity to view successful inclusive programs for 

students with disabilities (Table 8).

These findings are consistent with current literature which indicates 

principals feel strongly that additional course work and field experiences in 

special education are needed (DeClue, 1990; Hyatt, 1986; Weinstein, 1989), and
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that principals consider themselves inadequate regarding legal issues, student 

identification and placement, assessment, and behavior management. 

Findings of the present study also support DeClue's (1990) conclusions that 

principals play important roles in the implementation of inclusive 

programming as symbolic leaders, and Rude and Rubadeau's (1992) findings 

that inclusion is fostered by principals who model total school responsibility 

for all students.

Special Education Teachers' Perceptions of Knowledge and Skills 

Principals Need in Special Education

Special education teachers in the present study did not generate as 

strong a perception as principals regarding the knowledge and skills necessary 

for principals in all areas of special education. However, similarities are 

noted between the five items special education teachers and principals ranked 

highest. The five items ranked highest by special education teachers (Table 9) 

are:

1. Model appropriate behavior for students and teachers toward

individuals with disabilities (S8)

2. Rights and responsibilities of parents, students, teachers and schools

as they related to special education (K4)

3. Demonstrate a commitment to developing the highest educational

and quality of life potential for all students (SO)

4. Due process rights related to assessment eligibility, and placement

(K3)

5. Applicable laws, rules and regulations, and procedural safeguards

regarding the management of special students' behaviors (K20)

Both special education teachers and principals ranked modeling 

appropriate behavior highest, which is further indication of the important
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role principals play as a symbolic leaders in developing a positive school 

climate toward students with disabilities. However, it is interesting to note 

that, although special education teachers' responses on Likert-type items 

(Table 9) and open-ended questions (Table 10) strongly supported a perception 

that principals need to be knowledgeable regarding policies and procedures in 

special education (K4, K3, K20), they scored items related to the principals' 

ability to (1) interpret test scores for instructional planning, (2) adapt teaching 

to students' differing learning styles, and (3) implement best practice for 

students with disabilities within a "somewhat necessary to necessary" range.

Perhaps this is an indication that special education teachers do not 

view principals as "instructional leaders" of special education programs. 

Certainly, this is not consistent with effective schools research (Edmonds, 

1989; Sweeney, 1992) or the literature in special education (Burrello, Schrup & 

Barnett; DeClue, 1990; Lashley, 1992) which identifies principals as 

instructional leaders for ail students (e.g. responsible for ensuring the proper 

modification and adaptation of general education curricula to meet the needs 

of students with varying abilities). However, with the growing emphasis on 

restructured schools, shared governance, and participatory management, one 

might entertain the possibility that principals should relinquish some 

authority in special education instructional matters to those teachers who are 

trained specifically in that area.

One might also speculate that special education teachers are hesitant to 

support principals' training in assessment, instructional planning, and best 

practice for students with disabilities because they do not have confidence in 

the principals' interference with their work in these areas. This concept is 

especially crucial given that today's principals often make legal and ethical 

decisions in their buildings regarding special education policy and procedure.
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Special education teachers may not be supportive of training for principals in 

the areas of assessment and placement, instructional plaiuiing, and best 

practice for students with disabilities because they perceive themselves to be 

more qualified to make decisions in these areas.

General Education Teachers' Perceptions of Knowledge and Skills

Erincipals Need in Speaal Education
The five items ranked highest by general education teachers (Table 11) 

are comparable with those reported by principals and special education 

teachers. They are:

1. Due process rights related to assessment, eligibility, and

placement (K3)

2. Rights and responsibilities of parents, students, teachers and schools

as they related to special education (K4)

3. Model appropriate behavior for students and teachers toward

individuals with disabilities (S8)

4. Demonstrate a commitment to developing the highest educational

and quality of life potential for all students (ST)

5. Legal regulations, provisions, and guidelines regarding student

assessment (KIO)

Furthermore, general education teachers' mean response scores on 91% of the 

knowledge and skills items were 3.00 or above, indicating overwhelming 

support for principals' training in special education. Could this imply that 

general education teachers rely on principals for assistance in special 

education matters, or that perhaps general education teachers' endorsement 

of knowledge and skills in special education for principals may have been 

driven by their own feelings of inadequacy regarding appropriate 

instructional practices for students with disabilities? It appears, from
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responses to open-ended questions (Table 22), that a lack of training in special 

education adversely affects general education teachers' involvement in 

inclusive programs for students with disabilities, and that general education 

teachers' involvement in special education is positively influenced by the 

presence of knowledgeable special education leaders. Therefore, one might 

speculate that, if general education teachers' support of principal training in 

all areas of special education results in principals being more knowledgeable 

leaders, consequently, general educators' involvement in inclusive programs 

for students with disabilities would improve.

This study presented new information regarding the influence of the 

degree of general education teachers' classroom experience with students with 

disabilities on their perceptions regarding the knowledge and skills necessary 

for principals in special education. Significant differences were noted on 

items relating to ethics, assessment, legal issues, and skills between teachers 

with "a little " experience and those with "a wide variety of experience " with 

students with disabilities (Table 15). This could possibly be an indication that 

general education teachers realize a need for training as their involvement 

with students possessing a variety of disabilities increases, or that, like 

principals, they might benefit from field experiences and/or viewing 

successful inclusive special education programs.

Differences Among Principals and Teachers Regarding the 

Knowledge^cLSkills Principals Need in Special Education

Significant differences were found between principals, special 

education teachers, and general education teachers on items relating to the 

principals' knowledge of (1) the terminology, ethics, and application of 

assessment (K8, K9, K12), (2) differing learning styles of students with 

disabilities and how to adapt teaching to these styles (K15), (3) research and
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best practice for effective management of teaching and learning for students 

with disabilities (K18), and (4) interpreting assessment data for instructional 

planning (S3). It is interesting to note that, generally, differences on items 

occurred between principals and special education teachers or between special 

education and general education teachers, not between principals and general 

education teachers. Consistently, when disagreements occurred between 

educator groups, special education teachers' mean response scores were 

significantly lower (Table 12). Perhaps this is an intimation that special 

education teachers do not embrace the concept of principals as special 

education leaders as strongly as general educators, or that they consider 

themselves the authority regarding best practice implementation of teaching 

and learning or interpretation and application of test scores for students with 

disabilities.

Given that principals are currently expected to assume more 

responsibility as special education leaders, one might wonder why special 

education teachers do not perceive principals' knowledge of assessment, 

placement, and best practice implementation of special education programs 

with the same degree of necessity as general education teachers and 

principals. The literature in general and special education has evidenced 

widespread documentation of the challenges principals face as coordinators of 

the prereferral, referral, and placement process for students with disabilities 

(Anderson & Decker, 1993; Cochrane & Westling, 1977; Gargiulo, 1990; 

Lashley, 1992; Sage & Burrello, 1994). It would seem logical that, as managers 

of special education programs, principals must be knowledgeable in all areas 

of assessment and best practice implementation.

Conversely, one might question the extent to which principals should 

assume roles as instructional leaders in special education. From results
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discussed previously in this chapter, it appears that special education teachers 

may not agree with the concept of principals as special education instructional 

leaders to the same degree as general education teachers and principals. The 

explanation for this difference in perception is certainly an area to be 

considered for future research.

Summary of Knowledge and Skills Necessary for Principals in 

Special Education

Results of the present study confirm the need for principals in general 

education settings to receive training in special education and expand on 

existing research by recommending twenty knowledge and skills items to 

guide this preparation. This recommendation is based on the agreement of 

responses of principals and teachers to specific knowledge and skills items 

perceived necessary for principals to implement effective special education 

programs (Table 12). Although the perceptions of special education teachers 

diHered with those of principals and general education teachers on several 

items relating to assessment and instructional planning, nevertheless, the 

twenty knowledge and skills items recommended by this study as most 

appropriate for principals in special education had consensus among all three 

educator groups.

Perceptions of the Evidence of Inclusive Practices for Students with 

Disabilities

Based on conflicting responses regarding the principals' 

responsibility in implementing building level special education programs 

(Table 18, item 4), this study provides support for the perception that 

principals may not be directly involved in the special education process 

within their schools. These findings are consistent with those of De Clue 

(1992) and Weinstein (1989) who contended that principals are more reactive
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than proactive in their approach to special education and rely on others to 

make decisions regarding students with disabilities.

Furthermore, general and special education teachers' perceptions 

regarding the evidence of inclusive practices differed significantly with 

principals' responses (Table 20). Specific instruction/training and age

appropriateness items on which discrepancies occurred related to (1) the 

acceptance of a school philosophy supportive of staff inservice training on a 

regular basis regarding special education issues, (2) the use of age-appropriate 

instructional practices, (3) utilizing methods of instruction which facilitate 

the interaction of students with and without disabilities, (4) the collaboration 

of general and special education teachers regarding instructional 

responsibilities, and (5) the modification and adaption of curriculum for 

students w ith disabilities in general education classrooms (Table 18).

Principals consistently scored items relating to inclusive instructional 

practices and age-appropriateness higher (indicating they perceived them to 

be provided to a greater degree) than did teacher respondents. It seems 

plausible, therefore, to conclude that principals either overestimate what is 

occurring within special education programs in their buildings or that their 

definition of evidence regarding inclusive instructional practices differs from 

that of teacher respondents. Perhaps discrepancies in perceptions between 

principals and teachers regarding the evidence of age-appropriateness and 

effective instructional practices are an indication that principals are unaware 

of the nature of services rendered to students with disabilities, or that they 

lack sufficient knowledge to determine what is best practice in the 

implementation of special education programs. It may also be possible that 

principals' responses reflected a larger perspective of the special education 

program within their buildings than the perceptions indicated by general and
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special education teachers' responses. It seems logical to assume that 

principals perceptions regarding the evidence of effective instructional 

practices for students with disabilities may be influenced by their interactions 

with different interest groups, agencies, and community organizations.

Results of this study might lead one to question the actual amount of 

principals' involvement in the instruction of students with disabilities or the 

extent of their direct supervision of special education teachers. Certainly, it is 

not surprising to find teachers more involved in instructional matters than 

principals, but neither is it surprising to observe effective principals taking 

active, direct involvement in the instruction of all students within their 

buildings. If principals are to be instructional leaders of special education 

programs, they must ensure that students with disabilities receive instruction 

which is appropriate and consistent with current law (Gargiulo, 1990; Sage & 

Burrello, 1994; Salisbury & Smith). Furthermore, if principals are truly 

instructional leaders, they must be responsible for classroom observations 

and supervision of general and special education staff (Burrello, Schrup & 

Barnett, 1988; Rude & Rubadeau, 1992). Based on the results of this study, it 

appears that principals may not be viewed as instructional leaders in the area 

of special education, and, whether or not this perspective is preferred by 

special education teachers, is a subject for future research.

The present study also reported findings consistent with previous 

research (Anderson & Decker, 1993; Van Horn, Burrello & De Clue, 1992) 

which identified principals as important figures influencing teachers' 

attitudes and developing a positive school climate toward students with 

disabilities (Table 12, S7, S8). Additional factors mentioned in this study 

(Table 23) which might influence attitudes and behaviors regarding the 

inclusion of students with disabilities are (1) actual experience in a successful
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program, (2) time constraints (3) the influence of students with disabilities on 

the general education students, (4) the quality of special education and general 

education teachers, (5) acceptance and support by staff, (6) one's personal 

philosophy of integration, and (8) prior education/experience in special 

education. Although the amount of qualitative data regarding influences on 

attitudes and behaviors supportive of inclusive practices was not sufficient to 

draw conclusions, this information was consistent with research conducted by 

the National Center on Educational Restructuring and Inclusion (1994) and 

Villa, Thousand, Meyers, and Nevin (1996).

Summary of Discussion and Conclusions

The present study confirms the belief that principals in general 

education settings need to receive training in special education and expands 

on existing research by recommending twenty knowledge and skills items to 

guide this preparation. This conclusion is based not only on the agreement of 

principals and teachers to the knowledge and skills items necessary for 

principals to implement effective special education programs, but also from 

the perception that principals in this study do not take full responsibility for 

implementing special education programs within their schools. Furthermore, 

this study questions the concept of the principal as an instructional leader in 

special education. If principals are to be instructional leaders for students 

with disabilities, the lack of evidence that participant schools in this study 

provided students with disabilities an education which was instructionally or 

age appropriate, supports a need for principal preparation in best practice 

implementation of special education programs. Results of this study also 

indicate that field experiences and viewing successful inclusive programs are 

valuable to principals and teachers alike.
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Implications, and -Recommendations 
The implications and recommendations are presented on the basis of 

indications from conclusions rather than generalizability from findings.

Other states not otiering specific training in special education for principals 

may benefit from these suggestions. These recommendations should be 

particularly appropriate to Oklahoma's school districts and colleges of 

education. Implications and recommendations from this study will be made 

to school districts regarding the role of administrators and staff development, 

to colleges of education regarding administrator preparation programs, to the 

Council for Exceptional Children, and researchers concerning future research 

in this area.

School Districts Serving Students with Disabilities

The implementation of special education programs, which promotes 

the inclusion of students with disabilities, relies on the knowledge and 

attitude of the principal. Results of this study are consistent with the 

literature which identified principals as important symbolic leaders who 

model appropriate behaviors for students and teachers and develop positive 

attitudes toward students with disabilities. It was this factor which DeClue 

(1990) attributed as the principals' most important leadership role. Principals, 

as special education leaders, must also have an understanding of special 

education policy and procedure, as well as effective instructional practices for 

educating students with disabilities. However, principals often do not obtain 

this knowledge within their university preparation.

Results of this study indicate that school districts must conduct 

inservice education for principals and teachers regarding innovative and best 

practices for students with disabilities. Staff development should address 

instruction and training and collaborative teaming. Specific staff
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development needs identified in this study included (1) comprehending how 

to modify and adapt curriculum and instruction to meet the needs of students 

w ith disabilities, (2) understanding specific disabilities and their 

characteristics, (3) developing effective classroom management, (4) utilizing 

inclusive teaching practices, and (5) recognizing the roles and responsibilities 

of the all professionals involved in the team.

Colleges of Education that Train Principals

The state of Oklahoma has identified a need to prepare principals more 

effectively in the area of special education. Colleges and universities are 

expected to provide the course work necessary to prepare principals for 

leadership roles in providing best practice implementation of special 

education programs within their schools. This study presented twenty 

specific knowledge and skills, perceived necessary by principals, special 

education teachers and general education teachers throughout the state.

Given that this training was reported necessary by principals and teachers 

alike, institutes of higher education could perhaps benefit ffom utilizing 

these standards as minimum criteria for their principal preparation 

programs. In addition, as suggested in this study, colleges of education, in 

collaboration with school districts, might consider offering actual field 

experiences in special education. The evidence from this study indicates that 

practical experience is a valuable and important component of principal 

preparation. Such practices and field experiences for prospective 

administrators would be in alignment with the National Council for 

Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) and the Oklahoma Commission 

for Teacher Preparation (OCT?) standards.

The Counql for Exceptional Children
The CEC is an organization responsible to the educational community
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by providing current research findings which will help meet the needs of 

students with disabilities. Findings from the present study could assist the 

field of special education and educational leadership by the identification of 

standards from the CEC International Standards for the Preparation and 

Certification of Special Education Teachers (CEC, 1995) which are most 

appropriate for principals who administer programs for students with 

disabilities in general education schools.

Future Research

For the researcher, this study provides a beginning for future study. 

More information could be gained through additional studies regarding 

specific course work provided in colleges and universities which address the 

twenty knowledge and skills identified in this study. In this way, one could 

determine what competencies are actually being addressed in university 

principal preparation programs. Future research might also investigate the 

attitudes of special education teachers as they relate to the preparation of 

principals in special education and the provision of inclusive programs for 

students with disabilities. One might consider why special education teachers 

do not appear as supportive of principal preparation regarding assessment 

and best practice implementation as other educators in an effort to further 

articulate the role of the principal as a special education leader.

Furthermore, given that this study posed questions regarding the 

principals' responsibility in implementing special education programs, future 

research might investigate the degree of principals' involvement in special 

education instruction within their schools. This would include principals' 

collaboration with the special education team and their supervision of special 

education teachers. Future research to replicate this study should consider 

comparing responses on Likert-type items with those of the open-ended
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questions betw'een principals and teachers within each school. This might 

help to clarify discrepancies in perceptions revealed in this study, especially 

those which related to principals' prior experience in  special education and 

their implementation of inclusive programs for students with disabilities.

Numbers alone cannot fully describe the knowledge and skills 

necessary for principals to implement inclusive special education programs 

within their schools. This study has presented a baseline of quantitative data 

that profiles perceptions of what principals need to know and be able to do in 

the area of special education. However, the next step is to conduct a more in- 

depth, qualitative study which will define precisely what is expected of 

principals as special education instructional leaders. In addition, further 

investigation, qualitatively, of attitudes and behaviors which are supportive 

of inclusive special education programs will provide the field of general and 

special education with descriptive information regarding the implementation 

of best practice for students with disabilities.

Limitations of the Study 

There are several inherent limitations in survey research which 

pertain to this study. First, opinions elicited from the survey items may be 

suspect when generalizing to other geographical regions or populations. This 

is due, in part, to the possible lack of familiarly with specific terms which may 

cause some statements to have slightly different meanings for various 

respondents. Also, results obtained horn survey research could be more 

reflective of respondent biases, hidden agendas, or lack of information rather 

than the reality of the situation. It is especially true in this study which 

examines respondents' perceptions, although it is often assumed that 

individuals' perceptions of given situations may determine their course of 

action (Davis & McCaul, 1987). In the present study, respondents' personal
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interpretation of items on the survey could limit its hndings.

Because the response rate on this study was less than 70%, limitations 

could exist in the findings due to the non responding group having markedly 

different opinions on the survey items. For example, principals having 

successful programs may have been more likely to respond to the 

questionnaire than those perceiving their programs as inferior. Efforts were 

made in the design of this study to avoid the above possible limiting factors 

by (1) surveying principals, general education teachers, and special education 

teachers to obtain a more accurate reflection of the issues posed within each 

research question and (2) surveying a large sample (200 each of principals and 

both groups of teachers).

Finally, the amount of data generated from the responses on the open- 

ended questions was not sufficient to draw conclusions. However, all 

respondents were given the opportunity to reply and many responses did 

support the quantitative Endings.

Summary of Chapter V 

Based on these findings and conclusions, it appears that behaviors and 

attitudes supportive of inclusive practices for students with disabilities are 

not clearly evidenced by general and special education teachers within 

elementary schools in this study. Perhaps this is due, in part, to the fact that 

principals are not assuming full responsibility as special education leaders in 

these schools. Teachers' perceptions indicate that principals may be hesitant 

to implement innovative special education programs due to their lack of 

knowledge regarding policy and procedure in special education, as well as 

effective practices for educating all students.

If principals are to be instructional leaders for students with 

disabilities, colleges and universities are, therefore, in need of specific
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standards which define minimum guidelines for what principals should 

know and be able to do in the area of special education. This preparation 

would help ensure that administrators of special education programs in 

general education settings have an understanding of best practice 

implementation. The present study identified twenty CEC knowledge and 

skills which were clearly perceived necessary by principals, special education 

teachers, and general education teachers to aid in this endeavor, and proposed 

they be used as guidelines for the preparation of principals who administer 

programs for students with disabilities.
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Appendix A

PRINCIPALS FOR OUR CHANGING SCHOOLS:

Knowledge and Skill Base 
(National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 1993)

Functional Domains:
1. Leadership
2. Information Collection
3. Problem Analysis
4. Judgment
5. Organizational Oversight
6. Implementation
7. Delegation

Programmatic Domains:
8. Instruction and the Learning Environment
9. Curriculum Design
10. Student Guidance and Development
11. Staff Development
12. Measurement and Evaluation
13. Resource Allocation

Interpersonal Domains:
14. Motivating Others
15. Interpersonal Sensitivity
16. Oral and Nonverbal Expression
17. Written Expression

Contextual Domains:
18. Philosophical and Cultural Values
19. Legal and Regulatory Applications
20. Policy and Political Influences
21. Public Relations
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Appendix B 
The CEC Common Core of Knowledge and 

Skills Essential for all Beginning Special Education Teachers
(CEC, 1995)

I Philosophical, Historical, and Legal Foundations of Special Education
A. Knowledge

1. Models, theories, and philosophies that provide the basis for 
special education practice.

2. Variations in belief, traditions, and values across cultures
3. Issues in definition and identification procedures for 

individuals w ith disabilities
4. Due process rights related to assessment, eligibility and 

placement
5. Rights and responsibilities of parents, students, teachers, and 

schools as they relate to individuals with disabilities.
B. Skills

6. Articulate personal philosophy of special education, including 
its relationship to/w ith regular education.

7. Conduct instruction and other professional activities 
consistent with the requirements of law, rules, and regulations, 
and local district policy and procedures.

n. Characteristics of Learners
A. Knowledge

1. Similarities and differences between the cognitive, physical, 
cultural, social, and emotional needs of typical and exceptional 
individuals.

2. Differential characteristics of children and youth with disabilities
3. Characteristics and effects of the cultural and environmental 

milieu of the child and the family
4. Effects of various medications on the educational, cognitive, 

physical, social, and emotional behavior of individuals with 
disabilities.

B. SkUls
5. Access information on various cognitive, physical, cultural, 

social, and emotional conditions of individuals with disabilities.

m. Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation
A. Knowledge

1. Basic terminology used in assessment
2. Ethical concerns related to assessment
3. Legal provisions, regulations, and guidelines regarding student 

assessment
4. Typical procedures used for screening, prereferral, referral, and 

classification
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5. Appropriate application and interpretation of scores
6. The relationship between assessment and placement decisions
7. Methods of monitoring student progress

B. Skills
8. Collaborate with parents and professionals involved in the 

assessment of students with disabilities.
9. Use performance data and teacher/student/parent input to make 

or suggest appropriate modifications in learning instruction.
10. Evaluate residts of instruction

IV. Instructional Content and Practice
A. Knowledge

1. Differing learning styles of students and how to adapt teaching to 
these styles

2. Curricula for the development of motor, cognitive, academic, 
social, language, affective, and functional life skills for 
individuals with disabilities.

3. Instructional and remedial methods, techniques, and curriculum 
materials.

4. Life skills instruction relevant to independent, community, and 
personal living employment

B. Skills
5. Interpret assessment data for instructional planning
6. Conduct evaluation of instruction.

V. Planning, Managing the Teaching and Learning Environment
A. Knowledge

1. Basic classroom management theories, methods, and techniques 
for students with disabilities.

2. Research based best practices for effective management of 
teaching and learning.

3. Ways in which technology can assist with planning, and 
managing the teaching and learning environment

B. Skills
4. Create a safe, positive, and supporting learning environment in 

which diversities are valued.
5. Incorporate evaluation and management procedures which 

match learner needs.
6. Create an environment which encourages self-advocacy and 

independence.

VI. Managing Student Behavior and Social Interaction Skills
A. Knowledge

1. Applicable laws, rules and regulations, and procedural safeguards 
regarding the implementation of management of student 
behaviors.
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2. Teacher attitudes and behaviors that positively or negatively 
influence student behaviors.

3. Strategies for crisis prevention/intervention.
4. Strategies for preparing students to live harmoniously and 

productively in a multiclass, multiethnic, multicultural, and 
multinational world.

B. Skills
5. Demonstrate a variety of effective behavior management 

techniques appropriate to the needs of students with disabilities.
6. Implement the least intensive intervention consistent with the 

needs of the student.
7. Modify the learning environment to manage inappropriate 

behavior.

VII. Communication and Collaborative Partnerships
A. Knowledge

1. Importance and benefits of communication and collaboration 
which promotes interaction with students, parents, and school 
and community personnel.

2. Typical concerns of parents of students with disabilities and 
appropriate strategies to help parents deal with these concerns.

3. Roles of students, parents, teachers, and other school and 
community personnel in plaiming a student's individualized 
educational program.

4. Ethical practices for confidential communication to others about 
students with disabilities.

B. Skills
5. Use collaborative strategies in working with students, parents, 

and school and community personnel.
6. Communicate and consult with students, parents, teachers and 

other school and community personnel.
7. Foster respectful and beneficial relationships between families 

and professionals.
8. Encourage and assist families to become active participants in the 

educational team.
9. Plan and conduct collaborative conferences with parents or 

primary care givers.
10. Collaborate with regular classroom teachers and other school 

and community persoimel in integrating students into various 
learning environments.

VIII. Professionalism and Ethical Practices
A. Knowledge

1. One's own cultural biases and differences that affect one's 
attitude toward students with disabilities.

2. Importance of the administrator serving as a model for students 
and teachers.
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r -

B. Skills
3. Demonstrate the commitment to developing the highest 

educational and quality of life potential of all students.
4. Demonstrate positive regard for the cultures, religion, gender and 

sexuality of students.
5. Promote and maintain a high level of competence and integrity 

in  the practice of the profession.
6. Exercise objective professional judgment in the practice of the 

profession.
7. Demonstrate proficiency in oral and written communication.
8. Engage in professional activities which may benefit students with 

disabilities and their families.
9. Comply with local, state, and federal monitoring and evaluation 

requirements.
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Appendix C 

DeHnition of Terms

The following definitions are essential to the interpretation of 

materials presented in this study but are not fully representative of the 

terminology of special education and the requirements of Public Law 94- 

142/IDEA. Additional terms are defined within the body of the 

study.

Administrator- A person in the educational setting who exhibits 

leadership qualities and a talent for managing and organizing. The 

administrator completes a degree- oriented program, meets the assessment 

requirements for a certificate, and participates in an internship and /o r 

ongoing professional development.

Collaboration- Extensive sharing and managing of information by the 

stake holders in education through multiple types of forums- both formal 

and informal. In collaboration, educators abandon old traditions of 

professional isolation by communicating with and supporting one another in 

educational efforts.

Colleague- A professional associate.

Cooperative Learning- A way of teaching children to work 

collaboratively for a common purpose. Fundamental elements of 

cooperative learning include face-to-face interaction in learning groups, a 

sense of positive interdependence among group members, individual 

accountability to the group, and the teaching of collaborative skills for 

working together effectively.

Disability- Condition characterized by the loss of physical functioning 

or difficulty in learning and social adjustment that significantly interferes
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with normal growth and development, as defined by the Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA), "A person with a disability has a physical or mental 

impairment that substantially limits the person in some major life activity."

Diversity- Those among us who may have special educational and 

other needs (the person with hearing impairment, the person with visual 

impairment, the person with mental retardation, etc.) ; those who may share 

significantly different lifestyles (rural and urban children, children who live 

in extreme poverty, drug dependents); those whose identity is critically 

influenced by their gender; and those who are significantly influenced by 

variations in race, class and religion. For purposes of this study diversity is 

best defined as those children with special educational needs.

Due Process Procedures- Those procedures that assure the rights of 

children and parents including "the right to examine the records, obtain an 

independent evaluation, receive prior notice before a change in an lEP or 

program, and a right to disagree with and appeal a decision made by the 

school. This provides parents the option of requesting a due process hearing, 

conducted by an impartial hearing officer, in which both parties to the 

disagreement present their side of the conflict.

Exceptional Children- Those children whose physical attributes and/or 

learning abilities differ from the norm, either above or below, to such an 

extent that an individualized program of special education is indicated.

Implementation- Making things happen; putting programs and change 

efibrts into action; facilitating coordination and collaboration of tasks; 

establishing project checkpoints and monitoring progress; supporting those 

responsible for carrying out projects and plans.

Individualized Educational Program (lEPl- A written statement which 

specifies instructional objectives and the type(s) and designated time
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allotments for specific special education instruction and related services. The 

plan must include the student's present level of functioning and a statement 

of aimual goals. The lEP must be developed by parents, educators, and the 

student (when appropriate) and must be reviewed on an annual basis. The 

plan is designed to meet the unique needs of each student placed in a special 

education program.

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act fIDEAV Also known as the 

Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA), the Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act (EAHCA), and the Handicapped Children's Protection Act 

(HCPA). Originally enacted as the EHA, the IDEA is the federal legislation 

which provides for the free, appropriate education of all children with 

disabilities. The IDEA establishes minimum requirements which must be 

complied with in order for states to be eligible to receive financial assistance.

In-service- The period of time beginning at graduation from college 

continuing throughout the career of a educator.

Instructional Leadership- Effective instructional leaders 

have five essential qualities which describe their behaviors in the school 

setting: (1) defining a mission, (2) managing curriculum and instruction, (3) 

supervising teaching, (4) monitoring student progress, and (5) promoting a 

positive instructional climate.

Interdisciplinary Teams- Composed of colleagues who teach different 

subjects, but share the same group of students and consistently plan team- 

related educational activities and programs.

Least Restrictive Environment- Public Law 94-142 (passed by the federal 

government in 1975) supports each child's right to be educated in the least 

restrictive environment (LRE). It stipulates that "to the maximum extent 

appropriate, handicapped children, including children in public or private
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institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are not 

handicapped, and that special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of 

handicapped children from the regular educational environment occurs only 

when the nature or severity of the handicap is such that education in regular 

classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved 

satisfactorily." (Section 612(5)8 of P.L. 94-142, amended in 1990 with P.L. 101- 

476-IDEA to replace "handicap" with disability).

Multidisciplinary Team- A team composed of educators, parents, 

medical specialists, psychologists, social workers, and others as necessary, who 

act in various capacities to schedule and carry out the assessment procedure 

and make eligibility decisions based on analysis of all evaluation components 

for special education placements and/or related services. The components to 

be analyzed include a developmental history, medical, social, psychological, 

and educational data.

Preservice- The period of time from entering a teacher education 

program through successful student teaching and college graduation.

Professional development- Continuing professional education or in- 

service training received by teachers and administrators throughout their 

careers.

Related Services- The law requires that school provide certain related

services to students in special education programs. These services include:

services, physical and occupational therapy, recreation, 
early identification and assessment of disabilities in 
children, counseling services, and medical services for 
diagnostic or evaluation purposes. The term also includes 
school health services, social work services in schools, 
and parent counseling and training. (P.L. 94-142, Sec.
121a.l3)

Special Education- Specially designed instruction, at no cost to the
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parents, to meet unique needs of a child with a disability. It includes specially 

designed instruction in the classroom; specially designed instruction in the 

home, hospital, institution, or other setting; speech-language pathology 

services consisting of specially designed instruction which is not delivered as 

a related service, but instead as a special education service delivery; physical 

education with modifications, specially designed adaptive physical education, 

movement education or motor development instruction; and vocational 

education with modifications, specially designed vocational education or 

applied technology.
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APPENDIX D

Survey I: Knowledge and Skills for Principals in Special Education

Survey II: Programs for Students with Disabilities
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PRINCIPAL SURVEY

K iiow kcige and  Skills in  Special E ducation

SECTION I -  PRINqPAL DEMOCRAPHICS

I. How many years have you been a principal? _

2. How many years have you been a principal in your current school assignment?.

3. Number of years of full-time general class teaching experience: 
Elementary_____________  Middle/Junior High____ High School.

4. Number of years, if any. special education teaching experience:.

S. Describe the population of the communié in which your school is located:
Urban (400,000 or more) □  Suburban (25,000-400.000) □  Rural (25,000 or less) □

6. Circle your present school enrollment: 
Under 200 201-400 401-600 Over 600

7. What is your highest level of academic achievement?
Master’s □  Master’s + 3 0 O  Doctoral □ Other.

(Specify)

8. Gender Male O  Female Q

9. From which university did you complete your administrative training? (optional)

10. Did you complete an internship as part of your administrative preparation? Yes Q  No Q
if  you answered ‘‘Yes”  to an Intemship, please complete questioas 11-13; If “No” go to Section II.

--------------------------- V----------------------
11.1 completed the intemship in 19____.

12. The length of the intemship was:
Less than one semester Q One full semester Q
Other_______________________________________

(Please specify)

A full year Q

13. Which one statement best describes your intemship experience:
Q  Structured with specific activities designed by the university 
G  Structured by the mentor with specific activities 
□  Mostly unstructured
O  Structured by a school district in conjunction with the university 
Q  Completely structured by a school district
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SECnOKH
Please circle the degree (1-4) that you feel the following knowledge and skills are necessary for principals 

to implement effective programs for students with disabilities.

HOW NECESSARY

I f
KNOWLEDGE -  How necessary is it that a principal know:

1. Models, theories, and philosophies that provide the basis for special education

2.

3.

4.

7.

8 .

9.

Rights and responsibilities of parents, students, teachers, and schools as they 
relate to special education................................................................................... 1

S. Similarities and differences between the cognitive, physical, cultural, social, and 
emotional needs of typical and exceptional learners.......................... .....................

Characteristics and effects of the cultural and environmental milieu of the child 
and family...............................................................................................................

Effects of various medications on the educational, cognitive, physical, social, 
and emotional behavior of students with disabilities............................................. 1

Basic terminology used in assessment......................................................................  1

Ethical concerns related to assessment............................................................................. I

  110. Legal regulations, provisions, and guidelines regarding student assessment...........

11. Typical procedures used for screening, prereferral, referral, and classification 1

12. Appropriate application and interpretation of scores........................................................1

13. The relationship between assessment and placement decisions....................................... 1

14. Methods of monitoring student progress...........................................................................1

15. DiKering learning styles of students with disabilities and how to adapt teaching
to these styles.....................................................................................................................1

16. Life skills instruction relevant to independent, community, and personal living
employment of students with disabilities......................................................................... I

practice............................................................................................................................... 1 2

Issues in definition and identification procedures for students with disabilities 1 2

Due process rights related to assessment, eligibility and placement............................... 1 2

3

3

3
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KNOWLEDGE -  How necessary is it that a principal know:

17. Basic classroom management theories, methods, and techniques for students 
with disabilities...................................................................................................

19. Ways in which technology can assist with planning, and managing the teaching 
and learning environment of students with disabilities.........................................

20. Applicable laws, rules and regulations, and procedural safeguards regarding the 
management of special students’ behaviors...........................................................

2 1. Teacher attitudes and behaviors that positively or negatively influence the student 
behaviors.....................................................................................................................

22. Strategies for crisis prevention/intervention..............................................................

23. Strategies for preparing students to live harmoniously and productively in a 
multiclass, multiethnic, multicultural, and multinational world......................

25. Roles of students, parents, teachers, and other -.chuol and community personnel 
in planning a student’s individualized educational program.................................

26. Ethical practices for confidential communication to others about students with 
disabilities............................................................................................................

H O W  N E C E SSA R Y

24. Typical concerns of parents of students with disabilities and appropriate strategies 
to help parents deal with these concerns...................................................................

29. Construct instruction and other professional activities consistent with the 
requirements of special education law, rules, and regulations....................

30. Interpret assessment data for instructional planning

34. Demonstrate a variety of behavior management techniques appropriate to the 
needs of students with disabilities......................................................................

I I

18. Research and best practice for effective management of teaching and learning 
for students with disabilities.................................................................................

27. One’s own cultural biases and differences that affect one’s attitude toward students 
with disabilities.............................................................................................................

SKILLS -  How necessary is it that the principal be able to:

28. Articulate a personal philosophy of special education, including its relationship 
to/with general education.............................................................................................

4

4

4

4
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SKILLS — How nec«asary is it that the principal be able to;

35. Implement the least restrictive placement/intervention consistent with the 
needs of the student.......................................................................................

H O W  N E C E SSA R Y

II II I I
1 2  3 4

36. Use collaborative strategies in working with students, parents, and school and 
community personnel.......................................................................................... 1

37. Demonstrate a commitment to developing the highest educational and quality
of life potential for all students......................................................................................... I

38. Model appropriate behavior for students and teachers toward individuals
with disabilities.................................................................................................................1

3 4

3 4

3 4
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SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY

ivnoNyledge unrt m Special EjutaU oA

SECTION I -  TEACHER PEMOCR.APHICS

I. How many years have you been a special education teacher?.

2. How many years have you been a teacher in your current school assignment?.

3. What certification(s) do you currently hold?____________________________

4. In which main category of exceptionality are the students you are currently teaching? 
Mild/Moderate □  Severe/Profound □

5. What is your highest level of academic achievement?
Master’s G  Master’s + 30 O  Doctoral G Other.

(Specify)

6. Gender: Male Q Female G

7. How many students are presently enrolled in your school?.

8. How many students in your school are being serxed in special education?.
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S E C T IO N  II
Please circle the degree ( I -4) that you feel the tbilowing knowledge and skills are necessary for principals 

to implement effective programs for students with disabilities.

I -  not at all necessary 2 = somewhat necessary 3 = necessary 4 = extremely necessary
i

HOW NECESSARY
9
%

I;
KNOWLEDGE -  How necessary is it that a principal know:

1. Models, theories, and philosophies that provide the basis for special education 
practice.....................................................................................................................

2. Issues in definition and identification procedures for students with disabilities ....

3. Due process rights related to assessment, eligibility and placement......................

4. Rights and responsibilities of parents, students, teachers, and schools as they
relate to special education.......................................................................................

5. Similarities and differences between the cognitive, physical, cultural, social, and 
emotional needs of typical and exceptional learners..............................................

6. Characteristics and effects of the cultural and environmental milieu of the child 
and family................................................................................................................

7. Effects of various medications on the educational, cognitive, physical, social, 
and emotional behavior uf students with disabilities..............................................

8. Basic tertninology used in assessment.....................................................................

9. Ethical concerns related to assessm ent............................................................................

10. Legal regulations, provisions, and guidelines regarding student assessment........

11. Typical procedures used for screening, prereferral, referral, and classification....

12. Appropriate application and interpretation of scores.............................................

13. The relationship between assessment and placement decisions............................

14. Methods of monitoring student progress................................................................

15. Differing learning styles of students with disabilities and how to adapt teaching 
to these styles...........................................................................................................

16. Life skills instruction relevant to independent, community, and personal living 
employment of students with disabilities...............................................................

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3
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KNOWLEDGE -  How necessary is it that a principal know:

17. Basic classroom management theories, methods, and techniques for students 
with disabilities...................................................................................................

19. Ways in which technology can assist with planning, and managing the teaching 
and learning environment of students with disabilities.........................................

20. Applicable laws, rules and regulations, and procedural safeguards regarding the 
management of special students* behaviors............................................................

21. Teacher attitudes and behaviors that positively or negatively influence the student 
behaviors......................................................................................................................

22. Strategies for crisis prevention/intervention.............................................................

23. Strategies for preparing students to live harmoniously and productively in a 
multiclass, multiethnic, multicultural, and multinational world......................

24. Typical concerns of parents of students with disabilities and appropriate strategies 
to help parents deal with these concerns...................................................................

Roles of students, parents, teachers, and other school and community personnel 
in planning a student's individualized educational program.................................

29. Construct instruction and other professional activities consistent with the 
requirements of special education law. rules, and regulations....................

30. Interpret assessment data for instructional planning

H O W  N E C E S S A R Y

I s
l i  i i  i i f

18. Research and best practice for effective management of teaching and learning 
for students with disabilities.................................................................................

26. Ethical practices for confidential communication to others about students with 
disabilities.....................................................................................................................

27. One's own cultural biases and differences that affect one's attitude toward students 
with disabilities............................................................................................................

SKILLS -  How necessary is it that the principal be able to:

28. Articulate a personal philosophy of special education, including its relationship 
to/with general education..............................................................................................

34. Demonstrate a variety of behavior management techniques appropriate to the 
needs of students with disabilities......................................................................

II c

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

t 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3
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SKILLS -  How necessar> is it that the principal be able to:

H(jw  n e c e s s a r y

=5 Î 1? c f -1 2 t i I t  i
l i 11 1 h

33. Implement the least restrictive placement/intervention consistent with the 
needs of the student.........................................................................................

36. Use collaborative strategies in working with students, parents, and school and 
community personnel..........................................................................................

37. Demonstrate a commitment to developing the highest educational and quality
of life potential for all students..........................................................................................I

38. Model appropriate behavior for students and teachers toward individuals 
with disabilities..............................................................................................
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GENERAL EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY

in Special Education

SECTION I -  TEACHER DEMOCRAPHICS

I. How many years have you been a teacher? _

2. How many years have you been a teacher in your current school assignment?.

3. What certification(s) do you currently hold?____________________________

4. What is your highest level of academic achievement ?
Master’s □  Master's -t- 30 Q Doctoral Q Other.

(Specify)

6. Gender Male □ Female □

7. How many students are presently enrolled in your school?.

8. Which statement best describes your personal experience regarding students with disabilities:
Q  I have never had a student with disabilities in my classroom.
Q  I have had a little experience working with students with disabilities.
Q  I often have students in my class with mild to moderate disabilities such as learning disabled or students 

with moderate mental retardation.
Q  ( have worked with a wide variety of students w ith moderate to severe disabilities in my classroom.
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SECTION II
Please circle che degree (1-4) that you feel the following knowledge and skills are necessary for principals 

to implement effective programs for students with disabilities.

1 s  not at all necessary 2 = somewhat necessary 3 = necessaiy 4 = extremely necessary j|

I f
KNOWLEDGE -  How necessary is it that a principal know:

1. Models, theories, and philosophies that provide the basis for special education 
practice.....................................................................................................................

2. Issues in definition and identification procedures for students with disabilities ....

3. Due process rights related to assessment, eligibility and placement.....................

4. Rights and responsibilities of parents, students, teachers, and schools as they 
relate to special education.......................................................................................

5. Similarities and differences between the cognitive, physical, cultural, social, and 
emotional needs of typical and exceptional learners.............................................

6. Characteristics and effects of the cultural and environmental milieu of the child 
and family...............................................................................................................

7. Effects of various medications on the educational, cognitive, physical, social, 
and emotional behavior of students with disabilities.............................................

8. Basic terminology used in assessment....................................................................

9. Ethical concerns related to assessment...................................................................

10. Legal regulations, provisions, and guidelines regarding student assessment........

11. Typical procedures used for screening, prereferral. referral, and classification ...

12. Appropriate application and interpretation of scores............................................

13. The relationship between assessment and placement decisions............................

14. Methods of monitoring student progress................................................................

15. Differing learning styles of students with disabilities and how to adapt teaching 
to these styles..........................................................................................................

16. Life skills instruction relevant to independent, community, and personal living 
employment of students with disabilities...............................................................

1 ^
n 1
a «

•ft
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H O W  N E C E S S A R Y

K N O W L E D G E  -  How necessary is it that a principal know:

17. Basic classroom management theories, methods, and techniques for students 
with disabilities.............................................................................................................

18. Research and best practice for effective management of teaching and learning
for students with disabilities........................................................................................

19. Ways in which technology can assist with planning, and managing the teaching 
and learning environment of students with disabilities..............................................

20. Applicable laws, rules and regulations, and procedural safeguards regarding the 
management of special students’ behaviors.................................................................

21. Teacher attitudes and behaviors that positively or negatively influence the student 
behaviors.......................................................................................................................

22. Strategies for crisis prevention/intervention................................................................

23. Strategies for preparing students to live harmoniously and productively in a 
multiclass, multiethnic, multicultural, and multinational world.................................

24. Typical concerns of parents of students with disabilities and appropriate strategies 
to help parents deal with these concerns.....................................................................

25. Roles of students, parents, teachers, and other school and community personnel
in planning a student’s individualized educational program......................................

26. Ethical practices for confidential communication to others about students with 
disabilities.....................................................................................................................

27. One’s own cultural biases and differences that affect one's attitude toward students 
with disabilities.............................................................................................................

SKILLS -  How necessary is it that the principal be able to:

28. Articulate a personal philosophy of special education, including its relationship 
to/with general education.............................................................................................

29. Construct instruction and other professional activities consistent with the 
requirements of special education law, rules, and regulations....................................

30. Interpret assessment data for instructional planning..................................................

34. Demonstrate a variety of behavior management techniques appropriate to the
needs of students with disabilities...............................................................................

• I
11

4

4

4

4
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SKILLS -  How necessary is it that the principal be able to:

H O W  N E C E S S A R Y

l l I I I I I
35. Implement the least restrictive placement/intervention consistent with the 

needs of the student......................................................................................... 3 4

36. Use collaborative strategies in working with students, parents, and school and 
community personnel...........................................................................................

37. Demonstrate a commitment to developing the highest educational and quality 
of life potential for all students.............................................................................

3 4

3 4

38. Model appropriate behavior for students and teachers toward individuals 
with disabilities.............................................................................................. 3 4
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Dear PrtnctpalL

As a public school educator myscit I understand the demands on 
yourtime HoMcver, I do hope you can find just a few minutes to 
con^ilete and return this surw^ in the enclosed envelope Your 
participation very valuable to this study.

Thank you very much for your time and trouble

Sincerely,

Gayle C  Harfin-Rscher

>«

PRINCIPAL CHECKLIST

fur StuUvnU witli übahiUlits

SECTION 1
Please complete the following statements regarding the special education programs in your school.

1. Which statement best describes the special education program in your building;
Q  Students are in self-contained special education classes
□  Students are predominately in pull-out programs for a portion of the school day 
Q  Students are fully integrated into general education classrooms

2. What is the percent of students in your school eligible for special education services?_______

3. The categories of exceptionality of students identified by special education in your building are:
□  Only Mild to moderate 
Q  Only Severe to Profound
□  Students categorized as both mild/moderate and severe/profound are located in my building.

4. _______% of my time taken in administration of special education programs.
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SPCTIO  ̂U
The following statemenoi regarding special education practices were developed to assist you in identifying 

behaviors and attitudes that support students with disabilities and promote successful special education programs 
within your school. Please respond to the following statements using this scale;

1 = There is no evidence of this in my building. 
3 = This is evident in my building.

2 = There is little evidence of this in my building. 
4 = This is clearly evident in my building.

HOW EVIDENT

1. Students with disabilities are included in age-appropriate general education
classrooms...............................................................................................................

2. The school building is accessible to all persons w ith disabilities............................

3. Students with disabilities have the same school calendar and hours as their
nondisabled peers...................................................................................................

4. The principal is responsible for implementation of special education programs,
which includes supervision and evaluation of the special education staff..............

5. There is a defined plan or process for supporting staff in implementation of
educational services (i.e., time for team planning)........................... ......................

6. Students with disabilities socialize primanly with other students with disabilities

7. General education students have little knowledge regarding the students with
disabilities within their classrooms.........................................................................

8. There is a school mission statement which reflects a philosophy that every child
can learn and considers the school to be accountable for serving all students.......

9. The school philosophy supports the need for staff inservice training reg.irding
special education issues on a regular basis.............................................................

10. Special education staff attend separate faculty meetings from general education
staff.........................................................................................................................

11. Special education staff participate in supervisory duties........................................

12. Special education stalf follow the same procedures and protocol as general
educators.................................................................................................................

13. Instruction consistently models positive attitudes and appropriate interactions
with students who are disabled..............................................................................

14. Teachers and administrators use age appropriate terminology, tone of voice,
praise/reinforcement with all students....................................................................

I I
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H O W  E V I D E N T

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20 .

21 .

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Instruction uses age-appropriate materials for all students............................................  I

Instructional methods facilitate the interaction of students with and without 
disabilities......................................................................................................................

Student lEPs include behavior management strategies that are positive and 
use natural cues and consequences...............................................................................

General educators hold lower expectations for students with disabilities within 
their classrooms.....................................................................................................

General education staff consistently participate as lEP team members..............

Cooperative learning strategies arc used as a way of including students with 
disabilities in classroom activities................................................................... .

General education and special education staff share instructional responsibilities 
in order to provide quality educational opportunities for all students.....................

Learning objectives for students with disabilities are adapted and included within 
the core curriculum....................................................................................................

General and special education staff collaborate to make material and 
environmental adaptations for students with disabilities.........................................

General education staff allow alternative or modified curriculum to be used their 
classrooms for students with disabilities..................................................................

General education students learn about students with disabilities through the use 
of group training or informal discussions................................................................

lEP objectives reflect parent input.

Instruction for students with disabilities occurs in natural environments 
(e.g. general classrooms, community)......................................................

General and special education teachers collect specific data to document student 
performance and to identify a need for program modification...............................

Adaptations arc made in curriculum and instruction to allow opportunities for 
all students to develop independence..................................................................

Special education and related services in are provided only in a consultative or 
a direct service format, as needed.........................................................................

I
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31. When services are delivered in a consultative format, they include training of 

service providers, follow-up, and general monitoring of programs..........................

32. Parents and faculty members have little opportunity for educational and related 
services consultation, training, and follow-up to maximize student’s development 
outside of school.........................................................................................................

33. Students with disabilities attend activities (e.g. art. music, lunch, recess) with 
age-appropriate nondisabled peers.............................................................................

34. Efforts are made to increase communication between disabled students and their 
nondisabled peers.......................................................................................................

35. For each IBP objective currently being implemented, there is an instructional 
program or lesson plan written in a format which allows for reliable 
implementation by anyone delivering direct instruction...........................................

36. There is a procedure for training and monitoring paraprofessionais who work 
with students with disabilities....................................................................................

37. Students with disabilities have regularly scheduled, structured, opportunities to 
interact with age-appropriate, nondisabled peers throughout the school day............

38. When appropriate, related service personnel provide therapy services in integrated 
settings (e.g. classroom) with nondisabled peers......................................................

40. There is a written plan for students with disabilities to return to the general
classroom.....................................................................................................................
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T H IS  IS  T H E  L A S T  S E C T IO N !!
T h a n k  y o u  s o  m u c h  f o r  y o u r  t i m e  a n d  t r o u b l e  i n  c o m p l e t i n g  t h i s  s u r v e y ,

SECTION 111

1. W hat facior(s) or experience(s) have intluenced your involvement in special education programs within your 
school? W hy?__________________________________________________________ __________________ __

2. W hat factofts) prohibit your involvement in special education programs within your school? Why?

3. What factor(s) or experience(s) have influenced your attitude and behavior toward the integration o f students 

with disabilities in the general education environment? W hy?________________________________________
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4. W hat professional training, if any. do you believe is necessary to enhance your skills in effectively 
implementing programs for students with disabilities within your school?______________________

S. W hat staff development activities, if any. do you feel are necessary to improve your school's effectiveness in 

providing educational programs which include students with disabilities?_____________________ _

o e i^ n u ic A /
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Dear special Educator.

As a public school educator myself, I understand the demands on 
your time. However, I do hope )mu can find Just a few minutes to 
complete and return this survey in the endosed envelope Your 
participation very valuatile to this study.

Thank you very much for your time and troutile.

Sincerely,

Gayle C  Harhn Fisclier

SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER CHECKLIST

Prouraijts fur StuUtnls v'illi Uisabililik.;»

SECTION I
Please complete the following statements regarding the special education programs in your school.

1. Which statement tiest describes the special education program in your building:
□  Students are in self-contained special education classes
□  Students are predom inately in pull-out programs for a portion o f the school day

□  Students are fully integrated into general education classrooms

2. How many students in your school are eligible for special education services?_______________

3. How many students in your school eligible for special education services are fully integrated into general 
education classroom s?________________

4. The categories of exceptionality o f students identified by special education in your building are:

Q  Only Mild to moderate

Q  Only Severe to Profound
Ü  Students categorized as both mild/moderate and severe/profound are located in my building

5. _______ % o f my principal's time taken in administration o f special education programs.
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SECTIOM11
The following stacements regarding special education practices were developed to assist you in identifying 

behaviors and attitudes that support students with disabilities and promote successful special education programs 
within your school. Please respond to the following statements using this scale:

1 = There is no evidence of this in my building. 
3 = This is evident in my building.

2 = There is little evidence of this in my building. 
4 = This is clearly evident in my building.

HOW EVIDENT

1. Students with disabilities are included in age-appropriate general education 
c lassro o m s............................................................................................................................

2. The school building is accessible to all persons with disabilities..............................

3. Students with disabilities have the same school calendar and hours as their 
nondisabled p e e rs ...............................................................................................................

4. The principal is responsible for implementation of special education programs, 
which includes supervision and evaluation o f  the special education staff................

5. There is a defined plan or process for supporting staff in implementation o f 
educational services (i.e., time for team planning).............................. ........................

6. Students with disabilities socialize primarily with other students with disabilities

7. General education students have little knowledge regarding the students with 
disabilities within their classrooms..................................................................................

8. There is a  school mission statement which reflects a philosophy that every child 
can learn and considers the school to be accountable for serving all students........

9. The school philosophy supports the need for staff inservice training regarding 
special education issues on a regular basis ....................................................................

10. Special education staff attend separate f aculty meetings from general education 
s ta ff ........................................................................................................................................

11. Special education staff participate in supervisory duties...........................................

12. Special education staO" follow the same procedures and protocol as general 
educators..............................................................................................................................

13. Instruction consistently models positive attitudes and appropriate interactions 
with students who are disabled......................................................................................

14. Teachers and administrators use age appropriate terminology, tone of voice, 
praise/reinforcement with all students............................................................................

II I
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HO W  E V ID E N T

I I
15. Instruction uses age-appropriate materials for ail students.........................................

16. Instructional methods facilitate the interaction o f students with and without 
disabilities.............................................................................................................................

17. Student lEPs include behavior management strategies that are positive and
use natural cues and consequences...................................................................................

18. General educators hold lower expectations for students with disabilities within 
their classroom s....................................................................................................................

19. General education staff consistently participate as lEP team m em bers....................

20. Cooperative learning strategies are used as a  way of including students with
disabilities in classroom activ ities....................................................................................

21. General education and special education staff share instructional responsibilities
in order to provide quality educational opportunities for all students........................

22. Learning objectives for students with disabilities are adapted and included within
the core curriculum ..............................................................................................................

23. General and special education staff collaborate to make material and
environmental adaptations for students with disabilities..............................................

24. General education staff allow alternative or modified curriculum to be used their
classrooms for students with d isab ilities ........................................................................

25. General education students learn about students with disabilities through the use
o f  group training or informal d iscussions.......................................................................

26. Œ P objectives reflect parent inpu t.....................................................................................

27. Instruction for students with disabilities occurs in natural environments
(e.g. general classrooms, com m unity)............................................................................

28. General and special education teachers collect specific data to document student
performance and to identify a need for program modification....................................

29. Adaptations are made in curriculum and instruction to allow opportunities for
all students to develop independence.............................................................................

30. Special education and related services in are provided only in a consultative or
a  direct service format, as needed....................................................................................

4

4

4

4
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H O W  E V ID E N T

il
31. When services are delivered in a consultative format, they include training of 

service providers, follow-up, and general monitoring o f p rogram s............................

32. Parents and faculty members have little opportunity for educational and related 
services consultation, training, and follow-up to maximize student’s development 
outside o f school....................................................................................................................

33. Students with disabilities attend activities (e.g. art, music, lunch, recess) with 
age-appropriate nondisabled p e e rs ....................................................................................

34. E.Toits are made to increase communication between disabled students and their 
nondisabled p e e rs .................................................................................................................

35. For each IE? objective currently being implemented, there is an instructional 
program or lesson plan written in a  format which allows for reliable 
implementation by anyone delivering direct instruction...............................................

36. There is a procedure for training and monitoring paraprofessionais who work 
with students with d isab ilitie s...........................................................................................

37. Students with disabilities have regularly scheduled, structured, opportunities to 
interact with age-appropriate, nondisabled peers throughout the school day .............

38. When appropriate, related service personnel provide therapy services in integrated 
settings (e.g. classroom) with nondisabled peers............................................................

40. There is a written plan for students with disabilities to return to the general
classroom ................................................................................................................................

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

iT

167



T H IS  IS  T H E  L A S T  S E C T IO N !!
T u a s k  y o u  s o  m u c h  f o r  y o u r  t i m e  a n d  t r o u b l e  i n  c o m p l e t i n g  t h i s  s u r v e y .

SECTION n i

1. W hat factor(s) or experience(s) have influenced your attitude and behavior toward the integration of students 
with disabilities in the general education environment? W hy?________________________________________

2. What professional training, if any. do you believe is necessary for principals in order to enhance their ability 

to effectively implement programs for students with disabilities?______________________________________
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3. W hai staff development activities, if any, do you fed are necessary to improve your school's effectiveness in 

providing educational programs which include students with disabilities'?______________________________

r^ U € c /i /
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Dear General Educator,

Thank you so much for completing and returning the first mailing o f this research 
project I have invested much time and money into this project became I believe it can 
bring about positive changes in education.

Enclosed is the second and final survey. Please take a few minutes to complete it 
and return in the envelope provided. Remember, all aspects of this research will re
main confidentiaL

Sincerely,

Gayle C. Harlin-Fischer

GENERAL EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY

Proj^rajiis for Students with Disabilities

SECTJQK.I
Please complete the following statements regarding the special education programs in your school.

1. Which statem ent best describes the special education program in your building;
Q  Students are in self-contained special education classes

□  Students are predominately in pull-out programs for a  portion o f the school day

□  Students are fully integrated into general education classrooms

2. In which grade level are currently teaching?_______________

3. How many students in your class are eligible for special education services?.

4. How many students in your class eligible for special education services remain in your classroom all day 
for instruction?_______________

5. The categories o f exceptionality of students identified by special education in your classroom ore:
□  Only M ild to moderate
□  Only Severe to Profound

□  Students categorized as both mild/moderate and severe/profound ore located in my classroom

5. _% o f my principal's time taken in administration o f special education programs.
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S E C T IO N  II
The following statements regarding special education practices were developed to assist you in identifying 

behaviors and attitudes that support students with disabilities and promote successful special education programs 
within your school. Please respond to the following statements using this scale:

I = There is no evidence of this in my building. 
3 = This is evident in my building.

2 = There is little evidermce of this in my building. 
4 = This is cleariy evident in my building. I

HOW EVIDENT

1. Students with disabilities are included in age-appropriate general education
classrooms...............................................................................................................

2. The school building is accessible to all persons with disabilities...........................

3. Students with disabilities have the same school calendar and hours as their
nondisabled peers...................................................................................................

4. The principal is responsible for implementation of special education programs,
which includes supervision and evaluation of the special education staff..............

5. There is a defined plan or process for supporting staff in implementation of
educational services (i.e.. time for team planning)........................... .....................

6. Students with disabilities socialize primarily with other students with disabilities

7. General education students have little knowledge regarding the students with
disabilities within their classrooms..........................................................................

8. There is a school mission statement which reflects a philosophy that every child
can learn and considers the school to be accountable for serving all students.......

9. The school philosophy supports the need for staff inservice training regarding
special education issues on a regular basis..............................................................

10. Special education staff attend separate faculty meetings from general education
staff..........................................................................................................................

11. Special education staff participate in supervisory duties........................................

12. Special education staff follow the same procedures and protocol as general
educators.................................................................................................................

13. Instruction consistently models positive attitudes and appropriate interactions
with students who are disabled..............................................................................

14. Teachers and administrators use age appropriate terminology, tone of voice,
praise/reinforcement with all students....................................................................

II II
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H O W  E V ID E N T

i l
15. Instruction uses age-appropriate materials for all students.....................................

16. Instructional methods facilitate the interaction of students with and without 
disabilities.................................................................................................................

17. Student lEPs include behavior management strategies that are positive and
use natural cues and consequences...........................................................................

18. General educators hold lower expectations for students with disabilities within 
their classrooms........................................................................................................

19. General education staff consistently participate as LEP team members..................

20. Cooperative learning strategies are used as a way of including students with
disabilities in classroom activities............................................................................

21. General education and special education staff share instructional responsibilities
in order to provide quality educational opportunities for all students.....................

22. Learning objectives for students with disabilities are adapted and included witfiin
the core curriculum...................................................................................................

23. General and special education staff collafxarate to make material and
environmental adaptations for students with disabilities.........................................

24. General education staff allow alternative or modified curriculum to be used their
classrtxims for students with disabilities................................................................. .

25. General education students learn about students with disabilities through the use
of group training or informal discussions................................................................

26. IE? objectives reflect parent input.............................................................................

27. Instruction for students with disabilities occurs in natural environments
(e.g. general classrooms, community).....................................................................

28. General and special education teachers collect specific data to document student
performance and to identify a need for program modification................................

29. Adaptations are made in curriculum and instruction to allow opportunities for
all students to develop independence......................................................................

30. Special education and related services in are provided only in a consultative or
a direct service format, as needed.............................................................................

2 3
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H O W  E V ID E N T

II

31. When services are delivered in a consultative format, they include training of 
service providers, follow-up, and general monitoring of programs................................ 1

32. Parents and faculty members have little opportunity for educational and related 
services consultation, training, and follow-up to maximize student's development 
outside of school.............................................................................................................

33. Students with disabilities attend activities (e.g. art, music, lunch, recess) with 
age-appropriate nondisabled peers................................................................................

34. Efforts are made to increase communication between disabled students and their 
nondisabled peers......................................................................................................

35. For each lEP objective currently being implemented, there is an instructional 
program or lesson plan written in a format which allows for reliable 
implementation by anyone delivering direct instruction.........................................

36. There is a procedure for training and monitoring paraprofessionais who work 
with students with disabilities.............................................................................

37. Smdents with disabilities have regularly scheduled, structured, opportunities to 
interact with age-appropriate, nondisabled peers throughout the school day.......

38. When appropriate, related service personnel provide therapy services in integrated 
settings (e.g. classroom) with nondisabled peers.......................................................

n

40. There is a written plan for students with disabilities to return to the general
classroom............................................................................................................................I
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T H IS  IS  T H E  L A S T  S E C T IO N !!
T h a n k  y o u  s o  m u c h  f o r  y o u r  t i m e  a n d  t r o u b l e  i n  c o m p l e t i n g  t h i s  s u r v e y .

SECTION 111

I. What factor(s) or experienceis) have intluenced your involvement in special education programs within your 
school? W hy?_________________________________________________________ ____________ ____

2. What factor(s) have prohibited your involvement in special education programs within your school? Why?

3. What tactor(s) or experience(sl have intluenced most your attitude and behavior toward the integration of 
students with disabilities in the general education environment? Why? ____________________________
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4. Whai Staff development activities, if any, do you feci are necessary to improve your school’s effectiveness 
in providing educational programs which include students with disabilities ?_________________________
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APPENDIX E

October 1,1996

Dear Fellow Educator,

I am a doctoral student at the University of Oklahoma 
conducting research as part of my degree requirements. My topic 
pertains to the principal as a special education leader. While 
traditional principal preparation programs formally address 
general education content, the degree to which special education 
content is examined is more variable. I am especially interested 
in learning what principals and teachers think regarding the 
content needs of principal preparation programs related to 
special education and how they relate to principals' day to day 
leadership responsibilities.

You will receive two surveys in the coming month from 
which I will obtain the data. I would greatly appreciate you 
taking a few minutes to fill out each survey and return them to 
me at your earliest convenience in the self-addressed, stamped 
envelope provided. The surveys are coded for data analysis 
purposes only. Any writings or presentations as a result of this 
research will report only numerical data which cannot be used to 
identify individual responses. Your name and school name will 
remain completely confidential.

Your participation in this research project will help to 
determine what knowledge and skills elementary principals 
need to implement programs for students with disabilities 
within their buildings. If you have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact either myself at (405) 794-9745 or my advisor. 
Dr. James Gardner, at (405) 325-1533.

Thank you for the time you will invest in this project.

Sincerely,

Gayle Harlin-Fischer 
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THIS IS YOUR COPY TO 
KEEP

Informed Consent Form

This is to certify that _____________________ (print full name),
hereby agrees to participate as a volunteer in the research conducted by Gayle 
Harlin-Fischer. The purpose of this study is to investigate the knowledge and 
skills necessary for elementary principals in the area of special education and 
how these relate to the provision of educational programs which include 
students with disabilities. There are no known risks to participants in this 
research. This project could benefit educators by improving the content in 
traditional preparation programs which may actuate positive changes in 
education.

The information obtained from you will be confidential. None of the 
questionnaires will contain your name. All such materials will be coded and 
destroyed at the completion of the study. The only place your name will 
appear will be on this informed consent form which will be kept confidential 
and locked in storage. All reports, papers, and publications will use aggregate 
data which caimot be used to identify individual responses.

You are free to refuse to answer any question without prejudice to 
yourself. You are free to withdraw your consent to participate in this research 
at any time without prejudice to yourself. By agreeing to participate in this 
research and in signing this form, you do not waive any of your legal rights. 
The research investigator named above, Gayle Harlin-Fischer, will answer 
any questions about the research procedures and your rights as a participant 
upon request.

Please sign this consent form and return it in the envelope provided.
A copy is enclosed for your records. If you have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact either Gayle C. Harlin-Fischer at (405) 794-9745 or Dr.
James Gardner, faculty advisor, at (405) 325-1533.

Your Signature Date
177



Informed Consent Form

This is to certify that _____________________(print full name),
hereby agrees to participate as a volunteer in the research conducted by Gayle 
Harlin-Fischer. The purpose of this study is to investigate the knowledge and 
skills necessary for elementary principals in the area of special education and 
how these relate to the provision of educational programs which include 
students w ith disabilities. There are no known risks to participants in this 
research. This project could benefit educators by improving the content in 
traditional preparation programs which may actuate positive changes in 
education.

The information obtained from you will be confidential. None of the 
questionnaires will contain your name. All such materials wUl be coded and 
destroyed at the completion of the study. The only place your name will 
appear will be on this informed consent form which will be kept confidential 
and locked in storage. All reports, papers, and publications will use aggregate 
data which cannot be used to identify individual responses.

You are free to refuse to answer any question without prejudice to 
yourself. You are free to withdraw your consent to participate in this research 
at any time without prejudice to yourself. By agreeing to participate in this 
research and in signing this form, you do not waive any of your legal rights. 
The research investigator named above, Gayle Harlin-Fischer, will answer 
any questions about the research procedures and your rights as a participant 
upon request.

Please sign this consent form and return it in the envelope provided.
A copy is enclosed for your records. If you have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact either Gayle C. Harlin-Fischer at (405) 794-9745 or Dr.
James Gardner, faculty advisor, at (405) 325-1533.

Your Signature Date

Please sign and return in the envelope 
provided .
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October 7,1996

Dear Principal,

The enclosed survey is the first of two mailings you and a 
special education teacher in your building will receive in the 
coming month. The special educator will be asked to give a copy 
of each survey to one general education teacher in your building 
who has experience working with students w ith disabilities.

Please complete the survey and return it and the 
informed consent form in the stamped, addressed envelope 
provided. Your copy of the informed consent is on the back of 
this cover letter. TWs research project will survey 600 educators 
(principals, special education teachers, and general education 
teachers) throughout Oklahoma. The reliability of the data 
collected is dependent on your participation. Remember that 
your name and school name wUl remain completely 
confidential.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
either myself at (405) 794-9745 or Dr. James Gardner, faculty 
advisor, (405) 325-1533. Thank you for your valued participation 
in this research project.

Sincerely,

Gayle C. Harlin-Fischer
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October 7,1996

Dear General Educator,

The enclosed survey is the first of two you will receive in 
the coining month. You have been chosen by a special education 
teacher in your building to participate in this research project 
because of your experience in working with students with 
disabilities in your classroom. This special education teacher and 
the principal in your building will also be completing these 
surveys.

Please complete the survey and return it and the 
informed consent form in the stamped, addressed envelope 
provided. Your copy of the informed consent is on the back of 
this cover letter. This research project will survey 600 educators 
(principals, special education teachers, and general education 
teachers) throughout Oklahoma. The reliabfiity of the data 
collected is dependent on your participation. Remember that 
your name and school name wül remain completely 
confidential.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
either myself at (405) 794-9745 or Dr. James Gardner, faculty 
advisor, (405) 325-1533. Thank you for your valued participation 
in this research project.

Sincerely,

Gayle C. Harlin-Fischer
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October 7,1996

Dear Special Educator,

The enclosed survey is the first of two mailings you and 
your principal will receive in the coming month. Please give the 
additional survey sent to you to one general education teacher 
in your building with whom you know to have worked with 
students with disabilities in their classroom.

Please complete the survey and return it and the 
informed consent form in the stamped, addressed envelope 
provided. Your copy of the informed consent is on the back of 
this cover letter. This research project will survey 600 educators 
(principals, special education teachers, and general education 
teachers) throughout Oklahoma. The reliability of the data 
collected is dependent on your participation. Remember that 
your name and school name wUl remain completely 
confidential.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
either myself at (405) 794-9745 or Dr. James Gardner, faculty 
advisor, (405) 325-1533. Thank you for your valued participation 
in this research project.

Sincerely,

Gayle C. Harlin-Fischer
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