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. A study involving 231 principals, 155 school
psychologists, 155 special education teachers, and 216 regular
education teachers was conducted to investigate Ss! expectations
regarding their own and others' roles in the team serving handicapped
students. Members indicated whether or not each activity from a.list
of 25 wvas appropriate to their role and/or to each of the three other
roles. Results indicated that there was intra- and interrole -

. ambiguity about'what activities were appropriate far each of the four:

target roles. Administrative impllcatlons of the findings, including
role clarification and improved partlclpation of multidlsciplinary
team members, were considered. (SBH) .
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. i ' Abstract . )
Legislation requiring the use of mu]t%discipTipary,teams to determine
- programs an& p]écement for special education students has p]aced.increased

demands on a limited resource; school staff time:__In‘order for planning. and . °
placement team membepg to use‘their time effiéiently, they must have a clear ‘ \
%déa of what is egbectéd of them in their placement team roles, This study
utilized a list of 25 activities which were rated by placement team members

in four target roles (ptrincipal, school, psychotogist, special e@qcatign teacher,
and regular teacher). THe members indicated whether por not each activigs was
appropriate to their role and/or to each of the three.other roles. -Results
indicated that there was intra; and interrole ambiguityﬁsbout what activities
w;re appropriate for each of the four target roles. Administrative implications
of the findings, including role c]é%ificétiOn and’ improved participation of

placement team members, are considered.
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Public L-aw 94-142 requires that a cornmittee,}omposed of an administrator,

a teacher, and if possible, a parent develop an indiVidua] educationaitg\an
. (IEP) for each handicapped student « Furthermore, many states have ]egis]ation

regulations, or gq1de]ines requiring that a mu]tidisCip]inary team inc]uding

representatives of the administrative, pupil personnel, and instructional staffs

~

determine programming and p1acement decisions for educationally handicapped

students. Because school staff time is Timited these newly required placement
- ]/
teams must accomp]ish their goals effiCiently as well as effectivély. A team's

efficiency depends in part on how smooth]y its members interact. Team members'

>

interactions are generally facilitated by clearly defined. roles.

each member's position carries with it a

According to role theorists,

[

<et of expectations'he]d by other team members concerning the behavior of ~
. ' .2 .
. k3

_‘the penson who occunies,such a position (Bales & Slater, 1955; Sarbin & Allen,

)968). For example, a pringipa] may be expected to act as the team's leader,
whereas a'sehoo] psycho]oéist is expected to interpret the student's performance
on diagnostic tests for the placement team. Role expectations are communicated
formally and-informaT{y to members by the other members dn the team, A memBgr
may be asked by a team ieader to perform a particular function for a team
.dr a team may influence a member's beﬁévier'ﬁy sending eoyert affective messages
implying acceptance or rejection of a particular behavior. ’ s
Role ambiguity sometimes arises when there is insufficient consensus
?authority, and responsibilities that*a;e

or information-about the duties,.

appropriate to a particular role. Two tybes of role ambiguity'identified by

e

_Sarbin and Allen (1968) are (a) disagreement among members f%]fiiling a given
. P s -
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- among PT members might serve to inhibit active participation-on the part 6f

\ -2 -

.

role and (b) disagreement between others' expectations for a given role and
the expectations of the members fulfilling that role. Both types of role ambiguity

have been reported as imfeding group functioning with consequences ranging

from dissatisfaction to apathy toward goal attainment, including psychological
withdrawal, tension, and inability of the group to act as a unit (Bales, 1953;
Bible & Brown, 1963; Gross, Mason, & McEachern, 1958; Hare, 1962; Kahn, 1964;

Sarbin & AV11&n, 1968; Schein, 1965; Torrance, 1954). Thus, role ambiguity

some team members and might ultimately lead to a lack of commitment to fﬁple-
menting the team's decisions. Role ambiguity was also found to have a detrimental
effect on & group's problem-sQiving behavior {Smith, 1957; Steiner & Doége,
1956). .In contrast, Smith {1957) found that clarifi¢ation of roles resulted

in increased group productivity and member.satisfaction.
; L

'S

Because research studies have indfcated that the accomplishments of a team

?

can be affectgd‘by the members' perceptions of their roles, this study was

undertaken -- ~

1. to determine if memberaigﬁ)each target role agreed abdﬁt the expectations

for their own role,

T
« *

2. to determine if members in a target role have different expectations
for their roles than do members in the other.;o]es:

In the study,'four st;ff roles were se}ected as target roles: principal,

chpo] psychologist, special education teacher, and regular education teacher.

These four roles were selected because they are represéntati;e of the staff

types requi;ed fo: a placement tegm,by Connecticut state law. Howeyer, it

should not be inferred that the many roles not included in this particular o

study are believed to be any less appropriate for placement teams than those

- 1
.

which were selected.

~
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Subjedts and Sampling Design-

.- -3-
HETHOD .

o
A )

136) high'scnoo]s and a random

‘A1 public senior (n = 165) and junior (n =

sample of one third of the public elementary schools (n = 121) in Connecticut

were invited to participate in the study. More than one half of the schools (53.6%,
senior high; 57.0%, junior high; 52.9%, elementary) agreed to participate, From
each school's list of hand1capped students wh eganwrece1v1ng spec1a] services

//
duf1ng the first half of the 1975-76 sthool year ‘one student was randomly se]ected

8’ were educable mentally retarded; 55%,
i

and emotionally disturbed. The members of -each student's placement team were

]earn1ng disabled; and 37%, soc1a]]y

idéntﬁfied and were mailed a questionnaire. Of these'questionnaires, 1,478 or

96 were completed and returned by members of 230 placement teams.

This study exam1ned responses from four subgroups of the final samp]e

as fo]]ows'

-
v

Pr1nc1pa]s (n = 231) -- Pr1nc1pa]s, assistant principals, or other
school bu1]d1ng adm1n1strators, such as deans; :
school psychologists (n =

155) -- State-credentialed schoo) psychologists
or psychometrists; : ’

-- Teachers of the handicapped
tinerant capacity;

Special education teachers (n = 24
n aself-contained, resource, or

Regular education teachers (n = - 216) -- Elementary or secondary
tedchers and department heads from grades K ,through 12.

5

¢ LN

Procedure
!’

Twantj-five\items were selected from a discussion of decision-making activities

2

by Vroom (1969) and from a list of PT functions 1dent1f1ed by Connecticut State

. Department of Educat1on personnel and.a samp]e of local d1str1ct adm1n1strators

and'pupil personnel. The platement team members in the four selected roles indicated

which activities from the 1ist of 25 were perceived as appropriate’ for their own

6 . ’
- -
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role and which were perceived as appropriate for each of the three other rples.
The' same activity could be selected as appropriate for more than one‘ro]e.
- Activities were grouned into five types as listed below. A seqnenee or order
for the acttvities is not intended. ’ A"u;
. T | Activities ' .
Diagnostic Activities : | P

S

. Gather.information relevant to the cag‘,/
. Summarize information relevant to tR€ case - ~
Present information relevant to the case .
Interpret information relevant to .the. case

bwl\)_b—c

Prescriptive Activities

5. Suggest student's subject matter needs
6. Suggest instructional methods for stud student
7. Set evaluation criteria for student's academic performance in the

special education program

Evaluative Activities .
8. Use student needs as guidelines for judging programming alternatives
' 9. Evaluate the alternatives from the viewpoint of the school's ability

to deliver the services
10. Influence others to accept a specific program for the student
11.  Set date for review of PPT decisions
12. Review the continued appropr1ateness of the student's educat1ona]

program ’
13. Review the student S educat1ona] grogres : . J
.14,  Finalize decisions . ) '

Maintenance Activities

15. Keep the group on task

S 16. Encourage others to participate
17. Reselve conflicts of opinions ~ )
18. Critique members’ actions ' .

Administrative Activities ‘ | _‘/{\

19. Determine team membership

20. Structure the meeting agenda ( .

21. De]egate team tasks to members .

22. Establish meeting dates

23. Assign responsiblity for implementation of-the student' s speC1a]
. education program

24. Disseminate the team decisions to appropriate personne] .

2b. Communicate team decisions to parents v
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V'A respbhse was coded "1" whén an activity was indicated as dppropriate
‘forma given role and "0 when indicated as {ﬁapprogriate. For eﬁch.of the

four roles, the percentage of members in a given role and theApercéhtage of the_
members in the other three roles who in%icated that a given act{vity was appropriate
to the role was calculated. Next, for. each role,:the mean percentage of the
members.in’the target role and the mean percentage of the members in the other
roles were ca]c&]ated for each of #he five types of activities. A mean perggntage
equal‘go-or greater than 75% was coded C+ to indicate po;itive consensus (a
majority of members agreed that the-type of activi}y under consideration was
appropriate for the-{arget ro]e), a mean percentade equa] to or less than

25% was coded C- to indicate negative consensus (a maJor1ty agreed that the

type of activity was inappropriate); and a mean,perceqyége from 26% to 74%

was coded A to indicate ambiguity (there was disagreement within a group about

-

whether .or not that type of activity was appropriate).

To see if members in the target role had the same expectations for théir
role as did the members in the other roles, a one-way (target vs. other] multi-
variate analysis of variance on the abpropriateness'of the 25 activities was
performed. Since the MANOVA jndicated that there were significant differenges
. between the expectations of thesmembers in the Earget role and those of the
members in the othéé roles, univariaté analyses of yariance were performed
for each activity to compare the‘within-ro]e varianqe to the between-ro]e'
variance. When there was a significant difference, Scheffe procedures were
perférmed to identify which role means contributed to this difference.

The d;ta were amalyzed using the SA% Institute's general linear model

proéédure (Barr, Goodnight, Sall, & Helwig, 1976). An aipha level of (05

was adopted to test the significance of each s}atisti;a]‘hypothesis. <C—




teachers indicated th§3.9 activities were appropriéte for their roles, and

-] RESULTS

Nﬁmber of Activities Considered Appropriate for the Target Roles

Based on a criterion of &5% a?reément, only principals indicated that
> . & ' ~ ‘

more than half the activities were appropriate for-their role. They selected

'

1? out of the 25 activities. Both school psychologists and special education

regular teachers indicaféd that onTy 2 out of fhe.25 activities ;Lre apprbpriate

for theiy role. Moreover, the com;?hgd membership in the three other roles

generally, indicated that even fewer activities were apgrppniéte fo} éhe farget

roles than did the members in the'farget roles. Members in the oth?r roles

felt that 13 acfivitief were aﬁpropriafe for principals, 4 for school psychologists,

and 8 for special education teachers. Only for regular teachers did the members

in othér roles select a gfeate; number of activities for the‘;acget roles .

than did the members in the target role Fhemse]vesl They indicated that three oo

s

activities were appropriate for regular teaéhers -- one more than the -teachers

had indicated.

Types of Activites Considered Appropriate .

. Table 1 presents the mean percentagé of target }o]e members'and others
who indicated that each type of activifj was. appropriate to the target role,y
It also indicates whether there was.positive or negative copsensus or émbiguity

about the appropriateness of each activity type..

-

- a m e m e W™ a e e m wm wm om -

In general, within-role consensus was low. Out of the 20 mean percentages
(4 roles by 5 activity types), onTy 10 were indicative of within-role cdnsensus. ..

For school psycho]ogisfs,/ipere’was within-role consensus about only one type

- ~
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.bf activity -- more than 755 agreed that diagpostit act1v1f595“wen§3appropriape
to their ro!e; for regu]ar teachers, there was consensus about only two of
the five .types of activities -- more than 75% agreed that they should ggi
perform maintenance'and administrétive'activities; fo}~principa]s, there was
» positive consensus about three of the five types of acEivities -- evaluative,
maintenance, and administrative ones and no negative consensus. Ofrthe four
roles, special education teachers had the mosf within-role aé?eem?nt -- more
than 755 agreed about four of the five activity types. They agreed that diagnostic ' 4
and prescriptive activities were appropriate to their role and that main;enance< )
‘and administrative activities were not.
An examination of the responses of the combined membership in the other
_roles revealed that memers reachednconsensus about ong type of activity being
appropriate for schoo] pgy&ho]ogists (diagnostif;activigies% and special education
éeachers,(prescriptive activities) and that two activities were épprogfiate
for princinats (maintenance and administrativé)l No activitjes were seen as
appropriage for.the regular teacher§_by 75% of the meqbers in the other roles.

Furthermore, there was no.consensys among others about any role particﬁpating

in evaluative activities.

I .
Expectation Differences between Target Role Members and Others

For role expectations held about a tdngt role.by its members versus the
collective membership of the three other roles, the MANOVA was significant

for each of the four target roles (p < .001). Table 2 shows the activities )

“ ’

for which there were significant differences between the expectations of the

members in the target role and the combined expectatioﬁs of the members in
,* * * ’ N
the other roles. Agreement about which activities‘'were either appropriate .

or not appropriate to the target r01é was highest for the regular teachers.‘
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agreed w1th otheﬁs about the appropriateness of 13 activities For—their-role
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Thein;expectations differed from others' on only two ewa]uat1ve act1v1t1es,

The' school psychologists' expectat1ons d1ffered from others on four act1v1t1es,

three of which were maintenance and one of Which was an 2ﬁministrative activi;y.
. >

'Spec1a1 teachers expectations a]so differed s1gn1f1cant1y from others' on four

activities -- one prescriptive, cne evaluative, and two adm1n1strat1ve

Pr1nc1pals .

—
but ﬂ}ffered s1gn1f1cant1y about the.appropriateness of 12 - Difference between

principals and others occurred in each of the five types of activities.

The postohéc Séheffé procedures yielded no meaningful pattern of differences;

@

that is, none of the three roles was consistently, signif1caﬁt1y different

<

than any of the others regé?ding expectations for a given target role.
£ N L ‘ .

* . . pIscussIon® .
Intra- and intérrole ambiguities were found in this atudy's sample of

placement team membefs. These findings have administrative implications for

a team approach to pupil programming related to role clarification

, improved

placement team member: participation,

N

and increased commitment to team decisiofis.

toe
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1 ) .
Limited Rofe Expectations i ..
v . ,%;‘-;
. ¢ N . ’ .
Placement team membegrs are selected primarily on the basis of their school .
staff role"as. illustrated by Conmecticut state law as well as Public Law 94-142,

3
both of which require representatives of the administration, support servicles,

. . . -
- L *‘v._

and in;tructiona1‘staffs on every placement team. One assumes that these types

of roles were designated because their occupants have a set of skills or expertise
believed to be desirable in making programming and placement decisions. However,

,. . . . »
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the pldcement team members. in this- study had a restrictive view of the acthities‘

- .

that were approprlate for the1r own roles @$ we}? as of the activities that. /

- & 4 : ©
were appropr1ate for the other three ro]es. Less than 75% of the regu1ar teachers
/ *

perce1ved the1r~part1c1pat1on propr1ate for any of the f1ve types of

iKewise, less than 75% of the members 1n ‘the other roles indicated
E2

that regular teachers should parficipate in any of the five types of activities.

activiti

Furthermore principals, school psycholegists, and’sﬁecia]‘teachers each indicated
that their own part1c1pat1on should be conf1ned to a limited number of act1v1t1es.
These restricted views of their roles were also held‘by others. Both.speciql
teachers and ‘school psycho]oglsts were &llocated on]y.one area. of. participation

by a three-fourths major{ty of other members, ahdyprfncipa1§ were allocated 6niy

two areas. Thus, th& data suggest that expectations of ‘placement team members

are predicated on a hierarchical staffing structure of~the school and/or district,

L

and that these expectatiops may operate ¥o restrict members' Qartieipation in

seme of the p]acemeht team actlvities. This restrittion may be especially severe

for those members who perce1ve themselves at the Tower end of the status cont1nuum.
The dynamics of role expectat10ns are theorized by Sarb1n and A]]en (1968)

to be s1m1]ar to any soc1a1 'status; that 1s a target role is defined by Other .

complementary roles vis-a-vis its Locat10n in the social system and the rigidity

‘of the.system. ©ne possib]e explanation of the findings in this study i$ that

the expectations which members have for their own roles and for the roles of

A
»

others reflect the re]at1ve inflyence, or lack thereof, of members’ hierarchical
. position within the school organ1zat]on.% The regular teachers may perceive

themse]ves and he percéived by others.as having Jess status within the school

hierarchy and thérefore their potential participation in the p]acement team*

may ée restricted accordingly. LT
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Certainly these data raise doubts about’tge benefit of’including personne]
fo ‘s

who. neither perceive themse]ves nor are percefved by others ag active p]acement

* team partiCipants. For the p]acement tean tq bené ' heterdgeneous :

B . T [ )
in other roles can contribute-to, the programmi g and.placement process.

.

«

Members who describe limited or passive ro]esrfor themse]vés'may becbmeJ

[4

d1SSdt1SfL§d with the team proce;s and with the decisions made by the team.
- f

\Some support “for this hypothes1s is fpund in a study similar to the presél.
&r—s
_one which examines the relationship b&tween members perceptions of participation

in team activities and their satisfaction w1th the group process and dec1s10ns .

.

(Yoshida, Fenton, Maxwell, & Kaufman, in pressl. Regu]ar teachers were found

to participate Tess than other mfmbers and to be ]ess satisfied.with the process
and thé decisions of the group. This point deserves reiteration in ]ight of

the fact that teachers are frequent]y responsible for day-to- day imp]ementation
and evaluation of the p]acement team dec151ons. Their commitment is thus critica]

to the programming process, u]timate]y affecting the qua]ity of the student S

program. oo . . . .

» R -
LI 4 s - * . ‘
Differences in Role Expectations ' T

. Significant differences were found between the expectations that members
«in the target roles had for their ro]es and those that the members of the three
other roles had for the target roles. To°the extent that different expectations

dre held, the p]acement team members»may réceive messages conf]icting with

- e

their own perceptions. Spending time and effort on sorting the differences

between one's own expectations and ‘those of otheirs may decrease the timeldvailable '

£o spend on é%?i activities. TRus, "a placement team member's knowledge of -agghers’

, . .
.
« O 1
. »
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&"Wﬁ'“’UasTc va}bes and;expectat1ons are shared, and supported by members

-

of complementary roles, the1r sense of commftment tends to 1ncrease. Conversely,

to the extent that expectat1on§ are not shared or are undermined by antagon1st1c

*

ﬁya]ues there w111 be correspond1ng1y less comm1tment (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn,

F1nd1ngs.from Kahn's research indicate that conf]icting

Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964)

e

role expectations have d1rect effects on the moTivation of role members. Insufficient
information and lack of agreement between members in a target role and members "

in other roles about. the responsibilities of the target role were found to -

~

be s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to the target role member S tens1on dissatisfaction, \

’

_sense of fut111ty, and lack o se]f—conf1dence.

In-service tra1ang co awareness of

“

increase placement team mémbers'
- .
the differences between their role expectations and the éxpectations that others P

have for their role and perhaps reduce the differences in some cases by providing

an opportun1ty for members to assess their expectations,

examine the origins

of d1fferent expectat1ons

and

‘role play"” to explore the effects of these

S

differences.

In conclusion,
¥

expectations‘exist among placement team members.

*

the results of this study indicated that differing rple

These findings are interpreted

.to suggest the need for role clarification and consideration of role expansion

-

through in-service training.

-
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) Thanks are due,to Clay Steinberger and Robert.Margolin, Connecticut State
.Department of Education; Susan Samson, ‘Ann Mabry, Steve Landsdowne, Betty
"Corbitt, and Joan Stoddard for their assistance in data collection, Barbara

Hobbs and Diane Pierce for editing, and Beth Randall for her assistance in
the preparation and typing of this manuscript.
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Table 1 ,

Mean Percentage and Consensus of Targei Role Members and Dthers Who Indicated that Each Type

-

/

)

v

of Activi@cas Appropriate to the Target Role
1 N .

Target role

m — -
v ) School " Special Regular
Types of Principal psychologist teacher teacher
activities‘ Target Other Target Other Target Other Target Other
Diagnostic - : » -
Mean 67 - 53 92 '8, ' 19 M0 61 63
Consensus’ A . A c+ - c+ ® C+ A A LA
Prescriptive . - S
. Mean 44 23 . 66 57 89 ©4 62 6V
Consensus A c- AT A c+ . C+ A A
\
Evaluative *
Mean 81 70 67 57 67 57 . 46- 46
Consensus C+ A A A A A A A
) . Y
Maintenance * b "
-« Mean 92 83 . 53 34 19 21 13 15
Consensus C+ . C+ A A C- c- * ¢ 'C-
T Administrative T
. Mean 85 83 43 32 23 19 8y 8
Consensus C+ C+ A A C- C- + C- C-
Note. Assighed categories were determined as follows: C+ = Positive consensus:

755 or more of the members indicated the activity
role. A = Ambiguity: more than 25%, but fewer than

pe was appropriate for the
5% of the members indicated

the activity type was appropriate for the role. C- = Negative consensus: 25+%

or fewer of the members indicated the activity was

-

appropriate for the role.
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Table 2 /] , N
Activities for Which the'Expectations of the Tar@et Role Members and .
Those of the Other Role Members Differed Significantly
v .
- —— - - - - -
. . Schoo] _Shec Regular -
Principal psycho]ogist - tegcher , teacher ’
T Diagnostic activities . o
- : !
- » Summarize information . :
. Present information - -- --
. laterpret information -
___ - Prescriptive activities _ T T
[

. Suggest .needs
. Use needs as guides
. Suggest methods

. *
.

e s Evaluative activities - — — " T
-_— - »
2 . . . ' ;E
. Set evaluation Criteria R ] R . Finalize ..
.~ Review progran -- ‘. Review progress decisions -:ﬁ#°
. Set -

. Review progress

-

evdluation
£ teria

)

Maintenance activities

) : / M
. Influence others . Keep team on task R
. Critique members' . Encourage others to -- . -
actions participate :
. Resolve conflicts .
Administrative activities i . . o e

. Assign responsibility

. Communicate with
parents

Communicate with parents
. . Assign

}esgonsibi1i§§

(o)



